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Memorandum 
To:     Paxon Woelber 

From: L.D.  “Randy” Randolph, P.E., S.E. 

Date: 4/26/20 

Re:   

 
As requested, I performed an inspection and evaluation of the partially completed structure 
located as indicated above.  Stated goal of the inspection and evaluation is to determine 
departures of the work in place from the design documents and commonly accepted framing 
and construction practices routinely expected of contractors working the MOA Service Area.  
I examined the plans as a necessary part of the evaluation and noted the design was 
performed by Karen Cushman of Interlocken Design.  I have known and worked with Karen 
from time to time for the last 20 years or thereabouts.  Her abilities and quality of design 
work cannot be questioned; she has decades of experience in Anchorage and enjoys a 
sterling reputation with contractors, customers, engineers, and MOA Building Safety. 

The framing of the structure is incomplete, poorly executed, and suffers from numerous 
errors, omissions, poor workmanship, and just plain sloppiness.  Inasmuch as this 
evaluation is not intended to be comprehensive document identifying all the errors, 
omissions and the like, I will speak more of specific generalities that will need to be examined 
in more detail in the future.  Moreover, creating an all inclusive list of deficiencies will require 
far more time and effort than schedule has permitted.  

 The first impression looking at the structure is not good.  Sheathing on the south wall 
is installed in a patchwork manner.  While narrow strips of sheathing are acceptable 
at starter strips, or to make up for odd layout, use of several small pieces in one 
location is not tolerable.  Sheathing needs to span a least three framing members 
and should be in sheets as large as is practicable.  Increased number of panel edges 
increases blocking requirements, which results in reduced wall insulation capacity, 
tends to create more cold transfer paths than is necessary and can compromise the 
strength of the shear wall or horizontal diaphragm.   

 Nailing of shear wall sheathing is an abomination.  Most, if not all nails are the wrong 
size.  The nailing, as called out in the drawings, requires .131 x 2.5” nails.  Drawings 
are clear and properly sized nails are necessary to achieve required strength.  Nails 
used appear to be .113x 2.5” nail gun nails and are clearly inadequate.  It appears 
that an attempt to make up for undersized nails was made by substituting number 
for size.  In some locations there is nailing on top of nailing, in locations that serve no 
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purpose.  The lower level wall, west side is a particularly good example of over-
nailing with undersize fasteners.  Shear walls 3B, 12, and 14 require 3” (nominal) 
framing at panel splices, heads and sills, with 2” oc nailing.  These walls are not 
correctly constructed and need to be corrected. 

 Roof diaphragm – I have not had opportunity to examine the roof diaphragm, but if 
shear wall construction and other framing practices hold true, that diaphragm is likely 
deficient as well.  I did observe several locations where roof nailing completely 
missed the blocking. The roof nailing should be properly inspected and corrected 
where found deficient. 

 Holdowns – I observed at least two holdowns located on concealed corners that are 
not fastened to the studs at all.  Moreover, the locations of those holdowns will require 
removal of studs to affect the fastening.  I did not make a device-by-device inspection 
to ascertain correct model and correct anchor rod size.  That needs to be 
accomplished.  Holdown straps spanning from 2nd to 1st floor walls appear to be 
nailed with undersized nails. 

 Shear wall blocking.  Walls exhibit missing or compromised panel edge blocking in a 
number of locations.  Blocking is necessary for proper shear panel performance and 
should be intact.  A wall-by-wall inspection is in order to ensure blocks are installed, 
installed correctly, and where required. 

 Openings – 2nd floor windows on south face were obviously incorrectly sized/located.  
Sills are built up with solid lumber blocking.  This creates a cold transfer area near 
large windows that have, by nature heavy heat loss.  Exacerbating the heat loss with 
the built-up sills could lead to frost buildup on the sills and potential damage. 

 Stair stringers are not connected to floor framing with hangers as detailed and 
customary.  Proper hangers should be installed to provide a safe installation. 

 Floor joists – are cut short in numerous locations and not properly seated or nailed 
into the hangers.  Rim joist blocking is cut short in some locations and not correctly 
nailed to framing.  Joists should be inspected to ensure they are nailed to plates.  
Joists have insufficient bearing in some locations.  2nd level columns are not properly 
supported with crush blocks to transfer load to walls below. 

 Roof purlins are cut short and not in full contact with hangers, not nailed, and installed 
low and not tight against roof sheathing.  Under snow load, this condition will lead to 
deflection and subsequent cracking of the drywall taping.   

 Roof beam tie straps are installed incorrectly and will be exposed on the architectural 
grade Blu-Lam beams.  These need to be removed and replaced.  In this instance, 
the wrong installation required more work than would have installing the straps 
correctly. 

 Floor diaphragm is not completely nailed in some rooms. 
 Wall plate splices are incorrectly executed without sufficient lap or numbers of nails. 
 Studs are cut too short and exhibit gaps between them and the plates.  When under 

load this will result in deflection and subsequent damage to finishes if not corrected. 
 Roof beams are not bird mouth cut and wall tops are not sloped to accommodate the 

slope of the roof beams.  Some attempt to install wedges is evident, but a poor one 
at that.  This is a serious issue requiring correction to preclude deflection under load 
and damage to beams or top plates. 
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 Basement walls, interior, are not furred out as indicated on plans and are in direct 
contact with masonry walls.  Interior shear sheathing is installed tight to concrete slab 
without required protective separation membrane or space. 

 
Deficiencies noted above are, by no means, intended to identify all the problems with the 
framing of the structure; they are but the most glaring and obvious.  What I observed of 
the work suggests significant lack of knowledge and experience of the part of the framing 
contractor.  Or, perhaps a completely indifferent attitude toward quality construction and 
building to the design documents may be the culprit.  I do not profess to know the reasons, 
but the results are alarming, casting designers and conscientious contractors in the same 
dark light at those that produce this kind of “work”. Moreover, the omissions evidenced in 
the structure in question could lead to serious damage or failure during a severe seismic 
or wind event in the future.  I have rarely encountered workmanship this poor in last forty 
years plus, including homeowners work. 

I deliberately opted not to examine the MOA and Home Inspections Plus inspection reports 
until I had completed my own inspection and evaluation, in order to preclude a prejudicial 
mindset.  Once completed I reviewed the other inspection reports.  A good many of the 
deficiencies are common to this report and the other two.  Some are noted on only two of 
the reports and each report identifies deficiencies not listed on the others.  Obviously, the 
other inspectors share my opinion that the framing is substandard and unacceptable. This 
serves to reinforce my conclusion that the work is, simply stated, really, really bad. 

 

 

 




