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Mr. & Mrs. Ron Hemphill
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Austin, TX 78737-4550

Ref: Structural Inspection
240 Canterbury Dr.
Project No. 1954

Dear Mr. & Mrs. Hemphill:

You have indicated that Mr. Christopher Copeland has issued a rebuttal to your complaint that you
filed against him at the Texas Board of Professional Engineers. You have asked that I review the wood
truss drawing that Mr. Copeland submitted to the Board. You prov1ded a copy of that drawing and I
have appended it to this letter as Exhibit “B”.

Exhibit “B” appears to be a “cut and paste” reproduction of a computer generated truss diagram dated
November 3, 2004 and bearing the seal of Mr. Fred Kampmann, PE. The Kampmann-sealed diagram is
attached as Exhibit “C”.

In referring to the MLAW report dated May 25, 2007 (one page attached as Exhibit “D”), item 1. says
“Based on our attic observation and review of the relative elevation surveys, we believe that the
deflection in the floor system caused sheetrock cracking in the walls and at multiple ceiling to wall
interfaces.” In other words, MLAW is admitting here that the second floor trusses have been damaged.
The question is what caused the damage.

In item 2 of Exhibit “D” it says “based on our elevation surveys, observation of the sheetrock at the
dining room (ceiling) and observation of the sheetrock at the rear most wall of bedroom 4 we believe that
the floor system is overload....we have determined that the girder truss that spans across the width of the
home is overloading the floor system... We have a repair drawing for this truss... see attached T5G detail.
This overloading is causing the deflection in the floor system...” The repair drawing that has been
attached to the May 25, 2007 report is attached to this letter as Exhibit “E”.

I recall that Exhibit “E” is Mr. Copeland’s repair detail and that detail is the same one that I relied on
when I issued my first report concerning your house on November 20, 2008. See Exhibit “25” which is
from my report.

Page 7 is out of my report and is attached as Exhibit “F.” Please refer to paragraph 13. That
paragraph refers to my Exhibit 23 which is also the Exhibit “C> that 1 mentioned above and it also refers
to my Exhibit 25.



I will explain in more detail below in an effort to avoid increasing the confusion you might feel at this
point in my letter.

Analysis

Please note the following:

1.

The existing truss is shown in Exhibit “C” and was PE sealed by Mr. Kampmann on November 3,
2004. The diagram depicts the load bearing wall. Mr. Copeland issued Exhibit “C” and I
included it in my November 20, 2008 report as Exhibit 23.

Exhibit C has been cut and pasted onto Mr. Copeland’s response letter (with Mr. Kampmann’s
seal removed), and submitted to TBPE very recently as part of his response to your complaint. It
is not the “truss repair” diagram. Note the diagram depicts the top portion of a load bearing wall
supporting the bottom chord of the truss near the middle of the truss span. That wall represents
the interior wall of the bedroom. This particular wall is currently bearing down on the floor truss
system at the second floor portion of your house. It is also causing much of the problem with
overloading the floor system that MLAW comments on in Exhibit “D”. It is also the same
diagram that [ included in my report, dated November 20, 2008, in which I sought calculations to
be provided by MLAW to prove that the truss repair being proposed by MLAW had been
designed in accordance with proper engineering standards (Exhibit “F”). Exhibit “C” depicts the
existing, unrepaired truss as it sits in your house today and that is continuing to cause damage to
the second floor trusses of your home.

On May 25, 2007, MLAW issued the report containing the repair plan that is shown in Exhibit
“E”. This repair plan does not have Mr. Kampmann’s PE seal and there is no logo depicting
Alpine. As presented, it is the work of Mr. Copeland and MLAW. The repair plan is dated May
18, 2007 and was submitted to me in the May 25, 2007 report under seal of Mr. Copeland. This
is the detail that I relied on in my report dated November 20, 2008 and is the same detail as
Exhibit “25” from my report.

Exhibit E depicts both theory as well as a repair. Exhibit E shows that the load bearing bedroom
wall acting as a support point has been removed. In actuality, what I understand that MLAW was
trying to accomplish was an effort to stiffen up the existing truss and perhaps remove a top
portion of the wall, including wall sheetrock, to take this truss load off the middle wall.
Engineering statics dictates that this load from the roof has to find a way to the foundation, and so
Mr. Copeland’s theory was evidently to transfer the loads to the end walls shown at both ends of
the truss. In doing this, the truss span becomes longer than originally designed since it no longer
has a near-mid-span bearing point and it must span a greater distance from wall to wall. This
means that the stresses in the truss are much greater than before and the existing truss must be
substantially reinforced or completely replaced. This solution ignored the previous damage that
had already been caused to the second floor trusses which certainly benefitted the builder when it
provided cost of repairs to your house.

When you compare the details of the existing truss in your house (Exhibit C), with the details of
Mr. Copeland’s truss repair, you can see that many of the connector plates have different sizes,
with Mr. Copeland showing 7x8 connector plates near the support points of the truss whereas the
existing connector plates are only 4x4. Metal connector plates have metal teeth that mash into the
wood and hold the members together — the larger they are, the greater the resistance of the
members to being pulled apart. There are other changes to the connector plate sizes. Mr.
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Copeland is calling for a change in size of the connector plates, but provides no calculations to
show how he arrived at those sizes. Since the girder truss depicted actually consists of two
trusses mashed together, and connector plates are attached on both faces of each individual truss,
this repair cannot be accomplished inside the attic as depicted in Exhibit E because the connector
plates at the touching faces cannot be reached. Mr. Copeland admits that he is not qualified to
perform truss calculations (Exhibit G), yet he applied his PE seal to a report containing Exhibit E.
I know that he has pled that others gave him the numbers, but that doesn’t matter because you, I
and the rest of the general public relied on his seal and it is evident that Mr. Copeland does not
know if any numbers are actually correct and he has failed to protect the public.

Yesterday, I provided you with a letter discussing Exhibits “A” and “H”. Note that Exhibit “A”
attached to that letter is the same detail as Exhibit “E” in this letter.

Simply stated, my opinion is that Mr. Copeland held himself out to you (and to me and others) as
being competent in structural analysis, including truss repair analysis, when he issued his May 25, 2007
report and PE sealed his report. Mr. Copeland included Exhibit “E” in that report and, as explained by
my July 7, 2008 letter, Exhibit “A” (and hence Exhibit “E”) does not comprise a suitable repair.

Yours truly,

encl.
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this is designed by Alpine. Notice the three supports, specifically R=7067 and U=1874. That
represent Live Load and Dead Load respectively and that load lands upon a beam in the floor that

loads up a floor truss,
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These truss drawings are designed and sealed by Alpine truss and sealed by the engineer
responsible for the components.

Austin, Texas 78758 Phone 512/835-7000 Fax 512/835-4850
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During our visual observation of the home we found the following cosmetic distress:

Ceiling separations in upstairs rooms, primarily at the game room.
Minor nail popouts located throughout house.

Minor drywall cracks in stairwell and above doorway in guest bedrooms.
Doors in several upstairs rooms are sticking and are difficult to shut.
Minor drywall cracking in downstairs walls and ceilings.

Sheetrock joints visible in the lower level ceiling

Protrusion in lower level ceiling sheetrock at the dining / entry area

Discussion
Based on our visual observations, elevation readings and review of the truss drawings we have two
points to discuss.

1.

Ceiling to wall sheetrock separation (bedrooms, game room areas): based on our attic
observation and review of the relative elevation surveys, we believe that the deflection in the
floor system caused sheetrock cracking in the walls and at muitiple ceiling to wall interfaces.
Although the floor system has approximately 1 inch of elevation drop from the perimeter to
the center of the home we believe that most of the deflection existed prior to the application
of sheetrock or was “built-in.” We make this claim due to the fact that the magnitude of the
distress does not appear to correspond with the magnitude of the deflection. The ceiling to
wall interface cracking is approximately %” wide while the elevation change from the left rear
corner of bedroom two to the hallway next to bathroom two is approximately 1 inch. We
would like to point out that at least .3 inches of elevation drop is caused by concrete finishing
and .1 inches of elevation drop in the compression of the framing. The remaining deflection
occurred in the beam (spanning between the family room and the breakfast area) and the
floor trusses (spanning from the beam to the walls on either side.) As stated previously, we
believe that the beam had .2 inches of deflection and the affected floor trusses (see title
heading above) had .2 inches of deflection. The remaining .2 inches of deflection occurred
after sheetrock installation and is what caused the distress. To clarify, most homes, with
movement or deflection of this magnitude would have cracking much more severe.
Therefore, we believe most of the deflection occurred during the framing stage and that
minor deflection occurred after sheetrock installation causing the distress that was noted
during our investigation.

Bedroom 4 and roof girder truss T5G: based on our elevation surveys, observation of the
sheetrock at the dining room and observation of the sheetrock at the (rear most) wall of
bedroom 4 we believe that the floor system is overloaded. After much study, investigation
and consultation with the builder and truss supplier we have determined that the girder truss
that spans across the width of the home is overloading the floor system. The current
configuration of the roof trusses are shown on the attached upper level ceiling drawings. In
the current configuration the T5G uses the wall of bedroom 4 as a bearing point which
transfers significant load into the (2) 2x12 below which is supported by a floor truss. It is this
floor truss that has the hanger / sheetrock issue noted by the homeowners at the dining room
area. We have a repair drawing for this truss to change the bearing location to a stacked
wall thus alleviating the load to the floor system, see attached T5G detail. This overloading is
causing the deflection in the floor system as noted when walking out of bedroom 4 into the
hallway.

2804 Longhorn Boulevard Austin, Texas 78758 Phone 512/835-7000 Fax 512/835-4850
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the F8G truss. At least one block exhibited splitting. It appeared either the builder had
misaligned the truss during construction or the truss fabricator had mismeasured the bearing
point location. The entire load transformation process in the F8G truss was haphazard and the
truss must be reinforced.

12. Inspectors had noted a sheetrock “ceiling bump” at the entry area and had opined in their
reports that the protrusion was inconsequential. | unable to accurately determine the condition
at the “ceiling bump” and time constraints prevented me from continuing. Other hangers in
the framing system exhibit improper sizing and construction as noted above, and the “ceiling
bump” condition should be further investigated whenever the ceilings are entirely removed.

13. In their report dated May 25, 2007, MLAW noted that the floor system (in the vicinity of truss
F8G) is overloaded and has made recommendations for repairs associated with roof girder truss
T5G. Refer to Exhibits 23, 24 and 25). MLAW notes in their report that “In the current
configuration, the T5G uses the wall of bedroom 4 as a bearing point which transfers significant
load into the 2-2x12 below which is supported by a floor truss.” That particular floor truss
referenced by MLAW is truss F8G and is the one that | observed and noted that at least one
supporting wood block had split. MLAW has provided “a repair drawing for girder truss T5G
(Exhibit 25) to change the bearing location to a stacked wall thus alleviating the load to the floo
system.” MLAW has not provided its calculations for me to review so subject to the full
support system being designed and constructed in accordance with proper engineering
standards to transfer the loads from the roof to and into the foundation, Amstar Engineering
approves this particular approach to the problem.

14. 1 wish to address the issue of the general slope of the foundation toward the “kitchen wail”
(Exhibits 7 thru 10). The foundation plan (exhibit 2) shows a distance of slightly over 12 feet
between the outside edge of the foundation and the center of the interior grade beam. Field
measurements indicate that the portion of the “kitchen wall” supporting the glue lam beam
overhead, is located over 13 feet from the outer edge of the foundation, indicating that the wall
may not align directly over the grade beam unless a change in location was made before the
concrete was poured. MLAW called for “hard points” to be constructed at certain locations;
however, if the builder did not construct those hard points either as shown on the plans or
directed by MLAW personnel, then the potential exists that the applied soil pressure exceeds
the aflowable soil pressure and potentially the slab could be sinking at this location. MLAW
should have more information on the condition in their files since they evidently conducted the
pre-pour inspections. My calculations indicate that the concentrated bearing load at this
particular location could be in the order of 12,000 pounds, albeit that most of that load would
be considered “short term loading”. MLAW’s measurements from the back door to the kitchen
wall varied from 0.3 to 0.4 inches and those measurements were made in April, 1987. My
measurements of the same areas in October, 2008, indicated 0.375 inches of differential,
indicating no differential foundation movement in 1-1/2 years time. This area merits
monitoring in the future and repairs made in the future if necessary; however, no foundation
repairs are required at the present time.

8.0 Conclusions

Following are the conclusions:
EXHABT F
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l-l \\~ CONSULTANTS & ENGINEERS

GEOTECHNICAL / GEOSTRUCTURAL / STRUCTURAL
PAVEMENTS / FORENSIC

March 22, 2010 Delivered by hand

1917 IH-35 South
Austin, Texas 78741
Attn: Val Booth

RE: Engineering complaint
240 Canterbury Drive
Belterra Subdivision
Dripping Springs, Texas
Job No.: # 714008000.004

Dear Mrs. Booth:

I am responding to the Texas Board of Professional Engineers letter regarding formal complaints
against me. As | understand it Mr. and Ms. Ron Hemphill and Mr. T. June Melton, P.E. are making
the formal complaints. Below | will list the allegations as summarized by the board and then rebut
the allegation. '

Allegation #1 : .

..."it is alleged that on May 11, 2007, you visited their house and then prepared and affixed your
Texas engineer seal and signature to an investigation report dated May 25, 2007. However, you
failed to affix your seal and signature to the repair drawings and failed to provide calculations and or

information to support your report.

| disagree with this allegation; both parties are confused about specialists in the building industry.
The disagreement occurs over the truss repair drawings. | would like to start this discussion
regarding this point by elaborating on the residential construction industry. The truss manufacturer
typically designs the beams and trusses for residential frames. The truss manufacturer uses
specialty software provided by MITEK Industries that is not available to anyone except truss
manufacturing plants. | did not perform calculations on the truss components for this address and
neither did June Melton. _| am not qualified to perform calculations on the truss components, that is a
specialty position, Fred Kampman, P.E. works for Alpine in another state and he is qualified to
design metal plate connected wood trusses. | am qualified to interpret code, calculate loads, trace
load paths, design beams, read truss drawings and render my opinion on the performance of the
frame as a whole. What happened at 240 Canterbury is that | found a load discrepancy in the
sealed truss profile drawings and then pointed out that discrepancy to Capital Pacific. Capital Pacific
sent my report to their vendor and they reviewed my findings and reviewed the loads interacting
between the roof truss and the floor truss directly below it. The truss engineer then had to revise the
roof truss to remove the center point load. He then stamped his drawings, those are engineered
sealed drawings from another company; they are not produced by MLAW, | have explained this over
and over to the plaintiffs and in arbitration. That engineer is responsible for the trusses and he
revised and sealed his drawings. | would never seal a revised drawing designed by another
engineer from another company. Alpine designed the trusses, made a load transfer mistake. |
found the loading mistake and recommended they review the truss. So, there are no calculations
needed for the T5G situation from MLAW as Fred Kampman, P.E, performed them. | have pasted
the original T5G girder truss below. Keep in mind that MLAW did not design or stamp this drawing,
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