Ramona Elementary School

Executive Summary & Strategic Recommendations

Prepared for Oxnard School District

Executive Summary

Based on the findings from the reports listed in the Appendix for buildings 100, 200,
300, 400, 500, and 600, and the applicable DSA regulations, Ramona Elementary
has systemic building envelope failures that have allowed long-term water intrusion
into multiple buildings. The investigations identified widespread deficiencies in the
windows, stucco assemblies, flashings, weather-resistant barrier system, building
base flashing, crawlspaces, and drainage conditions that have resulted in
deterioration of plywood sheathing, wood framing, gypsum board, interior finishes,
mold growth, termite activity, and corrosion of the perimeter steel support channels.

While KPFF concluded that the buildings are currently in "generally fair condition" and
do not present an immediate structural safety concern, ABB's investigation indicates
the failures are systemic and are likely present throughout the campus beyond the
limited test locations. ABB specifically concluded that active leakage occurred at all
tested locations and that similar conditions likely exist throughout the school.

The current order-of-magnitude repair cost for the water-intrusion remediation is
approximately $10.3M, including contingency, while the preliminary seismic retrofit
allowance is approximately $1.7M, bringing the total potential investment to
approximately $12M before soft costs.

Key Findings
1. Building Envelope Failure is Systemic

ABB documented:
o Active water intrusion at every spray test location.
o Defective aluminum window systems.
o Failed glazing components.
e Missing sill pans.
o Missing perimeter flashings.
o Failed perimeter sealants.
e Improperly installed scuppers.
e Deteriorated weather-resistant barriers.
e Systemic stucco assembly failures.
e Separation of stucco at metal reveals.

ABB concluded these are widespread conditions likely affecting other locations
beyond the limited testing areas.
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2. Structural Damage Exists but Appears Localized

KPFF observed:
e Deteriorated plywood sheathing.
e Localized wood framing deterioration.
e Corrosion of sill channels and anchorages.
o A gap between wall sill and floor sheathing.

e Generally intact structural framing and anchorage systems.

KPFF concluded the structures remain stable today, but deterioration will continue if

not addressed.
3. Crawlspace Conditions Contribute to Deterioration

Both consultants observed:
o Standing water.
e Saturated soils.
o Detached vapor barriers.
e Corrosion of steel support channels.
o Missing drainage infrastructure.

ABB notes that original sump systems may have been contemplated but not installed.

4. Water Intrusion Has Produced Secondary Impacts

Observed impacts include:
e Mold contamination.
e Termite activity.
¢ Rotted sheathing.
e Rotted framing.
o Damaged drywall.
e Interior finish deterioration.
o Wet flooring substrates.

Cost Summary

Scope

Comprehensive Remediation

Envelope Repairs

Seismic Retrofit

(required when repair cost exceeds replacement cost)
Total Repairs/Retrofit
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Replacement

Total Building Area 36,869 SF
Typical Construction Cost (DSA IR_EB-4) $517/SF
Total Replacement Cost $19M

Construction values exclude:

Architectural/engineering fees

DSA fees

Testing & inspection

Escalation

Relocation costs

Temporary classrooms (if site is occupied)
Phasing costs (if construction needs to be phased)

DSA Considerations

The DSA Existing Building regulations (IR_EB-4) require rehabilitation when alterations
exceed 50% of the replacement value of an existing building. The cost comparison is
performed on a building-by-building basis. The preliminary cost of repairs by Viola
Construction, will exceeds the threshold, therefore seismic rehabilitation requirements
will be triggered.

This project will require review and approval by the Division of the State Architect
(DSA). As a result, the overall design schedule is anticipated to extend by
approximately six months to accommodate the DSA review and approval process.

Next Steps - Options

Option 1: Comprehensive Remediation

Scope

Replace all windows campuswide.

Remove and replace exterior stucco systems.
Install new WRB and flashings.

Replace damaged framing and sheathing.
Repair crawlspaces.

Install sump systems.

Correct drainage deficiencies.

Complete required seismic improvements.
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Advantages
> Resolves root causes.
> Addresses all known moisture pathways.
> Provides long-term solution.
> Extends facility useful life.
Disadvantages
> High capital investment on a modular construction building
> Scope creep from unforeseen cost associated with aging building

> Ongoing maintenance costs associated with aging building systems.

Option 2: Replacement
Scope

Demolish and replace all modular construction buildings 100, 200, 300, 400, 500,
and 600.

Advantages

> Brand-new facilities.
Eliminates hidden deterioration risks.
Eliminates future seismic upgrade uncertainty.
Lower maintenance costs.

vV V V V

Better energy efficiency and educational environment.

Disadvantages
> High capital investment on a modular construction building
> Potentially longer construction schedule

Estimated Cost
Option 3: Targeted Stabilization & Deferred Major Repairs (not recommended)

Scope
> Repair highest-risk areas only.

> Replace failed windows in worst buildings.

> Install improved drainage and sump systems.
> Repair significant rot and corrosion.

> Continue annual monitoring.
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Advantages

> Lower initial cost.

> Faster implementation.

> Buys time for future bond funding.
Disadvantages

> Does not address systemic failures.

> Water intrusion likely continues elsewhere.

> Higher long-term maintenance costs.

> Risk that hidden deterioration continues.

Strategic Decision

Following the additional investigation, prepare a comparative analysis between:
¢ Option 1: Comprehensive Remediation
o Option 2: Replacement .

Given the estimated $12M+ construction investment already identified and the
systemic nature of the failures, there is a strong possibility that replacement may
provide a better lifecycle value than restoring 25-year-old modular buildings with
known envelope design deficiencies. However, that determination should be based
taking into consideration funding availability, State funding eligibility, schedule,
educational needs, site utilization, and lifecycle maintenance and operational costs.
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Appendix A - Site Plan

Appendix B - Ramona ES ABB Investigation 08-26-26

Appendix C - Ramona ES KPFF Condition Assessment-08-26-26
Appendix D - KPFF Seismic Upgrade Scope

Appendix E - Ramona Elementary ROM - Viola
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Appendix B

August 12, 2026

Ms. Helena Jubany, FAIA

NAC Architecture

837 N Spring Street,

Third Floor Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: Investigation of Moisture Intrusion Related Issues
Ramona Elementary School — Oxnard School District
804 Cooper Road

Oxnard, CA 93030

Subject: Testing and Investigation Findings Report

Dear Helena:

The following summarizes and documents our recent field testing and investigation with respect to the reported water
infiltration and previously observed interior staining and mold remediation:

Executive Summary

Overview

Spray testing and DT (Destructive Testing) openings were performed and observed on June 30t 2026, July 1%t 2026, July
2" 2026, July 215 2026, and August 8™ 2026 for the purpose of understanding if the building skin and fenestrations are
contributing to the reported and observed moisture related problems. Testing was performed on all fagade
components including cement stucco and aluminum window systems. Spray testing and destructive testing occurred at
rooms 404, 502, and 503. Addition destructive testing was performed at 603 as well.

Interior finishes were removed around windows within plastic containment prior to water testing by Balfour. ABB
observed humidity readings with a hygrometer in multiple areas to establish a baseline. Dehumidifiers were moved to
the area of work at the end of the day.

A hygienist was present during the course of the testing to monitor and review the interior conditions.

Key Findings
*  Active Water Intrusion:
All three spray test locations leaked, including aluminum window systems, stucco, including metal
components, and perimeter flashings. Testing and interior demolition confirmed interior water intrusion and
migration within wall cavities. Based on our testing we suspect that water intrusion occurs at other similar
locations as well that were not part of this test. We believe the severity of leakage varies depending on
weather exposure of a particular building elevation.

¢ Window Issues: Window glazing leaks are attributed to defective aluminum windows where the extrusions

were not sealed properly at the factory, hollow mulled connections that lack a closure plate on the bottom
and serve as a conduit to dump water into the stud cavity, lack of a sill pan or receptor, no perimeter flashings,

990 Commercial St. Palo Alto, CA 94303
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perimeter sealant that has failed, and aged factory gaskets. Even the IGU’s (Insulated glazing units — the glass)
themselves have failed. There is inadequate interior air/vapor continuity. Approximately 80% of the double-
pane insulating glass units (IGUs) exhibit PIB edge bleed. Windowsill to end dam failures. No proper
integration of adjacent building paper into the window assemblies. Based on our testing we suspect that
water intrusion occurs at other similar locations as well that were not part of this test. The windows rest
directly on the building paper and wood sill. No sheet metal panel flashing exists to direct water to the
exterior.

We noted staining of the interior window trim at other locations outside of our investigation indicative of
widespread window failures.

e Stucco System Failures:
Systemic deficiencies include fasteners that penetrate the building paper and the sheathing, including lath
fasteners that missed the vertical wood studs (shiners), downspout lag bolts, and metal trim. These were
observed leaking from the interior during testing. Aesthetic metal reveals leaked profusely during the testing.
2 layers of 60-minute building paper was observed as the only weather resistive barrier. The stucco system is
displaced, exhibited separations at metal reveals, allowing excessive amounts of water into the stucco system
resulting in various degrees of degraded building paper and wall sheathing. The underlayment was in better
condition at Room 402, but severely degraded at 503 and 603.

Stucco failure issues at the metal reveals is a widespread issue. Severity of moisture intrusion and resulting
damage likely varies based on weather exposure.

* Metal Flashings:
ABB observed light coming through the window head and the flashing. Window head flashings are improperly
sealed and lack end dam terminations. A traditional head flashing is missing at the head of the window.

The galvanized sheet metal flashing at the base of the building perimeter is corroded where it is buried the
surrounding soil. No waterproofing exists behind the sheet metal flashing to protect the underlying structure.

Base-of-wall flashing laps contain gaps are open and open to water intrusion. Based on our testing we suspect
that water intrusion is occurring at other similar locations as well.

* Interior Damage and Staining:
Mold was confirmed by ACG (the hygienist) on the plywood sheathing and interior gypsum behind the vinyl
wall covering and below the windows. Damage includes deteriorated gypsum board, rotted wood framing,
rotted exterior sheathing, termite damage, active termites visible during inspection, and stained interior
finishes, especially oak trimmed window casings. Based on our testing and observations we suspect that
interior water intrusion related damage is occurring at other similar locations as well

e Steel perimeter support at the footing buried in the soil:
ABB observed that the steel perimeter support channel that supports the building and connects it to the
footing is buried in the soil and has experienced significant rust, scale build-up, and section loss. It is not
protected with any kind of waterproofing material or sub-grade waterproofing membrane.

Ramona Elementary — Oxnard, CA — Investigation
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*  Vinyl Wallcoverings:
Due to the leakage, the wall experiences wet conditions. These wet conditions are further exacerbated with
the existence of non-permeable vinyl wallcovering on the interior face of the wall. Vinyl wallcovering does not
breathe and as a result does not allow the wall assembly to dry to the interior and it creates a condition that
results in moisture being trapped between the vinyl wallcovering and sheetrock facer.

¢ Roof Scuppers and Roof Coping:
ABB noted that rooftop scuppers that manage water flow off are improperly integrated into the stucco
system. Water related damage to the stucco underlayment and plywood sheathing was observed below the
scupper location. Additionally, the downspout that accepts water from the scupper is secured with downspout
straps and bolts that are unsealed where they penetrate the stucco.

The sheet metal roof copings are mechanically fastened through the top of the parapet and lack a drip edge to
help direct water away from the face of the stucco system. ABB noted water staining on the interior of the
roof sheathing which indicates past roof leakage associated either with the coping, roofing, or both. (We are
noting that a roof overlay or replacement project is or will be underway).

*  Crawlspace conditions:

It is our understanding that water is intruding into the crawlspaces either through the soil or open grates. We
understand that reportedly the original design contemplated sump drains and pumps but that was
subsequently omitted from the original construction.

ABB surveyed the crawlspaces and found that the perimeter channel suffers from surface level
deterioration/scale, with isolated areas of more advanced rust that includes section loss of the original
member. ABB noted that the flange of the channel is held down to the concrete footing with a flat plate and
nut. ABB observed interior leaks that migrated into the insulation and caused the black plastic vapor barrier to
detach at multiple locations. ABB observed standing water, saturated soil, and damp conditions. ABB notes
that some crawlspace leak locations correlate with areas of water infiltration through exterior walls.

Repair Recommendations:

Repair recommendations will be forthcoming in a separate document provided by NAC architecture after
some diligence is performed.

End of Executive Summary

Background: NAC Architecture requested ABB to investigate reported moisture intrusion related issues in buildings
100, 200, 300, 400, 500, 600, 700, 800, 900, 1000, 1100, 1200(2), 1300. ABB was approved to perform visual
observations, spray, and destructive testing at Buildings 400 and 500. During the course of our investigation we were
requested to perform destructive at Building 600 as well to determine if there was pattern of severe damage to the
underlying framing at weather exposed elevations. ABB prepared a testing protocol which includes requirement for
interior and exterior building component removal which was performed by Balfour personnel.

ABB spray tested various building components through the use of a spray wand and hoses.

Ramona Elementary — Oxnard, CA — Investigation
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Figure 1 : Testing Locations at Rooms 502,503,404, and 603
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Figure 2 : Unit 503 Testing location.
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Photo 1: Test location room 503

Photo 2: Overall view of classroom building 500.

Ramona Elementary — Oxnard, CA — Investigation
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Photo 3: Exterior view of our first test location at room 503.

Photo 4: 503, The 501.2 nozzle. ABB started with small amounts of water on the stucco assembly with the windows
covered in plastic.
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Photo 5: after testing the field of the stucco panels, ABB moved the nozzle over to the horizontal galvanized steel
reveal.

Photo 6: ABB worked our way up the fagcade from base of wall to the parapet. ABB tested the stucco moldings around
the windows.

Ramona Elementary — Oxnard, CA — Investigation
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Photo 7: ABB reached the parapet level and tested the tile and the roof scuppers.

Photo 8: After the stucco was tested and examined, the plastic was removed from the windows and testing began, with
a slow trickle that was opened up gradually to the full test pressure. (no negative pressure was used)

Ramona Elementary — Oxnard, CA — Investigation
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Photo 9: ABB tested all of the stucco reveals with the spray nozzle. Almost immediately, the stucco reveals leaked into
the interior stud cavity.

Photo 10: The interior of classroom 503 was protected with a plastic enclosure and dehumidifiers.
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Back of architectural stucco reveals. This is
a significant sourced of moisture intrusion.

Photo 11: Interior view of the backside of the stucco assembly, where the plywood sheathing completely rotted away.
Immediately upon wetting the stucco, the water flowed inside through the metal to stucco reveal.

The stucco trim consists of 2x wood
blocking which cut into the weather resistive
barrier.

White primer was observed after the interior
drywall was removed indicative of a prior
repair attempt.

Photo 12: Interior view, where rotted structural plywood sheathing reveals the back of the 60-minute paper and wood
blocking, used to create the stucco moldings on the exterior. ABB notes that water entered around the wood blocking,
and around nail penetrations and lag bolt penetrations. The lag bolts were loose in the wall as there was no blocking to
hold them. They leaked profusely, and the miscellaneous lath nails and fasteners were rusted and wet.
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Photo 13: ABB noted that the downspout anchors entered the wall cavity without engaging any of the stud framing,
and the large unsealed penetrations have been leaking into the wall cavity.

Photo 14: Interior view of the window jamb. The window perimeter seals are bad, and the window framing is not
properly assembled, causing the windows to leak through unsealed gaps at both jambs in addition to leaks at the
mulled connection of the individual window units.
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Typical window mull. The window
assemblies at this location consist of three
individual windows that are “stitched” or
mulled together. The mull between the
window assemblies is an open cavity and
water easily leaks through this vertical
cavity resulted in severe distress to the
plywood and framing.

Photo 15: ABB notes that the white coating on the rotten sheathing is the result of an earlier remediation project prior
to our involvement. The sheathing and studs here were deteriorated from the leaks and from termites attracted to the
dampness.

Photo 16: ABB was able to move the wet plywood out of the way to inspect and locate leaks through the stucco. In this
photo, the white surface is the actual exterior plaster. Leaks were severe as the building paper and the sheathing had
both deteriorated from long term water exposure.
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Photo 17: As the windows were tested, multiple defects came to light. Here, both the mulled connection and the fixed
windows leak immediately where the units sit in the frame. Glazing gaskets have shrunk and failed as well, although
they were not the primary cause of these leaks. The IGU’s are also failing, with the PIB adhesive bleeding into the glass.

Window frames are not thermally broken.

Photo 18: Litmus paper was used to provide a visual at leaking locations, though the volume of water was able to be
captured with the camera.
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Photo 19: Interior view near the building corner below the roof scupper. Exterior sheathing and building paper were
rotted and vegetative growth exists from the lawn below.

Photo 20: Window-head view of the mulled connection between 2 window units. There is a drip edge at the window
head, but the perimeter seals are hard and discontinuous. They are also too small to be effective and warrantable.
Daylight is observable which allows wind driven rain and insects to enter the wall cavity.
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Steel post framing.

Photo 21: Steel tubes delineate one section of the modular classroom structure from the next. Water has run down
within the stud cavity and pooled on the steel. ABB notes that there were gaps in the plywood and the steel framing

which allow water to infiltrate the subfloor and crawlspace.

Photo 22: VCT tile was easy to lift due to the wet plywood floor. Elevated moisture readings were noted within 3’ of the

exterior walls. Note the rusted nail poking through the galvanized flashing and the building paper (upper left).
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Photo 23: View looking up at the underside of the windowsill with the exterior wall removed. Note the hollow mullion
that bridges the exterior to the interior stud cavity, allowing air, moisture, and liquid water into the stud cavity. This
was not assembled properly from the factory. The open mullion lacked a closure plate, as there is not enough
aluminum there to hold a perimeter seal. In addition, no pan flashing was installed under the window assembly.

Roof related leak stains
were observed above the
ceiling grid.

Photo 24: View up to the wall inside 503 near the corner. Entire sheets of plywood sheathing are rotted away.
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Photo 25: Room 503. Exterior view of DT in progress at the stucco reveals and at the plaster underneath the window
mullion.

Photo 26: Room 503. Grass growing up through the compromised galvanized perimeter flashing between the plaster
and the sheathing. ABB notes that the plaster is open at the perimeter of each panel, where the plaster has moved
away from the casing and the metal reveals. This is allowing even more water into the cement plaster system.
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Photo 27: Room 503. Stucco removal at a scupper.

Photo 28: DT in progress at the stucco reveals.
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Photo 29: The stucco reveal being removed from the building paper. This was nailed into the sheathing breaching the
building paper.

Photo 30: Up-close view of the wood trim which consist of building paper layered over wood blocking. They are
covered with lath and stucco.
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Photo 31: ABB inspecting the window head condition.

Photo 32: ABB notes that the scuppers were improperly installed. There is no flange that the WRB can shingle over.
Both scuppers in their current configuration serve as a conduit to allow water into the building. ABB notes that stained
plywood roof sheathing was observed under this location.
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Photo 33: Window perimeter framing exposed. ABB noted deflection of the 2x4 window header. Note the rotten wood
around the opening and the layers comprising the projecting stucco molding.

Photo 34: Active termite activity was observed here along with the water damaged plywood.
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Photo 35: Another view of the problematic mullion which has caused the framed wall to completely rot away. Note
that there is a nailing flange at the sill, but it does not connect to any flashing membrane. A piece of plastic sheeting is
doing nothing inside the wall cavity. ABB notes that damage was observed at all tested locations.

Photo 36: ABB notes the stained plywood above the drop ceiling. It is our understanding that the existing roofing is
scheduled to be overlaid with a new roof.
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Photo 37: DT in progress at the leaking metal reveals. Both the plywood and the building paper were deteriorated
because of long term water exposure. The intersections of the metal reveals leak soldering or sealant.

Photo 38: Underside of the failed window assembly. Note that there was no sill flashing and no engagement between
the window frame and the building paper. Ongoing leaks have completely rotted the wood framed wall.
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Photo 39: Interior of room 503 before the exterior DT.

Photo 40: Spray testing setup outside of Room 502.
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Photo 41: Interior of room 502 before spray testing and destructive testing.

Photo 42: Interior of Room 502. Water stains were observed but the wood damage was minimal.
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Photo 43: Room 502. Water leaked through the window mullion and onto the sheathing. The plywood was not visible
rotted at this location.

Photo 44: Room 502. Spray testing of the window.

Ramona Elementary — Oxnard, CA — Investigation

August 12, 2026 Page 28 of 51



Photo 45: Exterior outside of Room 502. View of window head condition. The stucco assembly lacks an appropriate
head flashing and the stucco itself lacks a drip screed.

Photos 46 and 47: Water leaked onto the interior flooring.
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Photo 48: Room 502. Pre existing staining of the wood framing, indicative of prior leakage.

Photo 49: Room 502. Rusted flashing and leaks stains at the base of the wall .
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Photo 50: Base of wall at Room 502. View of water related staining and damage.

Photo 51: Room 502. View of window sill and extensive leak staining. The window allow water to flow onto the
surrounding finishes. Additionally, water leaks inside the wall cavity which is unnoticed because it occurs in the
concealed wall cavity.
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Photo 52: Room 502. Destructive testing of the stucco.

Photos 53 and 54: Room 502. Water damage plywood and framing along the jamb of the window.
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Photo 55: Room 603. Destructive testing performed to determine if this weather exposure revealed damage to the
underlying structure.

Photo 56: Room 603. Water damaged plywood and framing.

Ramona Elementary — Oxnard, CA — Investigation

August 12, 2026 Page 33 of 51



Photo 57: Room 603. Water damaged plywood and framing below the window mull.

Photo 58: Room 603. Water damaged framing at the right hand sill. Also the sealant is deteriorated and open between
the stucco reveal, casing bead, and window assembly.
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Photo 59: Room 404 Exterior.

Photo 60: Interior of Room 404.
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Photo 61: Interior of Room 404 with interior wall finishes removed.

Photo 62: Room 404. Water staining and damage at the base of the wall.
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Photo 63: Room 404. Rusted flashings and severe wood staining at the sill plate.

Photo 64 & 65: Room 404. View of back of stucco screed flashing and water stains on framing.

Ramona Elementary — Oxnard, CA — Investigation

August 12, 2026 Page 37 of 51



Photo 66: Interior of Room 404. Typical window leak stains — extensive.

Photo 67: Interior of Room 404. Typical extensive window leak stains on the window sill and jamb trim.
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Photo 68: Interior of Room 404. Calcium deposits at window joinery indicative of chronic window leakage.

Photo 69: Room 404. Typical stucco separation at metal stucco reveals.
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Photo 70: Room 404. Closeup of stucco separation. This occurs throughout the site.

Photo 71: Room 404. Stucco bulges outward.
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Photo 72: Room 404.

Photo 73: Water stains and damage observed to the underlayment.
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Photo 74: Room 404. Corrosion of the casing bead and close up of water stains.

Photo 75: Water stains observed but no damage observed at this elevation exposure.
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Photo 76: As the stucco was being removed we observed that the brown coat had poor adhesion to the scratch coat
and separate easily.

Photo 77: Room 502. Limited excavation at the base of the wall at the grade to understand the as-built construction of
the sill plate condition.
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Photo 78: Rusted flashings at the based of the wall. The soil rests against the flashing.

Photo 79: Gap in perimeter Steel C channel that supports the wood sill plate. Corrosion of the steel C Channel.
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Photo 80: Corrosion of the steel C Channel. No waterproofing exists.
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Photo 81: steel channel viewed from inside the crawlspace

Photo 82: ponding water under room 404
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Photo 83: Detached vapor barrier under room 404

Photo 84: sagging insulation and vapor barrier under 404.
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Photo 85: leak near the corner of room 404 causing the vapor barrier and insulation to fall.

Photo 86: Standing water under 404.
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Photo 87: Collapsed insulation and vapor barrier under room 404.

Photo 88: Falling vapor barrier and standing water under 404.
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Photo 89: Rusted bottom flange of the c-channel and stained plywood floor under room 503

Photo 90: stained plywood under room 603
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END OF REPORT
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1. Ramona Elementary School - Condition Assessment Executive Summary

KPFF Consulting Engineers performed a structural condition assessment for the Ramona
Elementary School campus. The observations were performed by Franklin Suarez on Thursday,
July 23, 2026, and by Bobby Arbias on August 7, 2026. The buildings observed were Modular
Buildings 400, 500, and 600. This condition assessment is limited to review of the existing
record drawings dated November 1, 1999, the observation of the readily accessible and visible
structural elements during our site visits, as well as the observation of accessible and exposed
portions of the crawl spaces below Buildings 500 and 600. See Figure 1 below for the overall
site plan.

Figure 1 - Site Plan

1.1 Structural Description

Based on the existing drawings provided, the modular buildings (Buildings 400, 500, and 600)
are single-story modular structures built circa 2000. Each modular building is divided into six
classrooms surrounding a central workroom. The roof framing consists of plywood sheathing
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over light-gauge joists framing to light-gauge beams. The light-gauge roof beams are supported
by tube steel columns. The floor framing consists of plywood sheathing over light-gauge joists
spanning to steel channels. The steel channels are supported on a continuous concrete footing
around the perimeter of the building and by isolated pad footings at the interior. The exterior
wall framing consists of 2x4 studs with exterior plywood sheathing.

Photo 1 - Typical Modular Building (Building 400)

1.2 Initial Site Observation

The initial site visit included visual observation of areas where structural framing had been
exposed in Buildings 400, 500, and 600. Wood framing was observed in areas that had been
exposed on the interior of Rooms 404, 503, and 504, as well as from the exterior of Room 603.
The wood framing generally appeared to be in good condition; see Photos 2 and 3. The
following was observed:

«  From the interior of Room 503, where the framing was exposed, the exterior
plywood sheathing had visible signs of damage; see Photo 4.

*  From the exterior of Room 603, where finishes were locally removed,
deterioration was observed in both the exterior plywood sheathing and wood
framing below the window, see Photo 5.

* Agap between the wall sill and the floor sheathing was observed at the
southwest corner of Room 503. The gap was approximately 30” in length. See
Photo 6.
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‘ Photo 3 - Typical Tube Steel Post & Exterior Wall Framing
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Photo 4 - Plywood Sheathing Below Window Sill (Room 503)

Photo 6 — Gap Between Wall Sill and Floor Sheathing (Room 503)
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1.3 Observation — Exterior Sill Channel and Crawl Spaces

An additional observation was performed to visually observe the steel sill channel along the
exterior of the building, anchorage of the modular buildings to the foundation, and any rust or
scaling at the steel sill channel and anchor bolts. The steels sill had only been exposed at one
location on the exterior of Building 500, refer to Photo 7.

Based on review of the existing record drawings, the steel sill channel is shown as elevated
above the soil in the existing drawings; however, field conditions revealed that the channel is
partially exposed and in contact with soil. Existing flashing showed signs of corrosion and
deterioration. Refer to Photo 8 which shows the intended condition per the existing record

drawings.
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At the time of the site visit, only a small portion of the southeast segments of the crawl spaces
in Buildings 500 and 600 had insulation removed to expose structural elements and available
for observation. This included a segment of approximately 2’x2’ at the building corner as well as
a small segment between the crawl space entrance and the building corner. The portions of the
crawl spaces that were investigated are highlighted in red in Photos 8 and 9. An accumulation
of water was present at the Building 400 crawl space; therefore, this crawl space was not
accessible and was not observed.
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Photo 8 - Site Plan of Bldg 400, 500, and 600
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Photo 9 - Foundation Plan per Existing Record Drawings
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The following was observed within the crawl spaces:

e Building 500

o Tube steel posts were anchored to the concrete foundation with one anchor bolt

at both corners and adjacent module connections.

= The base plates at both the corner and adjacent module connections

appeared to be intact.

= Anchor bolts did not appear to show significant signs of corrosion.
o Surface corrosion was observed along the lower interior face of the steel channel
at the building corner, extending approximately 2 feet from the corner.
o The anchor bolts and bolt attaching adjacent module steel channels together

appeared to be in good condition.

o

" 5 0
% L 4
VA,

Photo 9 - Foundatioh Anchorage at Building Corner, Bldg 500
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Photo 10 - Foundation Anchorage at

odules, Bldg 500

* Building 600

o Tube steel posts were anchored to the concrete foundation with one anchor bolt

at both corners and adjacent module connections.
= The base plates at both the corner and adjacent module connections
appeared to be intact.

o Surface corrosion was observed on the anchor bolt of the exterior connection.

o The anchor bolt and the bolt attaching adjacent module steel channels appeared
to be in good condition.

Photo 11 - Foundation Anchorage at Building Corners, Bldg 600
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Photo 12 - Foundation Anchorage at Adjacent Modules, Bldg 600

Ramona Elementary School Condition Assessment
KPFF Job - #2600618
Page 10



1.4 Conclusions and Recommendations

Based on the review of the existing record drawings and observation of the visible structural
elements, the modular buildings appeared to be in generally fair condition. The amount of
corrosion and deterioration observed did not appear to pose an immediate structural concern.
However, if conditions are left unaddressed, it may lead to further deterioration of structural
elements. We recommend the following:

e Steel Sill Channel

o The steel sill channel should be exposed along the exterior at all locations
adjacent to landscape where the steel channel may be in contact with soil.
Where present, localized rust, scaling, and/or corrosion should be removed by
scraping or brushing, and the affected surfaces should be repainted. Protective
measures should be implemented to prevent future soil exposure on the exterior
face of the steel sill channel.

o Where present, localized rust, scaling, and/or corrosion should be removed from
the interior face of the steel sill channel, anchor bolts, and base plates by
scraping or brushing, and the affected surfaces should be repainted.

e Exterior Wall Framing

o At locations noted in Section 1.2, interior and/or exterior finishes should be
removed to determine the full extent of deterioration due to water intrusion.
Sheathing and wood framing should be replaced in kind. Protective measures
should be implemented to prevent future water intrusion.

o At additional locations where deterioration of plywood sheathing or wood
framing is identified, the affected structural elements should be replaced in kind.
Protective measures should be implemented to prevent future water intrusion.
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Appendix D

700 S. Flower St., Suite 2100  Los Angeles, CA90017 213.418.0201 kpff.com

August 19, 2026

Ms. Helena Jubany, Managing Principal
NAC Architecture

837 N. Spring Street, Third Floor

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Subject: Ramona ES Potential Seismic Upgrade Requirements
KPFF Project #2600618

Dear Helena:

As requested, we herein provide our general opinion of the seismic retrofit that may be required of the
modular buildings at the Ramona Elementary School Campus if a mandatory seismic upgrade is required by the
code and Division of State Architect (DSA). If costs of the proposed repairs, alterations, or renovations exceed
50% of the building’s replacement value, the project will require a seismic rehabilitation evaluation and
potential mandatory seismic upgrade per California Administrative Code Section §4-309(c)(1).

It is our opinion that due to the year and type of construction of these buildings, a mandatory seismic upgrade
could consist of the following:

o Field verification and/or testing to confirm as-built conditions are in general conformance with the
existing drawings.

o Replacement of damaged or deteriorated structural elements that are found.

e Additional fastening of the diaphragm sheathing to the floor and roof framing.

e Additional fastening of existing plywood shear wall to wall framing members.

e Additional anchorage of the perimeter steel beam to the foundation stem walls.

e Enlargement of the building foundations at the perimeter shear wall locations.

e Additional anchorage of secondary structural elements such as ceilings, lights, partitions, MEP units,
pipes may need to be installed.

e Removal and re-installation of wall finishes or floor/roof coverings may be necessary to perform some
of the retrofit work that may be required.

The opinions presented herein are based on a limited cursory review of the existing modular
drawings and our field visit to observe the conditions of the building. KPFF has not performed a
detailed evaluation or engineering analysis/calculations to verify the actual seismic requirements.
The above is based solely on our engineering experience and familiarity with similar structures of
this age and type.

Aldrin J. Orue, S.E.
Principal



Appendix E

Scope Item

RAMONA ELEMENTARY SCHOOL — ROM

Quantity Unit Unit Cost Direct Cost

Pricing Basis / Assumption

TOTAL ROM $10,297,221

Complete Exterior Stucco/Plaster Assembly R&R — demo, WRB, metal lath,
Remove & replace FULL-HEIGHT exterior plaster 28105| SF $105.60 $2,967,888|plaster/finish, control joints, typical flashing/trim and sealant at openings, paint
Excavation / subgrade prep for apron 12744| SF $24.00 $305,856(6'-wide perimeter apron; excavation/haul-off/subgrade prep
Concrete apron around 6 buildings 12744| SF $45.00 $573,480(6'-wide perimeter apron; final drainage design TBD
Remove/replace bottom 4' drywall, finish & paint 8496( SF $38.00 $322,848|4' high along 2,124 LF exterior perimeter
Exterior wall framing repair allowance 2124| SF $65.00 $138,060(25% of lower 4' wall area
Building 100 uses Admin window schedule (18 EA); Buildings 200—-600 use
Replace windows at 6 buildings 178| EA $4,500 $801,000|Classroom Cluster #1 schedule (32 EA each)
Sump pump systems incl. basin/piping/equipment 6] EA $22,000.00 $132,000[1 system per building
Scaffolding / access allowance 1] LS | $175,000.00 $175,000[Six buildings / full-height exterior access
Selective demolition / haul-off / disposal 1| LS $85,000.00 $85,000|Plaster, drywall, framing, windows, excavation and misc. demolition support
WRB / sheathing concealed repair allowance 1l LS | $150,000.00 $150,000|{Concealed repair allowance behind removed plaster
Window flashing / sealants / trim / patching 96| EA $950.00 $91,200|Per-window complete interface allowance
Interior base / trim restoration 2124 LF $18.00 $38,232|Affected lower exterior walls
Concrete reinforcing / forms / dowels / joints 12744| SF $12.00 $152,928(6' apron basis
Site restoration allowance 1| LS $75,000.00 $75,000|Paving, landscape, irrigation and adjacent finishes
Sump discharge piping / drainage tie-in allowance 6] EA $12,000.00 $72,000|Trenching, check valves and tie-in/termination
Electrical circuits / controls for sump pumps 6| EA $6,500.00 $39,000|Dedicated power, controls and panel/circuit modifications
Occupied classroom protection / dust control 1| LS $50,000.00 $50,000| Interior/furniture/flooring protection and phased school work
Environmental Remediation Allowance 1] LS | $100,000.00 $100,000|Enviromental Remediation
Utility / ADA / site-interface allowance 1| LS $75,000.00 $75,000| Utility conflicts, thresholds/landings, paving/concrete tie-ins
Weather protection + temporary security protection 1| LS $75,000.00 $75,000|Weatherproofing/opening protection during replacement
Wall-mounted items, blinds/accessories, devices, flooring and fascia/eave
Remove/reset accessories + interface patching 1] LS | $100,000.00 $100,000(patching
Apron/site tie-in + utility locating/potholing,
remove/protect/restore landscaping and irrigation 1] LS | $175,000.00 $175,000|Sawcut/demo, positive drainage, joints, locating/potholing, tie-ins
Roof Drain Rework Allowance 1 LS $50,000.00 $50,000
Clean/rust prep and epoxy coating at base C-channel of all six modular buildings;
Clean / prep & epoxy coat existing base C-channel 2124(LF $35.00 $74,340|perimeter LF basis
SUBTOTAL $6,818,832
GR $118,500
GC $504,201
Subtotal $7,441,533
ROM Contingency 25% $1,860,383
Subtotal $9,301,916
Overhead and Profit 8% $744,153
Bond / Insurance 2.5% $251,152




Appendix F

August 26, 2026

Ms. Helena Jubany, Managing Principal
NAC Architecture

837 N. Spring Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: Preliminary Seismic Retrofit Cost Opinion — Ramona Elementary School Campus

Dear Helena:

Based on the structural engineer's preliminary assessment and the potential seismic
improvements identified for the buildings at Ramona Elementary School, we have
prepared a preliminary budget allowance for the potential seismic retrofit work.

The campus consists of approximately 36,869 SF across 6 single-story wood-framed
buildings. Based on the anticipated scope, including replacement of deteriorated
structural elements, diaphragm and shear-wall fastening, perimeter beam
anchorage, foundation enlargement at shear-wall locations, anchorage of
nonstructural elements, and associated removal and of finishes, we recommend
carrying a preliminary construction allowance of approximately $30 to $50 per SF.

For budgeting purposes, we recommend using $40/SF, resulting in an estimated
seismic retrofit construction cost of approximately:

36,869 SF x $40/SF = $1,474,760

Given that the structural engineer has not yet performed a detailed seismic
evaluation or engineering analysis, we recommend carrying an additional 15%
contingency, or approximately $221,000, for currently unidentified structural
requirements and construction conditions. Totaling approximately $1.7 million, or
approximately $46/SF including contingency.

WM2S, Inc.
14908 Live Oak Springs Canyon Road, Santa Clarita, CA. 91387
P: (661) 367 5242, www.WM2S.com



Appendix G

BRDSA IR EB-4

REHABILITATION REQUIRED BY COST: 2022 CAC

Disciplines: Structural History: Revised 02/06/25 Under 2022 CAC
Issued 07/08/21 Under 2019 CAC

Division of the State Architect (DSA) documents referenced within this publication are available
on the DSA Forms or DSA Publications webpages.

PURPOSE

This Interpretation of Regulations (IR) clarifies how DSA determines when a rehabilitation, as
defined in California Administrative Code (CAC) Section 4-314, is required to an existing
certified school building in accordance with CAC Sections 4-306 and 4-309(c), Item 1. CAC
Section 4-309(c), Item 1 addresses the case when the cost of an addition, alteration, or
reconstruction of an existing building exceeds 50 percent of its replacement value. This
clarification intends to promote consistent implementation and enforcement of the project cost
versus replacement value comparison, referred to as the “cost comparison” throughout this IR.

SCOPE

This IR is applicable to projects with scope including addition, alteration, reconstruction, or any
combination thereof to one or more certified existing school buildings.

This IR is not applicable to reconstruction projects for the repair of fire damage in accordance
with the Exception given in CAC Section 4-309(a). See IR EB-1: Existing Building Regulations
Overview for additional information. This IR does not address conditions requiring rehabilitation
per CAC Section 4-309(c), Items 2 or 3 when the project cost is less than 50 percent of the
replacement value and scope of work thresholds are exceeded, which is the subject of IR EB-5:
Rehabilitation Required by Scope. Similarly, this IR does not address voluntary upgrades to the
lateral force resisting system of an existing building as defined in CAC Section 4-309(d), which
is the subject of IR EB-6: Voluntary Seismic Upgrade.

BACKGROUND

The CAC contains numerous provisions addressing new construction work in existing certified
school buildings, which is generally categorized as addition, alteration, or reconstruction. When
certain characteristics of such projects exceed the thresholds defined in CAC Section 4-309(c), a
rehabilitation of the existing building is required.

CAC Section 4-306 defines the requirements of rehabilitation projects of existing certified school
buildings. CAC Section 4-307 defines the requirements of rehabilitation projects of
nonconforming buildings being converted into school buildings; the cost threshold discussed in
this IR is not applicable to the conversion of nonconforming buildings.

The rehabilitation requirement of CAC Section 4-309(c), Item 1 intends to ensure that when
significant financial investment is made to alter or otherwise modernize an existing school

building, corresponding safety standards are also addressed. Compliance with current safety
standards is measured by the comprehensive building evaluation required of a rehabilitation.

Frequently used terms are defined in the Glossary below.
1. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS
1.1 Cost Comparison by Building

The term “project” is frequently used in reference to construction work performed in multiple
existing buildings under a single application number. However, the cost comparison shall be
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IR EB-4

REHABILITATION REQUIRED BY COST: 2022 CAC

made separately for each individual building. Therefore, the term “project cost” used throughout
this IR refers specifically to costs associated with each existing building separately.

1.1.1 Costs associated with the work to each existing building shall be detailed separately in
cost estimates, bids, or final actual cost statements used for the purpose of the cost
comparison. General project costs (e.g., general conditions, overhead, profit, insurance, etc.)
shall be allocated to each building in accordance with the building’s relative percentage of the
overall direct construction costs. Site work is not considered a “general project cost” for this
determination but is treated as a separate cost entity similar to another building.

1.1.2 Replacement value for the cost comparison shall be determined for a representative
building of the same size as the existing building subject to the proposed reconstruction,
alteration, and/or addition and is based upon the current cost of construction appropriate to the
region where the building is located. Refer to Section 3 below for additional information on
replacement value.

1.1.3 Existing buildings on many school campuses have historically been constructed with
interconnecting exterior covered walkways. Such existing covered walkways commonly consist
of light frame construction with or without columns and often do not include building separation
details as required by current seismic code provisions. Existing covered walkways of this nature
shall not be used to combine otherwise separate buildings for the purpose of the cost
comparison required by CAC Section 4-309(c), Item 1. When there is doubt concerning the
distinction of separate buildings, the district or design team should meet with the DSA regional
office to which the project will be submitted to obtain concurrence.

1.2 Division of Projects

In accordance with CAC Section 4-309, school construction projects shall not be subdivided for
the purpose of evading cost limitations, including the rehabilitation required by cost. As such,
the cost of any previous reconstruction, alteration, and/or addition project completed no more
than three years prior to the submission date of the proposed project must be included with the
project cost defined in Section 2 below.

1.3 Project Types

The terms reconstruction, alteration, and addition are used in the CAC to categorize project
types and associated requirements. In practice, a single project may include multiple scopes of
work that could be described by these same terms. For example, a project might be said to
include reconstruction of water damage in one location, a 1,200 square foot addition at the
opposite end, and alterations to classrooms in between. The project cost and corresponding
cost comparison for this building as described in Section 2 below consists of the sum of all three
of these work scopes.

1.4 Additions

The definition of addition in CAC Section 4-314 includes both “structurally attached” and
“structurally detached” construction. Refer to IR EB-1 Section 4 for further information on
additions.

1.4.1 When the project proposes an addition, even the addition of an independent structure
detached from the existing building with a code compliant seismic separation joint, the cost
comparison required by CAC Section 4-309(c), Item 1 applies.

1.4.2 When an existing building was subject to a prior addition (structurally attached or
detached), the replacement value per Section 3 below considers both the original building and
the past addition as one common building.
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2. PROJECT COST

The project cost used in the cost comparison is outlined in CAC Section 4-322 and includes all
costs associated with the reconstruction, alteration, and/or addition to the existing building,
except as specifically amended by CAC Section 4-309(c). The project cost shall represent the
current cost of construction appropriate to the region where the building is located.

2.1 Included Costs

Project costs consist of those costs associated with the work defined on the plans and
specifications including all items normally considered to be covered in the contractor's bid or fee
such as general conditions, overhead, profit, labor and materials, bond, and insurance. This
includes but is not limited to the following scope items:

2.1.1 Demolition.

2.1.2 Permanent equipment.
2.1.3 Finishes.

2.1.4 Maintenance.

2.1.5 Voluntary lateral force-resisting system modifications to buildings designated by a
geologic hazard report as being located within 50 feet of the trace of an active fault.

2.1.6 Subgrade preparation of the building pad.

2.1.7 Fees paid to construction managers for performance of construction work in accordance
with CAC Section 4-322. Refer also to IR A-3: Construction Management Services for Public
School Projects.

2.2 Excluded Costs

The following scope items may be excluded from the determination of project cost for the
purpose of the cost comparison:

2.2.1 Air-conditioning equipment and insulation material costs. For purposes of this provision,
air-conditioning equipment includes heating, ventilation and air-conditioning (HVAC): air
conditioning units, heating units, or ventilation units. The cost of ductwork or utility services (i.e.,
electrical and/or gas service) to the equipment shall not be excluded.

2.2.1.1 Installation costs for the work of Section 2.2.1 above may also be excluded.

2.2.1.2 Costs of removing and replacing finishes required to accomplish the work of Section
2.2.1 above shall not be excluded.

2.2.2 Voluntary lateral force-resisting system modifications (inclusive of costs to remove and
replace finishes required to accomplish the upgrade) other than the case defined in Section
2.1.5 above.

2.2.3 Furniture and furnishings.

2.2.4 Site work beyond five feet from the footprint of the building.
2.2.5 Fees paid to DSA per CAC Article 4.

2.2.6 Fees paid to architects, engineers, or others for design services.
2.2.7 Fees paid for inspection and testing services.

2.3 Project Cost Types

During the course of a project the cost is determined by different means, which yield differing
degrees of certainty. Some common means of determining cost are described in the following
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subsections and are used to meet the reporting requirements in Section 4 below.

2.3.1 Cost Estimate: As outlined in CAC Section 4-317(f) an estimate of cost is required for
submission of a project application to DSA. Cost estimates are typically commissioned by the
school district and prepared by a professional familiar with the latest construction cost trends in
the geographical region of the project. The estimated cost used in the cost comparison should
include bid and construction contingencies to guard against unforeseen increases that could
result in the bid or final cost exceeding 50 percent of the replacement value.

2.3.2 Contractor’s Bid: After a project is approved by DSA, a competitive bidding process
typically follows with the participation of multiple prospective general contractors. The winning
bid forms the basis of the construction contract and generally includes the items outlined in CAC
Section 4-322.

2.3.3 Final Actual Cost: As described in CAC Sections 4-322 and 4-339, the final actual project
cost is determined upon completion of construction and is used in the project certification
process. This cost is documented on form DSA 168: Statement of Final Actual Project Cost and
includes adjustments made to the bid price during the course of construction (i.e., change
orders, contingency funds spent, etc.).

3. REPLACEMENT VALUE

The replacement value of the existing building used in the cost comparison represents the funds
required to construct a new building of the same size, configuration, materials, systems, quality
of finishes, amenities, and intended use. The representative replacement building would be
constructed in the same location and comply with the current California Building Code (CBC).

The replacement value shall not be escalated for projected increases in construction cost over
time but shall be considered in current dollars.

The replacement value shall be determined in accordance with Section 3.1 or 3.2 below. If the
school district takes exception to the replacement value determined by the default valuation, an
alternative replacement value may be proposed based on Section 3.3 or 3.4 below. Justification
of the alternative value is the responsibility of the school district and shall be submitted to DSA
at the time of project registration. The proposed value will be reviewed by a DSA supervising
architect, supervising structural engineer, or regional manager, who may require a meeting with
the school district and their design team. The alternative replacement value shall not be used
unless accepted by DSA.

3.1 Default Valuation for K-12 Public School Projects

The default replacement value shall be determined based on the cost of school construction in
California as established by the Office of Public School Construction (OPSC). For its use in the
dispensation of School Facility Program (SFP) Grants, the State Allocation Board of OPSC has
adopted construction cost values based on the RS Means Construction Cost Index, including
current replacement costs. These values are given on a cost per square foot basis and are
adjusted annually at the State Allocation Board’s January meeting.

3.1.1 OPSC adopted construction cost values for 2025 are as follows:
3.1.1.1 Typical Construction: $517 per square foot.
3.1.1.2 Toilet Room Construction: $932 per square foot

3.1.2 The replacement value for each building subject to reconstruction or alteration shall be
the cost per square foot established by OPSC multiplied by the total square footage of the
existing building as defined in the Glossary below.

3.1.3 The replacement value for each building subject to an addition shall be the cost per
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square foot established by OPSC multiplied by the total square footage of the existing building
alone as defined in the Glossary below, excluding the square footage of the proposed addition.

3.1.4 Where the existing building contains bathrooms, shower rooms and/or locker rooms, the
cost listed in Section 3.1.1.2 above is permitted to be applied to the square footage of those
spaces only. The cost listed in Section 3.1.1.1 above shall be applied to the square footage of
all other spaces of the building.

3.2 Default Valuation for Community College Projects

The replacement value shall be determined based on the construction cost values used by the
California Community Colleges Chancellor’s Office. These cost values are differentiated by
room type and are available to community college districts and their design professionals
through the online application FUSION. The cost per square foot values can be accessed by
selecting the “Admin” tab on the banner of the FUSION home page, then selecting the “Manage
System Codes” from the available modules, and finally selecting “Cost Guidelines” from the
resulting sub-banner. Information will display in a tabular format with the cost per gross square
footage listed in the eighth column titled “Cost/GSF”.

DSA will also accept the OPSC basis of replacement value determined in accordance with
Section 3.1 above for community college projects.

3.2.1 The replacement value for each building subject to reconstruction or alteration shall be
determined based on the square footage as defined in the Glossary below of the existing
building in accordance with Section 3.2.3 below.

3.2.2 The replacement value for each building subject to an addition shall be determined
based on the square footage of the existing building alone as defined in the Glossary below,
excluding the square footage of the proposed addition, in accordance with Section 3.2.3 below.

3.2.3 The replacement value shall be determined using the cost per gross square foot values
in the community college table identified in Section 3.2 above as follows:

3.2.3.1 Based on its current program, the existing building use shall be distributed on a
percentage basis into categories defined in the table. Any support space (e.g., halls, stairs, etc.)
or other use not identified in the table shall be distributed proportionately to defined categories
such that the total of all categories sum to 100 percent.

3.2.3.2 An effective replacement value cost shall be determined by multiplying each use
percentage by the applicable cost per gross square foot from the table and summing the total.
While the table contains multiple columns of cost data, the values shall be taken only from the
column presenting the costs in terms of gross square footage (GSF).

3.2.3.3 The replacement value of the existing building shall be determined by multiplying the
effective cost defined in Section 3.2.3.2 above and the square footage defined in Section 3.2.1
or 3.2.2 above.

3.3 Alternative Valuation A

The replacement value shall be established on the basis of final actual project costs as
documented on form DSA 168 for similar completed new construction. This valuation method
must be coordinated with Sections 3.5 and 3.6 below.

3.3.1 Similar buildings from a minimum of three projects completed within the past 10 years
are required. Buildings meeting the following criteria are considered similar for the purpose of
this valuation method.

3.3.1.1 Similar buildings shall have been constructed in the same geographical region as the
proposed project as defined by locations within a 100 mile radius of the site.
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Exception: For proposed projects located in remote regions of the state, the radius defining the
geographical region may be increased at the discretion of the DSA regional office to which the
project will be submitted.

3.3.1.2 Similar buildings shall be no less than 50 percent and no more than 200 percent of the
gross square footage of the existing building subject to replacement.

3.3.1.3 When the replacement building is a single-story structure, the similar buildings used to
establish its value shall also be single story.

3.3.1.4 Similar buildings shall serve the same campus function and be of the same occupancy
as the existing building subject to replacement.

3.3.1.5 Similar buildings shall have been constructed using the same or similar construction
type and building systems as the existing building subject to replacement.

3.3.1.6 Similar buildings shall have been constructed with the same or similar quality of
finishes and amenities as the existing building subject to replacement.

3.3.1.7 Similar buildings with unique site conditions requiring soil improvements, deep
foundations, geologic hazard remediation, or other special site construction measures shall not
be used unless it is demonstrated the replacement building would require the same.

3.3.2 The school district or their design professional shall collect and present to DSA all
documentation necessary to establish the replacement value of the existing building.

3.3.2.1 A narrative of each similar building used to establish the replacement value shall be
provided including a description of the building, number of stories, construction type, finishes,
lateral force resisting system, foundation type, and square footage.

3.3.2.2 Final actual project costs taken from form DSA 168 shall be converted into a cost per
square foot for use in determination of the replacement value of the existing building.

3.3.2.3 The cost of excluded items defined in section 3.6 below shall be removed.

3.3.2.4 Where the project(s) of the similar building(s) had more than one inspection card (i.e.,
form DSA 152: Project Inspection Card), adjustment is required to allocate the final cost
between multiple buildings and site work. In such cases, the school district or their design
professional shall propose and obtain DSA concurrence of an acceptable methodology for
allocating the applicable portion of the total project cost from the form DSA 168 to the similar
building used to establish the replacement value. Original cost estimates, bid documents, and/or
the schedule of values accompanying progress payment requests may be useful resources in
determining cost allocation to the similar building

3.4 Alternative Valuation B

The replacement value shall be established on the basis of an independent cost estimate for a
new building. This valuation method must be coordinated with Sections 3.5 and 3.6 below.

3.4.1 The cost estimate shall be submitted to DSA with one of the following templates,
including a completed Level 2 summary:

3.41.1 Replacement Value Cost Estimate Template (MasterFormat)

3.4.1.2 Replacement Value Cost Estimate Template (Uniformat I1)

3.4.2 DSA may require validation of costs and/or quantities listed in the Level 2 summary;
therefore, it is recommended that Level 3 and 4 detail also be provided to substantiate the
values reported in the Level 2 summary. The cost estimate with completed template shall be
submitted as a single report in PDF-file format, along with the corresponding template in XLSX-
file format.
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3.4.3 The cost estimate shall use the original construction documents of the building subject to
the proposed reconstruction, alteration, and/or addition as amended below. The cost estimate
report shall provide a detailed breakdown of quantities, material, labor and all other associated
costs as defined in Section 3.5 below.

3.4.3.1 If the original construction documents are not available, as-built documents shall be
prepared by the design team and serve as the basis of the cost estimate.

3.4.3.2 Where the existing building employs materials or systems that are no longer available
or common in current construction practice, the cost estimate shall be based upon a substitution
of comparable quality and performance as proposed by the design team and accepted by DSA.
All such substitutions shall be clearly documented in the cost estimate report.

3.4.3.3 Where the construction of the existing building would not comply with current code
requirements, including those that were not in effect at the time of the original construction, the
design basis of the cost estimate may be modified as directed by the design team and accepted
by DSA. All such design modifications shall be clearly documented in the cost estimate report.

3.4.4 The cost estimate, including Alternative Valuation B Template, shall be performed by a
licensed general contractor or professional construction cost estimator knowledgeable of the
local construction economy.

3.4.5 DSA reserves the right to require a peer review of the cost estimate. The peer review
shall be performed by a cost estimator contracted by DSA.

3.5 Included Value

Replacement value includes costs associated with the construction work such as general
conditions, overhead, profit, labor and materials, bond, and insurance. The following scope
items are included in the replacement value. The default valuation in accordance with Section
3.1 or 3.2 above already includes these items, and therefore shall not be adjusted.

3.5.1 Permanent equipment.

3.5.2 Finishes.

3.5.3 Maintenance.

3.5.4 Subgrade preparation of building pad.
3.6 Excluded Value

The following scope items shall be excluded from the determination of replacement value for the
purpose of the cost comparison. The default valuation in accordance with Section 3.1 or 3.2
above already excludes these items and does not require adjustment.

3.6.1 Demolition of the existing building.

3.6.2 Site work beyond five feet from the footprint of the building.
3.6.3 Fees paid to DSA per CAC Article 4.

3.6.4 Fees paid to architects, engineers, or others for design services.
3.6.5 Fees paid for inspection and testing services.

4. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

All projects whose scope of work includes a reconstruction, alteration, or addition shall provide a
cost comparison specific to each affected existing school building with submission of the project
application. When DSA determines the project cost provided at submission has sufficient
uncertainty to warrant further verification, one or more additional cost comparisons will be
required.
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4.1 Project Application Submission

In accordance with form DSA 3: Project Submittal Checklist, Part 4, Section B, the cost
comparison justification shall be submitted for each existing building subject to reconstruction,
alteration, and/or addition. The design professional shall provide the information needed for the
cost comparison, both the project cost estimate and the replacement value of the existing
building, at project submission.

4.1.1 Project cost shall be determined in accordance with Section 2 above based on the
estimated cost per Section 2.3.1 above.

4.1.2 The replacement value shall be determined based on the default valuation of Section 3.1
or 3.2 above or one of the alternative valuation methods of Section 3.3 or 3.4 above if agreed to
by DSA prior to the project submission.

4.1.3 For small projects whose cost is far from approaching the 50 percent replacement value
threshold, the cost comparison is expected to consist of a simple comparison of the project cost
and the default valuation of Section 3.1 or 3.2 above. This comparison can be presented in the
project’s structural calculations or otherwise as simple written correspondence from the design
professional.

4.2 Award of Construction Contract

Should the cost comparison provided by Section 4.1 above yield a cost less than but sufficiently
close to 50 percent of the replacement value, DSA may determine further verification is
warranted. Uncertainties in estimated costs and other variables will be considered to determine
when further verification is necessary. In such cases, DSA will require a second cost
comparison be submitted for the designated existing building(s) with the form DSA 102-IC:
Construction Start Notice/Inspection Card Request.

4.2.1 Project cost shall be determined in accordance with Section 2 above based on the
successful bid per Section 2.3.2 above. The DSA-approved construction documents shall
require the bids include a breakdown of cost by building to facilitate this cost comparison. If the
project is delivered by a contractual method that does not include bidding, the design-build or
similarly responsible entity shall define the project cost by building at this phase.

4.2.2 The replacement value shall be the same as used in the original cost comparison per
Section 4.1.2 above.

4.2.3 Should the second cost comparison conclude that the project cost for reconstruction,
alteration, and/or addition to any existing school building exceeds 50 percent of the replacement
value, options available to the school district to achieve compliance with CAC Section 4-309(c)
include the following:

4.2.3.1 All or a portion of the work in the building(s) where rehabilitation is required may be
removed from the project scope. The design professional shall prepare and submit to DSA for
review an Addendum or Revision (as dictated by the status of the construction contract) to
remove the scope of work as required. DSA will not issue inspection cards (i.e., form DSA 152)
for the project until the Addendum or Revision is approved by DSA.

4.2.3.2 The construction documents may be revised by Addendum or Revision to include the
rehabilitation of the building(s) as required. Construction of the affected building(s) must be
postponed by the school district to allow time for the design, review and approval of the
rehabilitation scope. DSA will not issue inspection cards (i.e., form DSA 152) for the affected
building(s) until the Addendum or Revision is approved by DSA.

4.2.3.3 Other project-specific options may be approved by the DSA regional office to reconcile
the previously unforeseen rehabilitation requirement at this stage in the project. The school
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district and their design team should meet immediately with a DSA supervising architect,
supervising structural engineer, or regional manager to discuss any proposed alternate means
of compliance.

4.3 During Construction

Should the cost comparison provided in Section 4.2 above yield a cost less than but sufficiently
close to 50 percent of the replacement value, DSA may require cost comparison updates
throughout the construction phase. If at any point the project cost is projected to exceed 50
percent of the replacement value, DSA may issue a stop work order in accordance with IR A-13:
Stop Work and Order to Comply.

4.4 Construction Completion

Should the cost comparison provided by Section 4.2 or 4.3 above yield a cost less than but
sufficiently close to 50 percent of the replacement value, DSA may again determine further
verification is warranted. Uncertainty in the extent of cost changes during construction (e.g.,
change orders) will be considered to determine when further verification is necessary. In such
cases, DSA will require a final cost comparison be submitted for the designated existing
building(s) with the form DSA 168.

4.4.1 Project cost shall be determined in accordance with Section 2 above and based on the
final actual project cost per Section 2.3.3. In such cases, the form DSA 168 shall be appended
with supplemental information defining the breakdown of cost by building to facilitate this
comparison.

4.4.2 The replacement value shall be the same as used in the original cost comparison per
Section 4.1.2 above.

4.4.3 Should the final cost comparison conclude that the project cost for reconstruction,
alteration, and/or addition to any existing school building exceeds 50 percent of the replacement
value, certification of the project will be withheld by DSA. Rehabilitation of the subject school
building(s) is required under a separate application number. Certification of the original
reconstruction, alteration, and/or addition project will be contingent upon certification of the
rehabilitation project.

4.4.4 |In lieu of Section 4.4.3 above, other project-specific options may be approved by the
DSA regional office to reconcile the previously unforeseen rehabilitation requirement at this
stage in the project. The school district and their design team should meet immediately with a
DSA supervising architect, supervising structural engineer, or regional manager to discuss any
proposed alternative means of compliance.

REFERENCES:

2022 California Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 24
Part 1: California Administrative Code (CAC), Sections 4-306, 4-307, 4-309, 4-314, 4-317, 4-322, 4-339, Article 4.
Part 2: California Building Code (CBC), Section 202.

This IR is intended for use by DSA staff and by design professionals to promote statewide consistency for review and
approval of plans and specifications as well as construction oversight of projects within the jurisdiction of DSA, which
includes State of California public schools (K-12), community colleges and state-owned or state-leased essential
services buildings. This IR indicates an acceptable method for achieving compliance with applicable codes and
regulations, although other methods proposed by design professionals may be considered by DSA.

This IR is subject to revision at any time. Please check DSA’s website for currently effective IRs. Only IRs listed on
the webpage at www.dgs.ca.gov/dsa/publications at the time of project application submittal to DSA are considered
applicable.
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GLOSSARY
Addition

As defined in CAC Section 4-314. For the purposes of this IR, the concept of “sharing use” as
used in the definition shall be taken to mean any configuration that allows the user internal
passage from the existing building to the addition (or vice versa) without travelling outside.

Alteration

As defined in CAC Section 4-314.
Certified Building

As defined in CAC Section 4-314.
Furniture and Furnishings

Articles or building accessories that are not specified and defined on the construction
documents. Such items are often owner-supplied and sometimes owner-installed.

Reconstruction
As defined in CAC Section 4-314.
Square Footage

For the determination of replacement value determined in accordance with Section 3.1, 3.2, or
3.3 above, the enclosed building area measured from the outside face of the exterior walls. This
differs from the definition of Gross Floor Area in CBC Section 202 and that used in the
Alternative Valuation B Template.
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This order of magnitude is intended for planning and budgeting purposes only. The
actual cost may vary significantly depending on the results of the detailed structural
evaluation, existing as-built conditions, extent of foundation and structural strengthening
required, accessibility to concealed structural elements, required finish removal and
replacement, DSA requirements, project phasing requirements.

Engineering, architectural/DSA services, testing and special inspections, and other
professional/soft costs are not included in the above cost.

Best regards,
WM2S, Inc.

Sincerely:

. TR o P \ o \
WS Mo o

N
Walid Shihayed

WM2S, Inc.
14908 Live Oak Springs Canyon Road, Santa Clarita, CA. 91387
P: (661) 367 5242, www.WM2S.com



RAMONA ELEMENTARY SCHOOL - ROM PRICE BY BUILDING

Building Perimeter LF Plaster SF Apron SF Drywall SF Framing SF Windows EA Sump EA C-Channel LF Allocated Direct Cost ROM Price / Building

100 392 5292 2352 1568 392 18 1 392 $1,198,646 $1,774,191
200 328 4428 1968 1312 328 32 1 328 $1,101,877 $1,630,957
300 348 4698 2088 1392 348 32 1 348 $1,155,961 $1,711,010
400 351 4738.5 2106 1404 351 32 1 351 $1,164,074 $1,723,018
500 354 4779 2124 1416 354 32 1 354 $1,172,186 $1,735,026
600 351 4738.5 2106 1404 351 32 1 351 $1,164,074 $1,723,018

TOTAL 2124 28674 12744 8496 2124 178 6 2124 $6,956,818 $10,297,221
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