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EVAN JAMES MARSHALL
GALLERY COMMUNITY vs K. HOVNANIAN

August 30, 2022
1

I N THE SUPERI OR COURT OF THE STATE OF ARI ZONA

I N AND FOR THE COUNTY OF MARI COPA

GALLERY COVMUNI TY
ASSCOCI ATI ON, an Ari zona
non-profit corporation,

Plaintiff
VS.

K. HOVNANI AN AT GALLERY,
LLC, an Arizona |limted
liability conpany; K
HOVNANI AN ARI ZONA

OPERATI ONS, LLC, an
Arizona |imted liability
conpany; K. HOVNANI AN
DEVELOPMENTS OF ARI ZONA,

I NC., an Ari zona

cor poration; K. HOVNAN AN
COVPANI ES OF ARI ZONA,

LLC, an Arizona |imted
liability company; JOHN
DCES | - X AND JANE DCES

I - X, VH TE CORPORATI ONS

| - X; BLACK PARTNERSHI PS

I -X; AND GRAY LI M TED

LI ABI LI TY COVPANI ES | - X,

Def endant s.

K. HOVNANI AN AT GALLERY,
LLC, an Arizona |limted
liability conpany; K
HOVNANI AN ARI ZONA

OPERATI ONS, LLC, an
Arizona limted liability
conpany; K. HOVNANI AN
DEVELOPMENTS OF ARI ZONA,
INC., an Ari zona

cor poration; K. HOVNAN AN
COVPANI ES OF ARI ZONA,

LLC, an Arizona limted
liability conpany;

Third-Party
Plaintiffs,

N N N N N N N’ N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N

Case No. CV2020-008714

800.211.DEPO (3376)
EsquireSolutions.com
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EVAN JAMES MARSHALL August 30, 2022
GALLERY COMMUNITY vs K. HOVNANIAN 2

VS.

CHAS ROBERTS AIR

CONDI TIONI NG, INC., an
Ari zona corporati on;
DESERT VI STA, I NC., an
Ari zona corporation;

GOTHI C LANDSCAPI NG, | NC. ,
a California corporation;
HOVE BUI LDERS SI TE

SERVI CES OF ARI ZONA, LLC,
an Arizona limted
liability conpany;
LEBLANC BUI LDI NG CO.

I NC., an Arizon

cor poration; LIBERTY
CONSTRUCTORS, LLC, an
Arizona limted liability
conpany, dba LI BERTY

ARI ZONA; RENCO LLC, an
Arizona limted liability
conpany dba RENCO ROOFI NG
R/'S SERVI CE & SUPPLY,

I NC., an Arizona

cor poration; SARGON
MASONRY CONSTRUCTI ON,

LLC, an Arizona |imted
liability conpany; and
DCES 1-50.

Third-Party
Def endant s.

* * * * % % % *x * * * * % * * *x *x *x * * * * * * *x *x * *x

ORAL DEPCSI TI ON OF
EVAN JAMES MARSHALL
August 30, 2022
( REPORTED REMOTELY)

* * * % % % *x *x * * * * % * * *x *x * * * * * * *x *x * * *

ORAL DEPGCsSI TI ON OF EVAN JAMES MARSHALL, produced as
a wtness at the instance of the DEFENDANTS/ THH RD - -
PARTY PLAI NTI FFS, and duly sworn, was taken in the
above-styl ed and nunbered cause on August 30, 2022,
from3:03 to 4:54 before Rene Mil holl and, TCRR, CSR No.
6050, in and for the State of Texas, reported by
machi ne shorthand, at the offices of 2019 Anber d ean,
Katy, Texas 77494, and the provisions stated on the
record.

800.211.DEPO (3376)
EsquireSolutions.com
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EVAN JAMES MARSHALL August 30, 2022
GALLERY COMMUNITY vs K. HOVNANIAN 37

detailed the roof or how it should be constructed by
the franer, have you?

A No.

Q Moving on, if there is an issue regarding
exterior wall cladding; and on the sane page, page 14,
you address sone comments in the MC Defect |ssue Report
dat ed January 31st, 2022. | believe that's the report
by Renco's roofing expert. |Is that the report you're
di scussi ng?

A | believe so, but | also think I referenced
the full title of the report earlier in ny report. So,
"Il scan back and see if | don't see that.

Q | believe -- | believe on page 3, you refer to
that as the MCC Defect |ssue Report dated January 31st,
20227

A Yeah. Yes, | see that.

Q And that m ght also be on the first page. |
don't think there is a different or nore standard nane
for that.

In relation to this exterior wall cladding
| ssue, can you explain -- | guess, can you explain --
before we get into your response to M. Flitka's
(phonetic) opinions, can you explain in general terns
what you understand the allegations by SBSA to be with

respect to this netal drip edge, flashing issue on

800.211.DEPO (3376)
EsquireSolutions.com
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bal cony decks?

A Yeah. | don't recall exactly what SBSA' s
position was or what fact evidence they presented.
Wth regard to that netal drip edge, | understand from
the MCC report that they opined that they thought it
was due to -- the water intrusion at that |ocation was
due to a m ssing wood bl ock support. | noted that MCC
acknow edged that they did not uncover or destructively
open the location of that drip edge, and they did not
confirmthat there was m ssing wood bl ock there.

On the follow ng page of ny report, | depict a
detail fromthe architect that shows this |ocation and
the correct installation of the wood and the flashing
noting that the architect indicated that a wood bl ock
woul d be used or, instead, the plywod sheathing could
be extended to the outside edge of the bal cony.

And in ny investigation, | was able to, on
this page and in this picture, find a couple of
| ocations, at |east, where the stucco had been renoved,;
and | could actually see the plywod of the deck
extending up to the back of that drip edge, which
| ooked nore conclusively to me that the proper wood had
been installed, per the architect's detail.

Q And you're | ooking at the next page of your

report, Exhibit 16, and the photograph on the bottom

800.211.DEPO (3376)
EsquireSolutions.com
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hal f of that page, correct?

A Yeah, page 16, figure 17.

Q Ckay. And | had noted you had said right
above that photograph, "Additionally, BSC observed
| ocations where the plywood sheathing extended to the
back edge of flashing slash drip edge."

Did you identify or note other |ocations where
you found that?

A | docunmented them | don't recall. | would
have to review ny notes and photographs. | did not
include it here in this report.

Q I's that something that would be in the photo
appendi x to your report or is that sonething that |
woul d have to | ook for el sewhere in your report to
| dentify?

A Not in the report but in our file, either in
ny notes and/or in the photographs that | took. So,
not all of the photographs that | took are included in
the report. | only have representative exanples
included in this report.

Q But as per detail 5 fromthe structural
drawi ngs included on page 15, you were able to
determ ne that the plans called for either backing or
extending the -- either -- sorry. Let ne ask that

differently.

800.211.DEPO (3376)
EsquireSolutions.com
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You were able to determine fromdetail 5 from
page ASO4 in the structural draw ngs that the design
docunments called for either blocking or for extending
the plywood in order to install the flashing properly,
correct?

A Correct. And | believe AS4 is actually from
the architectural draw ngs, but yes.

Q Yeah. And were you able to determne or did
you see any docunents or receive any information
besi des your observation of the plywod at the site
that inforned you as to what actually did happen or
what was ever decided by the parties involved in
construction?

MR LUDWG (Object to the form

A No.

Q (By M. Horowtz) And do you recall about how
many | ocations you were able to observe the plywod
that you believe was extended all the way to the back
edge of the flashing or drip edge?

A Maybe two or three.

Q Were there any | ocations that you opened where
you didn't see that or were there any | ocations where
you were able to observe the deck flashing where you
didn't see the plywod extended all the way?

A Not that | recall.

800.211.DEPO (3376)
EsquireSolutions.com
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Q Did the design docunents provide all the
i nformation that was needed for the framer to establish
t he proper slope of the decks?

A | believe so.

Q Ckay. SBSA has made a reference in -- Ed
Fronapfel of SBSA has nade a reference in his report to
sonme kind of notch at the decks. Are you famliar with
what |'mtal king about?

A | don't recall. | don't recall that, no.

Q Just to refresh your recollection, | believe
that M. Fronapfel said that there should be sone type
of notch at the end of the deck to allow or receive the
metal flashing at the deck edge. Does that sound
famliar to you?

A No. And | don't have an opinion on that right
now.

Q Ckay. That was going to ny next question.
You have not fornmed any opinions -- never mnd. You
al ready answered that.

MR LUDWG Can we take a break? It's
been about an hour now.

MR, HOROW TZ: Yeah, let's take five
mnutes. Let's cone back at 2:20. | think we'll be
done with this one pretty quickly after that.

(Break in Proceedings from4:04 t0 4:25)

800.211.DEPO (3376)
EsquireSolutions.com
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BY MR, HOROW TZ:

Q So, what's your understanding of the clains
that plaintiff's expert is nmaking regarding the lateral
force resistant systen?

A Initially, the claimwas that since one
| ocation of the mssing panel or a buckled netal strap
wer e observed, that there should be an allocation or
apportionnment for the entire building or project to be
remedi at ed.

Q Ckay. And you understand that -- you
understand M. Fronapfel has essentially taken the
position that there should be an expectation that when
other repairs are done, that other |ocations of m ssing
sheer wall and otherw se inproperly installed
conponents of the lateral force resistance systemw ||
be uncovered, correct?

A Yes. |f the investigation happens at those
| ocations, | would expect so.

Q And | believe you noted in your report that
t here have been | ocations where plaintiff or their
expert has suggested that wood sheat hing was m ssing;
but that only one of those |ocations actually
correlates to an area where a structural sheer wall was
required according to its structural plans, correct?

A That's ny understandi ng, yes.

800.211.DEPO (3376)
EsquireSolutions.com
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Q Were you able to observe the | ocation where
plaintiff contends that part of the -- part of the
schedul ed sheer wall was m ssing or not constructed?

A Yes.

Q You were on site when that was uncovered,
correct?

A Yes.

Q What ' s your opinion regardi ng whet her or not,
you know, LeBlanc constructed the sheer wall properly
in that specific |location?

A It did not match the set of draw ngs that |
had. However, | did not have access to communi cations
bet ween LeBl anc and the general contractor as relating
to that wall panel and its installation. It's pretty
common for issues to arise during construction that
there are conflicts in the design versus the build and
there are conflicts between trades and you nmay not be
able to install the wall panel.

Q Were you given any information or
docunentation that would show to you that it was not
possible to construct the sheer wall in that specific
| ocati on?

A None was presented to ne.

Q Were you given any docunentation or

I nformation that would show you that LeBl anc was

800.211.DEPO (3376)
EsquireSolutions.com
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excused from constructing the sheer wall on that
particul ar |ocation?

A Not that | recall.

Q There was also a claimthat plaintiff has nmade
In connection with a buckled strap that was identified
in that sane |ocation. Wat's your understandi ng about
what Ed Fronapfel of SBSA has said in connection with
that scrap in this sane |ocation that they had tested?

A | don't recall their exact statenent regarding
the strap. My observations of the strap revealed a
condition that's commonly not accounted for by design
engi neers, and that is wood shrinkage. So, |unber
arrives on the site and it acclimtes and dries but the
project schedule is dictated to be what it is and the
design installation is dictated to be what it is and
t he subcontractor installs it per the design.

Alot of fit-up issues occur because the
design did not account for prinme dependent issues |like
drying and shrinking of the wood.

Q When you say fit-up issues, can you explain
what you nean?

A Excuse ne?

Q When you say fit-up issues, can you explain
what that neans?

A Vel |, one such example would be the tol erances

800.211.DEPO (3376)
EsquireSolutions.com
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that are allowed for in the construction by the code.
Thi s includes everything frommachine of the lunber to
the installation of the |unber and the exact precision
to which everything is -- the work is done. So, that
coul d be one exanple of the fit-up issues.

The ot her could be lack of sufficient detai
to account for clashes with other wood fram ng nenbers
but, particularly, the issue here | ooks consistent with
this drying and crushing of the wood, shrinking of the
wood under the weight of gravity. This is a pretty
wel | - known issue in structural engineering.

Q Do you have any problem or concern with the
strap buckling?

A The strap -- the design intent of the strap,

t he manufacture's recommendation for the strap
Installation, is that it should be taught, tight, and
not buckl ed.

Q Plaintiff's counsel has nade sone allegations
regarding, | believe, nailing of the strap. Do you
have an understand of what his -- what the position
he's raised and so you responded to that?

A No, | have not responded to it. | don't
recall the exact issue, but | have not responded to it.

And if | may, M. Horowitz, before you nove on

to the next topic, we can certainly finish discussing

800.211.DEPO (3376)
EsquireSolutions.com
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EVAN JAMES MARSHALL August 30, 2022
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FURTHER CERTI FI CATI ON UNDER RULE 203 TRCP
The original deposition was/was not returned to the

deposition officer on , 2022;

If returned, the attached Changes and Si gnature
page contai ns any changes and reasons therefor;
If returned, the original deposition was delivered

to , Custodial Attorney;

That $ is the deposition officer's

charges to the DEFENDANTS/ TH RD- PARTY PLAI NTI FFS,
K. Hovnanian at Gallery, LLc, and K Hovnani an Arizona
Operations, LLC, for preparing the original deposition
transcri pt and any copi es of exhibits;

That the deposition was delivered in accordance
with Rule 203.3, and that a copy of this certificate
was served on all parties shown herein on

, 2022, and filed with the d erk.

Certified to by ne this __ day of ,

2022.

Lene Munlholland

_signature_

RENE MULHCOLLAND, TCRR, CSR No. 6050
Expiration Date: October 31, 2022
Esqui re Deposition Sol utions

Firm Regi strati on No. 286

1700 Pacific Avenue, Suite 1000
Dal | as, Texas 75204

800.211.DEPO (3376)
EsquireSolutions.com
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TERRY INGO August 29, 2022
GALLERY COMMUNITY vs K. HOVNANIAN 1

I N THE SUPERI OR COURT OF THE STATE OF ARI ZONA
I N AND FOR THE COUNTY OF NMARI COPA

GALLERY COVMUNI TY ASSOCI ATI ON, an Arizona non-profit
cor porati on,
Plaintiff,

V. CASE NO. Cv2020- 008714

K. HOVNANI AN AT GALLERY, LLC, an Arizona limted
liability company; K. HOVNANI AN ARI ZONA OPERATI ONS,
LLC, an Arizona limted liability conmpany; K. HOVNAN AN
DEVELOPMENTS OF ARI ZONA, INC., an Arizona corporation;
K. HOVNANI AN COVPANI ES OF ARI ZONA, LLC, an Arizona
limted liability conpany; JOHN DCES |-X AND JANE DOES
I -X, VWH TE CORPORATI ONS | -X; BLACK PARTNERSHI PS | - X;
and GRAY LIM TED LI ABILITY COVWANI ES | - X,

Def endant s.

K. HOVNANI AN AT GALLERY, LLC, an Arizona limted
liability conpany; K. HOVNANI AN ARI ZONA OPERATI ONS,
LLC, an Arizona limted liability conpany; K HOVNAN AN
DEVELOPMENTS OF ARI ZONA, INC., an Arizona corporation;
K. HOVNANI AN COVPANI ES OF ARI ZONA, LLC, an Ari zona
limted liability conpany,

Third-Party Plaintiffs,

V.

CHAS ROBERTS AIR CONDI TIONI NG I NC., an Arizona
corporation; DESERT VISTA, INC. ,an Arizona corporation;
GOTHI C LANDSCAPI NG I NC., a California corporation;
HOVE BUI LDERS SI TE SERVI CES CF ARI ZONA, LLC, an Arizona
limted liability conpany; LEBLANC BUI LDI NG CO., | NC. ,
an Arizona corporation; LIBERTY CONSTRUCTORS, LLC, an
Arizona limted liability conpany, d/b/a LIBERTY
ARl ZONA; RENCO, LLC, an Arizona limted liability
conpany, d/b/a RENCO ROOFI NG R/'S SERVI CE & SUPPLY,
I NC., an Arizona corporation; SARGON MASONRY
CONSTRUCTI ON, LLC, an Arizona limted liability
conpany; and DOCES 1-50,

Thi rd- Party Def endants.

800.211.DEPO (3376)
EsquireSolutions.com
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TERRY INGO August 29, 2022
GALLERY COMMUNITY vs K. HOVNANIAN 2

PURSUANT TO NOTI CE and the Arizona Rul es of
Cvil Procedure, the videoconferenced deposition of
TERRY | NGO, whose identity has been verified by the
court reporter, was taken on behalf of the Plaintiffs
on Monday, August 29, 2022, at 10:02 a.m, before Wndy
McCaffrey, Regi stered Professional Reporter and Notary

Publ i c.

(The reporter, Wendy McCaffrey, appearing renotely via
Zoom vi deoconf erence from Arvada, Col orado 80004.)

(The deponent, Terry Ingo, appearing renotely via Zoom
vi deoconf erence.)

800.211.DEPO (3376)
EsquireSolutions.com
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metal actually built up so that there is a core slope
at the edges of these bal coni es?

A | don't know if it's built up at the edges.

Q Do you agree that there are | ocations where
there is not sufficient slope at the edges of these
bal coni es?

A | -- | disagree with that. | -- there is
sufficient slope at all the balconies and all the
decks.

Q Did you take measurenents of the slope at the
decks?

A I n sone cases, Yyes.

Q Did you take measurenents of all of the
bal coni es and decks at the project?

A Every one we had access to.

Q Did you see that Nautilus had gone out and
done neasurenents of all the bal conies and decks at the
proj ect?

A | saw their photos, yes.

Q Do you take any issue wth the neasurenents
that Nautilus obtained of all the decks and bal conies
at this project?

A No -- no issue with how they -- you know,
that they took neasurenments, no.

Q Do you have any issue with the results of

800.211.DEPO (3376)
EsquireSolutions.com
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t hose measurenents?

A | think their -- their conclusions, | think,
are wong, that the slope is inadequate and that it's
creating a problematic condition. | think the water --
there's no evidence the water is not -- not sheeting
off of that -- the decks.

Q Isn't there signs of water staining at the
edges of sone of these decks?

A There are at some |locations where it |ooks
| i ke some m nor ponding has occurred. But there's no
I ndication that that is exceeding any of the
al | owabl e -- the tol erances.

Q But woul d that --

A That was what -- the Registrar of
Contractors.

Q But that wouldn't be indicative of a lack to
slope to shed all the water off of the deck or
bal coni es?

A Wl |, these are -- these are you know,

W de -- wde decks. If thereis a -- one or two spots
that are small spots that are ponding, the remainder of
the deck is -- is draining just fine.

And even those areas that, the problem --
that there is any kind of ponding, it's so shallow it

dries up wthin the -- within, you know, an all owabl e

800.211.DEPO (3376)
EsquireSolutions.com
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tinme period.

Q So | just want to nmake sure |'mclear. You
don't take issue with the actual measurenents that were
t aken of the decks and bal conies; you just disagree
that that is an inadequate condition or an inadequate
sl ope?

A Yeah. M interpretation of this -- this
allegation is that SBA is alleging that the decks are
not sloped at -- which causes a -- | guess we can read
what they're saying, but a condition that is
probl enati c.

For -- for the use of it, it -- of the decks,
it's a -- creates a condition that -- that the coating
W | deteriorate prematurely and stuff, and | disagree
wth that. | think that the -- there's adequate sl ope,
and there's no evidence to support that allegation.

Q | think | veered over into another defect in
t hat discussion, but that's okay.

A Yeah. There -- there's sone overlap, for
sure. Yeah,

Q Yeah. Ckay. So the next issue, 2.0 C,
"Nonconpliant isolation joints at dissimlar
materials." You see that?

A Yes.

Q On the next page is the "Defense Analysis and

800.211.DEPO (3376)
EsquireSolutions.com
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CERTI FI CATI ON

|, VENDY MCCAFFREY, Regi stered Professional
Reporter and Notary Public within the State of
Col orado, conmi ssioned to adm ni ster oaths, do hereby
certify that previous to the conmmencenent of the
exam nation, the deponent, TERRY I NGO was duly sworn
by ne to testify to the truth in relation to matters in
controversy between the said parties; that the said
deposition was taken in stenotype by ne at the tine and
pl ace aforesaid and was thereafter reduced to
typewitten formby ne; and that the foregoing is a
true and correct transcript of ny stenotype notes
t her eof .

| further certify that | amnot an attorney
nor counsel nor in any way connected with any attorney
or counsel for any of the parties to said action nor
otherwi se interested in the outcone of this action.

My comm ssion expires: January 31, 2024.

IN WTNESS WHEREOF, | have hereunto set ny
hand this 9th day of Septenber, 2022.

e U 'y

Wendy McCaffrey
Regi stered Prof essional Reporter

800.211.DEPO (3376)
EsquireSolutions.com
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Gallery Condominium Association
V.
K. Hovnanian at Gallery KKC

January 31, 2022

PREPARED FOR:

SHANNON GUERRERO HUFF, EsQ.
MOHAMAD TOKKO, ESsQ.
RAI & BARONE, P.C.
3033 N. CENTRAL AVENUE
SUITE 500
PHOENIX, AZ 85012
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2055 Corte del Nogal
Carlsbad, CA 92011

T (760) 930-9966 F (760) 930-9974
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mc RENCO 000247

CONSULTANTS INC

INTRODUCTION

MC Consultants, Inc. has been retained by RAI & BARONE, P.C. on behalf of RenCo,
LLC in the matter of Gallery v. K Hovnanian involving the Project known as The Gallery
located in Scottsdale, Arizona. RenCo contracted with K. Hovanian to provide roofing.
MC Consultants has been retained to evaluate plaintiff and plaintiff Expert allegations and
render opinions as to the veracity of those allegations.

MC Consultants inspected the roofs at 5 of 18 units made available by Plaintiff. Site
inspections, including emergency inspections were conducted on August 13 and 23,
October 6, November 12, December 14, 2021, and January 26, 2022. MC was present
at Plaintiff water testing at Unit 3106 on August 23, 2021.

This report will address each alleged defect issue set forth in Plaintiff's Expert SBSA, LLC
report dated June 23, 2021, and the Preliminary Estimate of Costs by Nautilus General
Contractors, Inc., dated July 23, 2021, and K. Hovnanian’s Expert Bert L. Howe &
Associates report dated August 11, 2021.

21-557 For mediation purposes only.
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PROJECT INFORMATION

RENCO 000248

Project Name: The Gallery

Location: Scottsdale, AZ
PROJECT OVERVIEW
Client Name: RenCo, LLC

General Contractor: K. Hovnanian at Gallery, LLC

Architect: Otak, Inc.

Structural Engineer: Felten Group

Construction Dates: 2016-2017

Jurisdiction: Maricopa County

Building & Occupancy Type: V-B/R-3

2012 International Residential Code
2012 International Building Code
2012 International Fire Code

2012 International Plumbing Code

Applicable Codes:

DOCUMENTS REVIEWED

Construction and Design Compliance Report prepared by SBSA, dated
6/23/21

Preliminary Estimate of Costs prepared by Nautilus General Contractors, Inc.,
dated 7/23/21

Bert Howe & Associates report dated 8/11/21

Architectural Drawings by Otak, Inc, dated 3/11/16, revised 6/8/16 and 8/2/16
SBSA’s supplemental construction and design compliance report dated October
14, 2021, (plaintiff's expert)

Peterson Geotechnical Group’s Civil and Geotechnical Engineering Evaluation
Report dated August 10, 2021 (K. Hovnanian’s expert — second report).

Bert Howe’s Preliminary Defense Cost of Repair Report dated August 22, 2021 (K.
Hovnanian’s CORE)

Complaint, Third-Party Complaint, and Answer

21-557

©2022 MC Consultants, Inc.
All Rights Reserved.
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21-557
©2022

Plaintiff's Initial Disclosure Statement and First through Twelfth Supplemental
Disclosure Statements

K. Hovnanian’s Initial Disclosure Statement and First and Second Supplemental
Disclosure Statements

RenCo’s Initial Disclosure Statement

Chase Roberts Initial Disclosure Statement

Gothic Landscaping’s Initial Disclosure Statement

LeBlanc Building’s Initial Disclosure Statement

Liberty Constructors’ Initial Disclosure Statement

Desert Vista’s Initial Disclosure Statement

Sargon Masonry’s Initial Disclosure Statement

Plaintiffs Responses to Renco’s First Set of Requests for Admission, First Set of
Request for Production of Documents, and First Set of Non-Uniform Interrogatories
K. Hovnanian’s Responses to RenCo’s First Set of Requests for Admission, First
Set of Request for Production of Documents, and First Set of Non-Uniform
Interrogatories

SBSA's inspection and destructive testing photographs and field notes

Job files of SBSA

Arizona Registrar of Contractors ("AROC") Workmanship Standards, June 2009
2012 International Residential Code

2012 International Building Code

For mediation purposes only.
MC Consultants, Inc. Protected under applicable January 31, 2022
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DESCRIPTION

The Gallery project is an 18-unit residential development in Scottsdale, Arizona (the
“Project”). The Project is a townhome complex at the Southwest corner of East Earl Drive
and Scottsdale Rd in Scottsdale, AZ and was constructed in approximately 2016-2017.
The Project is comprised of four buildings with a total of eighteen (18) three-story
townhome units. One of the buildings has three (3) units and the remaining three buildings
each have five (5) units. The buildings are constructed with stucco over conventional
wood framing.

21-557 For mediation purposes only.
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C. BUILDING ENVELOPE
2.0 Moisture-Management Systems (Barriers, Flashings, Drainage, etc.)
a. Missing Sheet Metal Flashing at Fenestrations

Plaintiff allegation:

The architectural details specify 4-inch vertical leg sheet metal flashing with 1-
inch drip edge and end dams at door and window heads. The flashings were
detailed with 10-degree slope at door heads and 15-degree slope at window heads.
The architectural details also required the WRB to be shingle-lapped over sheet metal
head flashing and sealant under the drip edge to the fenestration frame. At the
Gallery site, the sheet metal flashings were generally missing at the fenestration
heads. The ineffectiveness of the flashing at fenestration heads is further
compounded when cladding is installed tight to fenestration heads without a weep
mechanism as discussed in Section Cl.a. This allows water to drain directly onto
the fenestration frame and accumulate. As constructed, the moisture-
management system at fenestration heads is non-compliantwith the architectural
drawings. This non-compliant condition, along with the combination of other
construction defects of the stucco system, will more likely thannot reduce the
functionality of the stucco system and the general appearance of the cladding in
the foreseeable future.

Defense Analysis

SBSA asserts the window heads of every window are missing sheet metal flashing as
specified in the construction drawings. SBSA further opines:

"The ineffectiveness of the flashing at fenestration heads is further
compounded when cladding is installed tight to fenestration heads
without a weep mechanism as discussed in Section C.1.a. This
allows water to drain directly onto the fenestration frame and
accumulate."

MC Analysis

e Sheet metal is not in client’s scope of work.
¢ No repair offered.

21-557 For mediation purposes only.
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B. BUILDING ENVELOPE

2.0

b.

Moisture-Management Systems (Barriers, Flashings, Drainage, etc.)

Non-Compliant Flashings to Stucco Interface

Plaintiff allegation:

21-557

Metal flashing with a drip edge is installed at all deck perimeters and the
perimeters of the cantilevered awnings above the end unit side doors to divert
water away from the cladding below the flashing. Where the metal flashing and
cladding interface is built incorrectly, the flashings cannot perform their
intended function to divert water away from the cladding. Water is allowed to
penetrate behind the claddings at the metal flashing interface, which results in
damage to the underlying building components.

At the Gallery site, the metal flashing at the perimeter of the decks and
cantilevered awnings is inset above the stucco and water drains into the
stucco system below. Thestucco is built out at the deck and cantilevered
awning edges, which prevents the stucco from terminating behind the
flashing. The architectural details illustrate stuccoand wood fascia behind
the metal edge flashing with a drip edge at the deck and cantilevered
awnings, respectfully. At the as-constructed cantilevered awning edges,
stucco was substituted for the painted wood trim. The architect specifies
the edge flashing to be installed per the Sheet Metal and Air Conditioning
Contractors' National Association (SMACNA) and required installation that
prevents water from bucking against the cladding. At some locations, the
edge flashing is installed over the stucco, which suggests the installer was
cognizant of the project specifications. Stains and cracks in the stucco below
the edge flashing indicate that water is not diverted away from the stucco.

Where non-compliant flashing to stucco interface exists, the as-built condition
falls short of the prescriptive requirements of the relevant codes, design, and
industry standards and, therefore the developer, contractor, and sub-
contractors who performed the work fell below the standard of care.

Applicable Code/Industry Standard References/Project-Specific Documents:

Otak, Inc., "K. Hovnanian Homes, Gallery Townhomes," revised date August 2,
2016, Sheet AS.03 "Exterior Details," illustrates the following:

«  "12/AB.03 Cantilevered Awning"

» "5/AS.04 Deck Perimeter Flashing"

» "10/A8.04 Deck Perimeter Flashing"

For mediation purposes only.
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* "9/A8.04 Deck Sheet Metal Corners"

» Sheet Metal and Air Conditioning Contractors' National Association, Inc.
(SMACNA), "Residential Sheet Metal Guidelines," First Edition, 2001,
Chapter 2 "Decks," subsection 2.2 "Coated Decks," subsection 2.2.1
"Deck to Wall Flashing,"

Developer Analysis:

SBSA asserts some of the balcony decks have edge metal that is buried by the stucco it
is designed to cover. BHA agrees the condition is problematic and should be repaired.
BHA disagrees with SBSA's excessive repair to remove the stucco and deck coating to
access the existing edge metal and to reflash the decks before restoring the finishes.
Where deck edge metal is buried in the stucco, extend the edge metal past the stucco
face by installing new sheet metal under the existing drip edge. The new sheet metal
should have a break to match the existing edge metal and be installed in a continuous
bed of silicone sealant and then painted to match. No stucco or deck coating needs to be
removed to facilitate this repair.

Developer Cost - $4,650.00

MC Analysis:

» MC did observe an improper junction of the stucco and deck edge metal at
some, but not all conditions, but plaintiff has not provided evidence of leaks or
damages attributable to the deck edge metal installation.

GALLERY-SBSA 001856

Deck metal properly installed over stucco

21-557 For mediation purposes only.
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RENCO 000254

3/4 OZ. FIBERGLASS &
DECK COATING RESIN
(CONTACT MFR FOR
REQUIREMENTS)

DECK COATING

—
/ 10P COAT
/ DECK COATING
/
4 / PIGMENT SEALER
MIN. 26 GAUGE / /
GALVANIZED SHEET [/ DECK COATING
METAL FLASHING /’ N\ / 4 . BASE COAT
(3116" RISE). :
(BONDERIZED) SEE ‘ Forallead i el
10/A8.04 . == SR DT
: T —SGALFANIZED
= \ METAL LATH
H K
T \ _____ 3/4" EXPOSURE 1
STUCCO FINISH /_‘ Il | ?’f’?jgg%,?LopE
SYSTEM--- i ks
Y|\
I — NAIL OR EXTEND
| PLYWOOD OVER
Ll /) EXTERIOR FINISH

STRUCTURAL
FRAMING

Detail 5/AS.04

* In detail 5/AS.04 Deck Perimeter Flashing (above), Note the wood block at the
end of the deck 9 (circled). This block serves three purposes:

1. A stop for the stucco
2. A spacer for the sheet metal
3. A nailer for the sheet metal.

o MC did not observe a clear photograph of this component of the assembly
in the plaintiff photographs to confirm the block was installed.

o Ifthe blocks were installed, then they were not sized properly, and the client
has no responsibility for this issue.

o If the blocks were not installed, the responsibility falls on the framer, stucco
installer, general contractor, and the client.

» Ideally for this assembly, the stucco could have been installed before the deck
membrane followed by the sheet metal, which would have properly lapped the
stucco. However, there are other factors to consider when sequencing a
construction project. MC is not critical of the sequencing per se; however, the
general contractor should have devoted enough time to ensure the blocks were
properly placed before the deck coatings.

» The responsibility for this allegation includes the general contractor, framer,
stucco subcontractor and our client.

21-557
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C. BUILDING ENVELOPE
2.0 Moisture-Management Systems (Barriers, Flashings, Drainage, etc.)

C. Non-Compliant Isolation Joints at Dissimilar Materials

Plaintiff Allegation

Interfaces of dissimilar cladding materials with each other, fenestrations, and penetrations
were generally installed without a sealant joint and a backer rod. Where installed, the
sealant joint width was inadequate.

Defense Analysis

SBSA asserts isolation joints at junctures between dissimilar materials is missing or is
improper. From SBSA exemplar photographs in its report it appears SBSA is alleging this
condition exists at windows, sliding glass doors, and stucco penetrations. SBSA does not
provide any evidence of damage or non-performance.

MC Analysis

e This allegation is not relevant to client’s scope of work
¢ No repair offered.

21-557 For mediation purposes only.

©2022 MC Consultants, Inc. Protected under applicable January 31, 2022
All Rights Reserved. Evidence Code sections. Page -10-



mc

RENCO 000256

c

ONSULTANTS INGC

D. BUILDING ENVELOPE

3.0 ROOFING SYSTEM TYPE 1- SPRAY POLYURETHANE FOAM (SPF)
a. Non-Complaint Slope of Roof Drains

Plaintiff allegation:

Low-slope roof systems, including those used for waterproofing on roof decks, require
positive slope towards the means of drainage to allow for adequate drainage of the
system. The architectural drawings and the building codes require a minimum of 1/ 4-
inch-per-foot or 2-percent for the low-slope roof system. Crickets were detailed along
walls and at upslope locations

towards the roof drains.

Where non-compliant slope of the roof system exists, the as-built condition falls short of
the prescriptive requirements of the relevant codes, design, and industry standards and,
therefore, the developer, contractor, and subcontractors who performed the work fell
below the standard of care.

Plaintiff Repair:

« Repairs to be performed at all roof decks with non-compliant drainage.

« Remove and replace membrane and underlying substrates as necessary to
perform repairsdescribed below.

+ Remove and replace damaged underlying coverboard and structure, if present.

« Install tapered insulation to provide positive drainage (1/ 4-inch minimum) towards
roof drains.

« Slope cricket a minimum of 1/ 4-inch-per-foot along the valley.

Plaintiff Locations:

Repair at 100% of roofs

Developer Analysis:

SBSA asserts the foam roofs are not properly sloped which will allow water to collect
on the roof and deteriorate the roof coating. SBSA did not evaluate the roof
performance beyond a visual inspection. During its visual inspection SBSA observed:

21-557 For mediation purposes only.
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"The as-built slope measurements along the roof
crickets and adjacent to the drains at the units of the
buildings have slopes less than required by the
project-specific drawings."

While SBSA inspected all the roofs, SBSA does not make any specific roof
allegations other than improper slope. SBSA did document some very small areas of
ponding. The AROC recognizes ponding on flat roofs is to be expected. The AROC
Workmanship Standards states:

"Minor ponding (up to 1/2" deep in small areas
equivalent to no more than 1/3 of span) is
acceptable providing roof is dry within 48 hours after
rainfall."”

BHA inspected all the roofs and did not observe any evidence the roofs are not
performing. SBSA does note that two homeowners reported roof leaks but SBSA
does not opine as to the cause. BHA is unaware if SBSA has performed any water
testing on any of the roofs to determine if ponding water exceeds AROC allowable
tolerances.

It is important to note that a foam roof needs to be maintained regularly for it to
perform properly. BHA did not observe any evidence the roofs have received any
maintenance other than minor repairs KHOV madeduring the PDA period of this
litigation.

SBSA has not provided any evidence the roof is not draining properly. No defect
exists. No repairs are needed.

Developer Repairs:

No Repair.
21-557 For mediation purposes only.
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MC Analysis:

21-557

MC agrees with Defense that the observed roof slopes to drains are adequate.

Plaintiff did not demonstrate ponding on any of the roofs lasting over 48-hours.
Such ponding would violate the AROC standards (#2 for flat built-up roofs and #9
for foam roofs) “Minor ponding (up to 1/2" deep in small areas equivalent to no
more than 1/3 of span) is acceptable providing roof is dry within 48 hours after
rainfall.”

On July 23, 2021, Nautilus Reconstruction, Contracting and Consulting temporarily
repaired a roof drain with black mastic at Unit 3106. Pre-repair Plaintiff
photographs indicated there were small cracks in the membrane lapping over the
edge of the roof drain.

After the Defense report dated August 11, 2021, MC inspected the interior at Unit
3106 on August 13, 2021. A section in the laundry room ceiling was cut out below
the repaired roof drain and MC also observed an area of bubbled drywall in the
ceiling of the master bedroom adjacent to the laundry room. On the roof MC
observed a gouge in the roof membrane near the repaired drain and cracks in the
black mastic placed by Nautilus. No water testing was performed.

On August 23, 2021, MC observed water testing at the same location in Unit 3106.
The bubbled drywall ceiling in the master bedroom observed on August 13 was
cut out to allow for observation of roof drain underside. The back side of the drywall
was stained and the framing below the roof drain was also stained. On the roof,
the black mastic at the drain had been replaced or covered by a white sealer
compound as was the previously observed gouge in the roof membrane. Water
testing was performed, and conditions observed did not show evidence water
intrusion.

On August 13, 2021, in Unit 3123 MC observed a stain at a kitchen ceiling can
light directly below the threshold at the roof access door. Plaintiff did not conduct
water testing at this location, and Plaintiff failed to demonstrate the ceiling stain
results from any alleged roof membrane issues.

On January 26, 2022, MC attended a site inspection at Unit 3112. MC did not
observe evidence of ponding that would exceed the previously mentioned AROC
48-hour standard. There was evidence of repairs at the curbed LG Inverter fan, T-
tops, and field patches. There were three different colors of coatings present
throughout the roof: dark gray, light gray and white. This suggests two roof repairs

For mediation purposes only.
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have occurred since the original coatings were installed by the client. MC did
observe slight cuts in the membrane and other mechanical damage likely from
post-installation roof traffic and work being performed on the roof by others.

In the interior, MC observed three ceiling stains in the unit. Since Plaintiff did not
conduct any water testing, MC was unable to determine if the stains were active
or existed before any repairs were made.

Conclusions:

No significant roof repairs relevant to client’s scope of work are warranted and the
roofs are generally performing as intended.

Though MC observed some interior ceiling drywall stains, Plaintiff has not
demonstrated any damages to the interior of any units are related to leaks through
the roof membrane beyond those caused by penetrations such as roof drains
(plumbing) or mechanical equipment.

The only water testing MC is aware of occurred at a Unit 3106 roof drain. Plaintiff
testing did not determine if the origin of the perceived leak was caused by the roof
membrane, plumbing roof drain assembly or another unknown source.

MC Repair:

Perform a limited roof tune-up to seal penetrations, cuts, and other damages to the
roof membrane.

21-557
©2022
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4.0 Elevated Decks, Balconies, or Walkways

a. Non-Compliant Slope of Deck

Plaintiff Allegation

Where access to elevated decks was provided, the slope of the deck at the deck
edge was inadequate to promote positive drainage and allows ponding of water.

Defense Analysis

Defense Analysis and Repair Recommendations:

SBSA asserts the private balcony decks are not properly sloped which allows
water to pond. SBSA further opines:

"As built, the ponding water that collects on top of the membrane system provides an
unsafe condition for residents and will lead to premature deterioration and eventual
failure of the waterproofing.”

SBSA did not perform any destructive or water testing at any of the balcony decks.
SBSA's opinion is limited to its visual inspection of several decks. SBSA does not
provide any support to its claim the decks are unsafe or are deteriorating prematurely.

BHA inspected every deck made available and did not observe any evidence the
decks are not performing. BHA did note some small spots where water had ponded
at a few decks, but noted the area was very shallow. The AROC Workmanship
Standards regarding flat roofs applies to balcony decks. The guideline states:

"Minor ponding (up to 1/2" deep in small areas equivalent to no
more than 1/3 of span) is acceptable providing roof is dry within
48 hours after rainfall."”

SBSA has not provided any evidence the private decks are not draining properly. No
defect exists. No repairs are needed.

MC Analysis
e This allegation is not relevant to client’s scope of work.
e Per the plans, slope was to be provided in the framing, not the deck membrane.
e Refer to Issue 2.0 b, Detail 5/AS.04, the slope is designated in the framing.
e Additionally, slope is designated in the framing in Detail 907 (below), from the
Plaintiff report.
21-557 For mediation purposes only.
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¢ No repair offered.
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LIMITATIONS

The opinions contained in this report are solely derived in accordance with current
standards of professional practices in the community where the observations have been
made. Except as otherwise described herein, our opinions are based solely on visual
inspections.

Standard of care is time dependent. This report has been prepared in accordance with
the duty of care of forensic construction/architectural consultants as of the date on this
report. We reserve the right to amend our opinions, if additional information comes to our
attention, but we assume no obligation to do so.

The services performed are solely for the use of our client, RenCo, LLC. No other person
or entity other than our client may rely on the opinions contained in this report without our

prior written consent.

Respectfully submitted,

i SN

Chad Polivka
MC Consultants, Inc.

21-557 For mediation purposes only.
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MARK DES GROSEILLIERS 30b6 August 30, 2022
GALLERY COMMUNITY vs K. HOVNANIAN 1

SUPERI OR COURT OF THE STATE COF ARl ZONA
FOR THE COUNTY OF MARI COPA

GALLERY COVMUNI TY ASSCCI ATI ON, an ) Case No. CV2020-008714
Ari zona non-profit corporation,

Pl ai nti ff,
VS.

K. HOVNANI AN AT GALLERY, LLC, an
Arizona limted liability conpany;

K. HOVNANI AN ARl ZONA OPERATI ONS, LLC,
an Arizona linmted liability conpany;
K. HOVNANI AN DEVELOPMENTS OF ARI ZONA,
INC., an Arizona corporation; K
HOVNANI AN COMPANI ES OF ARI ZONA, LLC
an Arizona limted liability conpany;
JOHN DOES |- X AND JANE DCES 1 - X,

VH TE CORPORATI ONS | - X; BLACK
PARTNERSHI PS | -X; AND GRAY LI M TED

LI ABI LI TY COVMPANI ES | - X,

Def endant s.

N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N
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REMOTE VI DEO CONFERENCE DEPGCSI TI ON OF
MARK DES GROSEI LLI ERS

Tuesday, August 30, 2022
10: 02 a. m

Phoeni x, Ari zona

Reported by Peggy Snmith - RPR
Arizona Court Reporter No. 50726
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this -- let's see. This is a docunment that is incorporated
In the Master Subcontract Agreement and the Work Agreenent;
correct?

Q Correct.

A And it's pretty generalized and basically asking
us to do Energy Star requirenents.

Q Well, the first page lists some Energy Star
requirenents starting at the bottom right?

A Correct.

Q It's 11 pages total, at |east according to the
mar ki ng on the bottom of the page, right?

A Mnhnm Materials, manufacturers. So this is
basically -- yeah, this is our scope of work. This is what
| would usually go through and nmake sure that it's -- you
know, that we have everything covered.

Q (kay. And each page of this document -- and ||
scroll through or you can | ook at the version that you've
got starting at page 42 of the pdf -- each page of this
docunent appears to have the initials of John LeBlanc in the
subcontractor section at the bottom of each page; correct?

A Correct.

Q Ckay. And this is something that you in your
role as a vice-president woul d have specifically reviewed to
confirmthat LeBlanc was, you know, was A, being asked to do

what it expected to do, and B, was able to performwhat K

@ ESQUIRE 800.211.DEPO (3376)
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22
23

Hovnani an was aski ng; correct?

A Correct.

Q ' mnot going to ask you about every single one
of these pages, but | amgoing to ask you to go ahead to
page 45 and then if you'd prefer to review any part of the
docunent, you know, before or in between, |let ne know and
take your tine and do that.

A Ckay.

Q Looki ng at page 45, there's a section at the top
that says Fram ng Coordination. Do you see that?

A Yes, | do.

Q Ckay. The first part of that says, "Install wood
fram ng maki ng proper provisions for work of other trades."
Do you see that?

A Yes, | do.

Q Do you renmenber any di scussion with anyone from
K. Hovnani an regarding what this is or what that means?

A No, | don't.

Q Did you have any questions about what this neant?

A | don't, no. And | didn't, but I didn't -- |
mean, obviously | didn't sign this either, so -- but thisis
standard issue. We've done other work with you. It's on
all your contracts, | believe, usually.

Q You didn't personally sign this, but you reviewed

this, you know, you reviewed this and the president and

@ ESQUIRE 800.211.DEPO (3376)
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owner of the conpany did sign off on this; correct?

A That, | don't recall. That was a while ago. |
wasn't the vice-president at the tine. This was signed in
2015 where the other vice-president who i s now deceased was
doing that role.

Q (kay. Gkay. Thanks for clarifying that. The
docunment definitely includes a section | read, "Install wood

fram ng, making proper provisions for work of other trades."

correct?
A Correct.
Q And in the wood backing section, you'll see about

ten lines down it says, "Provide wood backing, furring,
stripping or blocking indicated or required for installation
and attachnment of the work of other trades." Do you see

t hat ?

Yes.

(kay. And did | read that correctly?

> O >

Yes.

Q Can you explain for the record what backing
furring, stripping or blocking is?

A It's a block of wood that would be installed in a
wall, like if you go one line down for towel bars so they
can actually fasten the towel bar to the wall and it doesn't
just gointo drywall. It will go into a solid piece of

wood.
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Q And then how do you know or how does LeBl anc know
what's indicated or required for installation and attachnent
of the work of other trades?

MR LUDWG (hject to the form
MR HOROWN TZ: What's that?
MR LUDWG | said object to the form

f oundat i on.

THE WTNESS: (kay.

MR, HOROW TZ: You can go ahead and respond to
the question if you understand it. |If you don't, let me
know and 1"l clarify.

THE WTNESS: |'mgoing to object to the form

MR HORONTZ: Well, you don't get to make the
objections. Mke gets to make the objections.

MR LUDWG He already did.

THE WTNESS: Mke already did. Ask it again.
BY MR HOROW TZ:

Q So did you need me to clarify or reword that
question?

A Vell, | mean, it lists bel ow what we are doing.

Q Ckay. | want to know how does LeBlanc as the

framer when they have a contract or have contract documents
i ncluding these ternms, how can you tell what's indicated or
required? |s that something that you get fromthe plans and

designs? O is that something you get from another source?
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s that what you get fromthe scope of work of this
docunent ?

A It could be either, on the plans or other
sources, but we don't supply those. W just install what is
required by those other docunents.

Q (kay. (Going on to page 46 of the pdf towards the
bottom of the page, it says, "At roofs." Let nme know when
you're there.

A "' mthere.

Q It says, "To install ridge and eave bl ocking, et
cetera, as required by approved construction docunents to
ensure rigid roof construction." Did 1l read that correctly?

A Yes, you did.

Q "Crickets and nop boards installed per approved

construction docunents and all applicable codes and

specifications." Did I read that correctly?
A Yep.
Q Can you explain in your own words what that neans

or what you understand that to mean?
A It means that whatever is required on the
G ty-approved plans is how we install it, whatever that
ri dge and eave bl ocking is.
Q And --
A They're telling us to foll ow what the plans, the

bl ueprints, approved-City plans tell us to do.
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Q And then, "Approved construction documents,"” is
what you're tal king about, right?

A Correct.

Q And then the line says, "Install per approved
construction docunents and all applicable codes and
specifications." Do you see that?

A Yes, | do.

Q Ckay. \What does that mean to you?

A The codes and specifications would be like the
Cty of Scottsdale, which we were building in, those codes
woul d apply or International Building Codes, but those are

al so on the City-approved --

Q Ckay.
A -- construction documents.
Q So this document is asking you to install per the

docunents and per all applicable codes and specifications,
whi ch you understand include the City of Scottsdal e codes;
correct?

A Correct.

Q Going on to page 47 of the pdf towards the top
there's a section, "Plywood Sheathing and Oriented Strand
Board." Do you see that?

A Yep. | do.

Q Ckay. And then there is a section towards the

bottom of that page that says "Pickup." Do you see that?
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A Yes, | do.
Q Can you explain in your own words what you
under stand Pickup to be?

MR LUDWG (nject to the form You can answer,
Mar k.

THE WTNESS: Pickup is after we're conplete, we
go back and clean up after the other trades when they drill
t hrough our studs and kind of nake a mess.

BY MR HOROWN TZ:
Q Ckay. Can you read that? |'msorry. Keep
goi ng.
A It's quality control, really. W cone back
after -- once we're done framng, we |eave, all the other
trades come in, the MEP -- the nechanical, electrical and
Pl unbing -- you know, the roofer, everyone kind of comes in
and then we come back before drywall to clean everything up.
Q Ckay.
A Straighten studs, nmake sure everything is drywall

ready. That's Pickup.

Q Can you read that second bullet point under the
Pi ckup.
A Yes.

Q Read that into the record, please.
A Wuld you like ne to read it?
Q Yes, that's what |'masking you to do.
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A Ch.  "Subcontractor shall ensure all fireplace
bl ocking, fire stops, backing, HVAC duct cripples, AC unit
catwal k and work platform etc., are conpleted and/or still
I n acceptabl e condition."”

Q (kay. Can you explain to ne in your own words
what that |ine neans?

A That is -- that's what we do, pick up. W wll
put blocking in where it got either knocked out or needed
for the HVAC ducts. AC unit catwal k and platfornms are
installed through exactly what it says. | don't think there
were any fireplaces in this job, so that's not applicable.

And fire stops are -- that is a code.

Q Sorry. | thought you were finished. Please
conti nue.
A And fire stops are just -- it's what's required

to obviously stop a fire, a one hour rating, whatever the
rating is. Again, you have to refer back to the
G ty-approved plans for all of that.

Q Coul d you read the last bullet point on this page
under the Pickup section?

A "Notify the Contractor's Comunity Construction
Manager in witing of any damage caused by others that
requires a Variance Purchase Order prior to doing any work."

Q Can you explain in your own words what you

understand that to nmean?
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