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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
We have conducted a technical evaluation of the Facilities Services Division (FSD) Project
Inspection. The objectives of this technical evaluation were: (i) to evaluate the overall performance
of the Project Inspectors during the construction oversight process according to applicable codes
and regulations including the California Administrative Code (CAC) and the California Division
of the State Architect (DSA) regulations; and (ii) to evaluate the overall performance of the Project
Inspectors during the construction oversight process according to FSD operational standards,
policies, and procedures.
Per LAUSD FSD Operational Standards, Policies, and Procedures, “This inspection effort is
established as a requirement for the Board of Education to provide for adequate, competent and
continuous inspection on the LAUSD school construction projects. Further the project inspector
must have actual personal knowledge, obtained by personal and continuous inspection of the work
of construction in all stages of its progress (California Education Code Section 17309, 17311).”
Our technical evaluation found that, in general, the Project Inspectors under this evaluation
satisfactorily performed their duties and complied with their responsibilities as stated by DSA
regulations and LAUSD operational standards, policies, and procedures.
We evaluated the Project Inspection Cloud Folder documentation which included the necessary
documentation required by DSA regulations for project certification. Our review of the Inspection
Department documentation and DSA Project Inspection Performance Evaluation indicated that the
selected projects under our review were fully compliant with DSA regulations.
One challenge the Inspection Department faces is that of operational challenges due to the shortage
of qualified Project Inspectors. We found that 60% of the projects under our review had two or
more Project Inspectors assigned through the construction schedule of the project. We identified
that personnel turnover had some impact on the efficiency of the project inspection process.
Although the Project Inspectors performed well and exhibited good professional judgement, we
found that there were some quality assurance deficiencies that were not properly identified and
resolved on portions of several construction projects. For instance, we identified deficiencies with
the execution of work on exterior accessible paths of travel, Heating Ventilation and Air
Conditioning (HVAC), and exterior building envelopes of buildings.
Project record documentation is another important aspect critical to the proper certification of
construction projects. We found that although most project records were properly filed, in a few
cases, proper records were not available. For instance, the San Miguel HS-HVAC replacement
project was a challenging project in which FSD had to resort to the surety bond to complete the
contracted work. Our review of the Project Inspection Cloud Folders indicated that many of the
project records were unavailable. We discussed with the Inspection Department the importance of
having accessibility to complete project documentation records for any contingencies. On another
instance, we found that on the Venice HS-Seismic Modernization Lunch Pavilion Shelter/ADA
Upgrades project, the final DSA 6-PI form (Project Inspector Verified Report) was signed off
without closing the corresponding DSA 154 form (Resolution of Deviations). The DSA 6-PI form
can only be completed and signed once all deviations in the work have been resolved.
Facilities Services Division
Project Inspection

Page 2 of 58

21-126-TE

Finally, we also found that there were deficiencies regarding the quality and warranty of new
installations on several projects. Some of these issues were apparently identified by the school site
personnel but were not properly resolved during the warranty period process. Our concern is that
new construction projects should not experience uncorrected deficiencies in its early life cycle.
For instance, on the Venice HS-Seismic Modernization Lunch Pavilion Shelter/ADA Upgrades
project, we found that the lighting controls were defective and out of warranty. Equally concerning
is that on subsequent communications with the Inspection Department, we were informed that an
outstanding commissioning issue was raised after Substantial Completion of the project, but that
the Project Owner Authorized Representative (OAR) apparently advised the Project Inspector not
to follow up on it. On another case, on our site visit to the San Miguel ES-HVAC Replacement
project, we found that there were unresolved deficiencies with portions of the HVAC systems and
the newly installed roofing system 17 months after Substantial Completion was awarded by FSD.
After our visit, it appeared that all warranty items and the Substantial Completion Punch List
(SCPL) may have been closed.
We finally would like to extend our appreciation and recognition to the Inspection Department
management personnel for their prompt and proactive attitude to address the concerns described
in this technical evaluation report.

INTRODUCTION
Under the Facilities Services Division (FSD) Maintenance and Operations (M&O) Branch, the
Inspection Department performs the regulatory and quality assurance requirements for the Los
Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD) and the Division of the State Architect (DSA) on school
construction projects. The Inspection Department vision is to ensure that a project’s contract
requirements are achieved, resulting in project certification and a maximum facility life capacity
with minimum maintenance.
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Figure 1. Monroe HS - Industrial Arts Building Replacement Project
Project Inspector Daily Report

California public K-12 schools must be approved and certified through DSA to ascertain the safety
of school design and construction. During the construction phase of projects, DSA and the Project
Inspector work closely together to assure that the intent of the plans and specifications are achieved
at the construction site and that all required approvals are properly administered by the design
professionals. Per DSA directives, a Project Inspector is an inspector who is employed by the
school district, certified by DSA, and specifically approved by DSA and applicable project design
professionals to provide competent, adequate, and continuous construction inspections for the
project.

Facilities Services Division
Project Inspection

Page 4 of 58

21-126-TE

METHODOLOGY
Per project records provided by the Inspection Department, 217 projects were estimated to achieve
Substantial Completion in the calendar year 2019. We reviewed the performance of Project
Inspectors on ten (10) of such construction projects which were selected based on project size,
project budget, project type, and geographic area (Figure 2).

Figure 2. Project Inspection - Selected School Sites (Source: Google Maps)

This technical evaluation was conducted by completing the following tasks:
•
•

LAUSD FSD Standard Policies and Procedures documentation.
Review of selected FSD Project Inspection Documents: Completed Inspections Requests
Logs, Non-Conformance Items Lists (NCIL), and Substantial Completion Punch Lists
(SCPL).
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Review of FSD Project Inspector Daily Reports.
Review of FSD Facilities Impact Notices (FIN).
Review of FSD Inspection Department Project Inspector Evaluation Records.
Review of California Administrative Code (CAC), Title 24, Part 1 regulations.
Review of DSA Project Inspection Documentation.
Review of M&O Service Requests and Warranty Repair records.
Review of selected Project Contract Documents: Contract forms, Conditions of the
Contract, Drawings, Specifications, and Addenda.
Interviews and email communications with FSD responsible personnel from the
Maintenance and Operations (M&O) and Project Execution (PEX) branches.
Interview with selected architecture and engineering (A/E) teams.
Site visits to selected schools.

A technical evaluation is not an audit and is therefore not required to comply with Generally
Accepted Government Auditing Standards.
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RESULTS OF TECHNICAL EVALUATION
The Project Inspectors on the selected projects under this evaluation generally complied with their
overall duties and responsibilities. However, we found some deficiencies illustrated in the
following four (4) findings corresponding to the two stated objectives of this evaluation:

OBJECTIVE 1
TO EVALUATE THE OVERALL PERFORMANCE OF THE PROJECT INSPECTORS
DURING THE CONSTRUCTION OVERSIGHT PROCESS ACCORDING TO
APPLICABLE CODES AND REGULATIONS INCLUDING THE CALIFORNIA
ADMINISTRATIVE CODE (CAC) AND THE CALIFONIA DIVISION OF THE STATE
ARCHITECT (DSA) REGULATIONS

The 2019 California Building Standards Code (California Code of Regulations, Title 24) includes
Part 1, California Admimistrative Code (CAC), which contains administrative regulations of the
California Building Standards Commission and administrative regulations of all state agencies that
implement or enforce building standards.
The CAC 2019 Chapter 4 – Adminstrative Regulations for the Division of the State ArchitectStructural Safety (DSA-SS) defines the regulations that apply to the administrative procedures
concerning the construction, reconstruction, alteration of or addition to any essential servicces
buildings under the jurisdiction of a city, city and county, county or the State of California. CAC
Chapter 4-Section 4-219 defines the Duties of the Project Inspector in regard to 1) Continuous
inspection requirements; 2) Relations with the architect or engineer; 3) Job files; 4) Construction
procedure records; 5) Deviations; and 6) Verified Reports (Figure 3). These Project Inspector
duties are further explained in DSA Interpretation of Regulations IR A-8 - Project Inspector Duties
and Performance Division of the State Architect (Exhibit A).
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Figure 3. CAC 2019 - Chapter 4, Section 4-219 (Duties of the Project Inspector)

In general, on the selected construction projects under our evaluation we found that the Project
Inspectors complied with the duties and performance standards established by DSA. They
generally provided continuous inspection of the work as necessary and as requested from all
responsible project personnel; they maintained appropriate records as required by DSA; they
documented all construction procedures; and they appropriately managed special inspections and
material testing requirements; and they resolved all outstanding deviations as required by DSA.
Our interviews with many of the commissioned Architects of Record (AOR) also indicated
positive feedback on their required performance. We investigated the Project Inspection Cloud
folder’s documentation for identification of the required DSA documentation in the DSAbox
(Figure 4), as well as available project evaluation records from DSA.
Per DSA: “DSAbox is a secure cloud based collaborative solution initiated by the Division of the
State Architect (DSA) to allow greater transparency and communication between DSA field
engineers and designated stakeholders. DSAbox allows the DSA to set folder permissions to
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document folders, versioning control, 24/7 mobile and desktop access, and internal enterprise
reporting for all documents submitted.” Moreover, DSAbox allows internal and external
stakeholders to share, view and collaborate in real time in one location on the web. Forms which
historically were mailed, processed, and filed in a cabinet can now be posted online in a matter of
seconds, providing significant savings in both time and money. In addition, the ability to access
the document is immediate and online, as compared to being stored in a location which was
historically inaccessible to external stakeholders” (California Department of General Services –
DSA - DSA File Sharing for School Construction Projects - Webpage.)

Figure 4. FSD Inspection Department-Sample Project Cloud Folder (DSAbox)

Per DSA IR A-8, the Project Inspector Performance Review (DSA 119 form) provides guidance
for required record keeping and duties (Figure 5). This evaluation form is used by the DSA Field
Engineer to evaluate the Project Inspector’s performance of code required duties and
administration of the project. When the project is completed, the Project Inspector Performance
Record (DSA 180 form) is completed by the DSA Field Engineer, which adds the data for
compliance or non-compliance items from previously generated DSA 119 forms (Exhibit B).
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Figure 5. Project Inspector Performance Review - DSA 119 Form Criteria

For the selected projects under our review, we obtained thirty-four (34) DSA 119 forms (Project
Inspection Performance Evaluations) and two (2) DSA 180 forms (Project Inspection Performance
Record). These forms indicated that the available reports for nine (9) of the selected school projects
under review were 100% compliant with DSA regulations (Figure 6).
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Figure 6. Union ES - Project Inspector Performance Review - DSA 180 Form
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Finding No. 1- Transitioning of Project Inspectors affected the continuity of the Project
Inspection Process and Project Certification
During our early conversations with Inspection Department responsible personnel, we were
informed that the department experienced some operational challenges because of the shortage of
qualified DSA certified Project Inspectors. Although we do not have complete data to determine
personnel turnover rates, we found that 60% of the 10 projects under our review (which comprise
12 different project’s scopes of work) had 2 or more Project Inspectors assigned throughout the
construction project schedule (Figure 7).

Figure 7. Number of Project Inspector Assignments per Selected Projects

The impact of turnover can have significant impact on the progression of the project inspection
process. In several cases, the accessibility to complete project record documentation can become
a hindrance to efficiency. For instance, on the Carver HS-HVAC Replacement project the
succeeding Project Inspector did not have complete inspection records in the Project Cloud folder
from the previous Project Inspector according to the Inspection Department electronic filing
protocols. On another project, the Marina del Rey MS-ADA Improvements project (DSA
App.#03-117842), DSA had to reinspect and recertify several components of the project since the
preceding Project Inspector left FSD without proper project transfer coordination and without
renewing his credentials. DSA issued form DSA 311- Request for Examination for Certification
Using Education Code 17315(b) /81147(b) (Figure 8).
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Figure 8. Marina del Rey MS - ADA Improvements Project - DSA 311 Form

Furthermore, the issues regarding the certification of this project could also have affected other
current construction projects for the same school. Per DSA Project Certification Guide (March 18,
2015), “Project Certification is a letter issued by DSA certifying that the building project has been
completed in accordance with the requirements as to the safety and design construction pursuant
Facilities Services Division
Project Inspection

Page 13 of 58

21-126-TE

to Education Code sections 17280-17316 and 81130-81147.” This guide also provides for the
appropriate strategies for certification in regard to document control records (Figure 9).

Figure 9. DSA Project Certification Guide - Excerpt

Furthermore, DSA 135 (Field Trip Note) from the DSA Field Engineer on July 5, 2019, indicated
that another construction project in the same school (DSA App.#03-118873), could not be certified
because of pending documentation issues (Figure 10).

Figure 10. Marina del Rey MS - DSA Field Trip Note (July 5, 2019)
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Recommendation for Finding No. 1
1. We recommend the Inspection Department to start an early transition of Project Inspectors or
the assignment of Assistant Project Inspectors to facilitate the early transfer of project history.
2. We understand that the Inspection Department recognizes the impact of personnel turnover
and the need to engage qualified DSA certified Project Inspectors. We would recommend FSD
to provide the Inspection Department with any additional human and capital resources to
continue the current efforts in the recruiting and training of qualified personnel.
FSD’s Response
1. FSD agreed with the recommendation, on condition that there are no unforeseen circumstances
that would not make this possible They added that when it becomes necessary to transfer the
inspection duties from one Project Inspector to another, the Inspection Department has been
quite successful in doing so with little or no impact on the respective projects. They agreed
that there was a breakdown in department procedures for some of the projects reviewed in this
technical evaluation.
FSD also said that in regard to the prospective assignment of Assistant Project Inspectors to
facilitate the early transfer of project history, the assignment of Assistant Project Inspectors in
an official capacity must be performed with permission from the DSA.
2. FSD agreed with this recommendation. The Inspection Department recognized the advantage
of maintaining inspection continuity by having the same Project Inspector assigned to a project
throughout the project duration.
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OBJECTIVE 2
TO EVALUATE THE OVERALL PERFORMANCE OF THE PROJECT INSPECTORS
DURING THE CONSTRUCTION OVERSIGHT PROCESS ACCORDING TO FSD
OPERATIONAL STANDARDS, POLICIES, AND PROCEDURES

In general, the Project Inspectors performed well and in accordance with their required project
duties and responsibilities. We found that in several cases they exhibited good and sound
professional judgement in different areas per our review of project documentation on several
projects. For instance, on the San Miguel ES-HVAC Replacement Project the Project Inspectorand the HVAC Inspector supporting him- adequately identified many issues on the Substantial
Completion Punch List (SCPL) addressing deficiencies such as incomplete HVAC commissioning
procedures which would be critical to a project which the assigned General Contractor would not
complete per contractual requirements (Figure 11).

Figure 11. San Miguel ES – Substantial Completion Punch List – May 10, 2019
On the Chatsworth Charter HS-ADA Improvements project, a Facilities Impact Notice (FIN) was
filed to identify conflicts regarding lighting sensors and switches (Figure 12). Per FSD Operational
Policies and Procedures – Inspection Procedures Section 16- 3.22: “The Facilities Impact Notice
(FIN) is the project inspector’s notification to the owner (Maintenance and Operations) of a
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construction condition(s), or design change which, left uncorrected or unresolved, will have a
negative impact upon the facilities operation.”

Figure 12. Chatsworth HS – ADA Improvements Project
Facilities Impact Notice – April 10, 2018

The timely attention from the Project Inspectors to the Requests for Inspection from the general
contractors is another important aspect affecting the project schedule. Although the Inspection
Department does not actually prescribe to keep these requests on file, we were able to obtain some
of these records. We found that most of the available signed Project Inspection Request forms
complied with the prescribed two-day turn-around period per contract requirements. For instance,
the Chatsworth HS-ADA Improvements project had a 94% timeline compliance (Figure 13).
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Figure 13. Chatsworth HS – ADA Improvement Project
Completed Inspection Request Form – February 23, 2018

Finding No. 2- Quality Assurance Issues
Although we found that the Project Inspectors generally performed well according to their duties
and responsibilities, there were also some quality assurance deficiencies that were not properly
addressed.
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The Brainard ES-ADA Improvements project started construction on November 9, 2018. This
project intended to upgrade several school areas to comply with the American with Disabilities
Act (ADA) and improve school accessibility. It comprised the following items: 128
doors/hardware, 36 accessible paths of travel, 50 signs, 5 restrooms, 38 drinking fountains/sinks,
15 casework/counters, 1 assistive listening device/intercom/phone, 2 concrete ramps, 1 metal ramp,
3 pieces of assessable furniture, 1 assembly seat, 3 railings, 2 parking areas, and 1 passenger/bus
loading zones.
During our site visit on September 18, 2020, we found that some areas in the accessible paths of
travel seemed not to have the code prescribed 2% slope, and in another case, drainage slope was
not directed away from the building (Figure 14). We also noticed dissimilar exterior wall finishes
in the areas surrounding the concrete path’s work. Brainard ES personnel informed us that the
contractor did not protect the adjacent surfaces of the concrete work per their request. The result
was an unintended and dissimilar wall finish surface in the lower part of the existing walls and
doors (Figure 15). Since this is a result of the contractor’s negligence, they should have painted all
surfaces to match in a uniform color.

Figure 14. Brainard ES – Accessible Path of Travel Work – September 18, 2020
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Figure 15. Brainard ES –Exterior Wall Finishes– September 18, 2020

On another note, we also observed that ADA seating in the Auditorium had not been addressed
per contractual requirements. Upon OIG’s visit, the Project Inspector updated the NCIL and he
also issued form DSA 154 - Notice of Deviations (Figure 16).

Figure 16. Brainard ES-Non-Conformance Items List– September 28, 2020

The Union ES-ADA Improvements (DSA #03-118872) project also consists of limited work
intended to comply with accessibility requirements. This project started construction on September
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7, 2018 and achieved Substantial Completion on December 11, 2019. Although most of the work
appeared to be properly completed, on our site visit on September 9, 2020, we found that there
were obvious deficiencies in the quality of the work on the concrete ramp No.5; several uneven
concrete surface finishes were observed (Figure 17a and 17b). Additionally, one of the portions of
the ramp seemed to have concrete dusting and spalling. The school responsible personnel told us
that service requests were placed in regard to this item, however, the M&O branch was unable to
confirm the origination of any service requests pertaining to this matter.

Figure 17a. Union ES-Ramp No. 5– September 9, 2020

Facilities Services Division
Project Inspection

Page 21 of 58

21-126-TE

Figure 17b. Union ES-Ramp No. 5 (Close up view)
September 9, 2020

It should be noted that the contract specifications referred to the Standard Specifications for Public
Works Construction for quality assurance requirements (Figure 18). Such standard specifications
generally prescribe for even surfaces of uniform appearance, texture, and color.

Figure 18. Union ES-ADA Improvements-Contract Specifications

On a new construction project, the Monroe HS- Industrial Arts Building Replacement project, we
also found unresolved deficiencies with the final quality of the work. This project began on May
15, 2017 with the issuance of Notice to Proceed with construction and was awarded Substantial
Completion on May 10, 2019. On our site visit of September 18, 2020, we discovered
malfunctioning issues with portions of the HVAC system, large cracks on the shop area concrete
floor, water intrusion damage incidents in the main conference room, and what appeared to be
unsafe conditions on the exterior aluminum storefront systems.
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In regard to the HVAC systems, the school responsible personnel informed us that the air
conditioning and the ventilation systems in the shop building were not operational due to
evaporator malfunction and exhaust airflow issues. Upon collecting project records and inspection
documentation we found that some portions of the Testing, Adjusting, and Balancing (TAB) report
had been flagged by the HVAC Test and Inspection Supervisor (Figure 19). Finally, the TAB
report on the Air Conditioning Unit (AC-5) was formally rejected on October 8, 2020 as the OIG
inquired about the HVAC deficiencies.

Figure 19. Monroe HS - Industrial Arts Building Replacement Project

On October 22, 2020, the Inspection Supervisor stated the following by email communication:
“When A/C-5 is in low speed, it does not provide the code required minimum outside air. On page
15 of the TAB report it indicates that on low speed, the (design) minimum OSA requirement is
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1,425 cfm, the unit is only achieving (actual) 892 cfm. This is what CECI needs to address before
we can accept this report.”
It should be noted that the Inspection Department establishes that their HVAC Test and Inspection
Supervisor approves the necessary TAB reports; however, per our communications with the
Project Inspector replacing the retired one, this TAB report approval did not occur during the
regular course of the work.
Regarding the cracks in the new shop floor concrete floor (Figure 20), the school Complex Project
Manager (CPM) informed us that such cracks were identified during the construction process.
Unfortunately, no responsible party in the M&O branch was able to provide us with records of a
service request indicating such occurrence. As of the time of this report being finalized, the
Inspection Department was diligently looking into the causes and possible solutions for this issue
with the Engineer of Record. However, this item is out of the warranty period at this time.

CONCRETE CRACKS (TYP.)

Figure 20. Monroe HS - Industrial Arts Building Replacement Project – Shop concrete floor
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Another item that remains unresolved is the unfinished aluminum storefront work (Figure 21).
School responsible personnel expressed their concern about the potential hazard of exposed
connection screws between vertical aluminum mullions. Students could run their fingers through
the exposed screws and get scrapes and cuts in their fingers. The Inspection Department reviewed
this issue with the Architect of Record which suggested to have caps installed to conceal the
exposed screws. However, this item was not included in the project contractual requirements and
therefore, this condition and the hazard remains unresolved. Our review of the documents also
indicated that the screws were supposed to connect two adjacent vertical mullions without the
points of the screw being exposed (Figure 22). This issue was under review by the Architect of
Record by the time our report was being produced.

EXPOSED FASTENERS (TYP.)

Figure 21. Monroe HS - Industrial Arts Building Replacement Project – Aluminum Storefront
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Figure 22. Monroe HS - Industrial Arts Building Replacement Project – Aluminum Storefront Detail

Recommendation for Finding No. 2
1. Although the Project Inspectors generally exhibited good professional judgement on most
quality assurance issues, we recommend the additional and occasional engagement of
supervising inspection personnel on the field.
2. We recommend to the Inspection Department to review their protocols regarding the approval
of TAB and Commissioning reports on HVAC related items. We recognize the significant
workload on numerous projects for the supporting HVAC Inspectors; however, due to the
complex technical issues involved in the engineering and installation of these items we would
advise for the support of additional professional personnel.
FSD’s Response
1. FSD agreed with the recommendation. They added that Supervising Building/Construction
Inspectors review most Inspectors’ files and select sample work product on a monthly basis;
that site visits were a regular activity prior to the current Covide-19 pandemic; and that
additional diligence will be exercised by supervisory staff, and future staff development will
reiterate established best practices for Inspection.
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2. FSD partially agreed with the recommendation. They replied that the Inspection has a process
is in place to prevent TAB reports from being erroneously approved; and that the Inspection
Department will enhance its efforts to train staff and reiterate existing procedures.
FSD added the following comments:
“TAB Reports: The Inspection Department reviews all TAB reports in the normal course of
business. Typical contract documents place the review and approval of TAB reports with the
MEOR and AOR, which is appropriate based upon the expertise and licensure. The Inspection
Department reviews these reports because of our familiarity and expertise with typical
systems. We routinely find minor, and sometimes majors discrepancies. We will continue to
perform these activities on future projects.
Regarding the Industrial Arts Building Replacement Project at Monroe High School, there
was a breakdown in the process as the IOR received a letter from the TAB company
certifying the minimum outside air requirement of the CMC. (This is required for
occupancy). The PI then received that TAB report which did not mention any problems with
AC-5. Although the PI did not forward the TAB report to the HVAC supervisor for review,
the review would not have caught the problem with the AC-5 unit as it was not indicated
on the original report. A revised TAB was issued in 2020 wherein it was revealed that the
minimum outside air was inadequate as to AC-5. As the TAB company apparently missed
the issue with AC-5 on their original TAB report, the PI was unaware there was a problem.
We will reiterate TAB requirements in our future staff training.
Commissioning Reports: The commissioning of systems is generally complex and requires
the contractor to install and program systems prior to Substantial Completion. The Inspection
Department is currently engaged with Project Execution to review roles and responsibilities
to better ensure that commissioning requirements are met and that the PI’s role in
commissioning is clarified.”
Finding No. 3- Incomplete Project Record Files
As noted in DSA procedural requirements, project record documentation is critical to the proper
certification of construction projects. Correspondingly, the Inspection Department had established
proper protocols to define the responsibilities of the Project Inspectors (Figure 23). We found that
most project records were easily available in the Project Inspection Cloud folders; however, in a
few cases proper project records were missing from such folders.
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Figure 23. FSD Operational Standards, Policies, and Procedures - Section 16.3.10

The San Miguel ES – HVAC Replacement project was a challenging construction project in which
the General Contractor did not comply with all the contractual requirements. Such contractor
relinquished his responsibilities and FSD had to recur to the project surety bond to complete the
project by other means. This project was issued with a Notice to Proceed with Construction on
November 11, 2017 and awarded Substantial Completion on April 26, 2019. Although the project
was awarded certification from DSA on October 24, 2019, the SCPL remained incomplete as of
June 18, 2020. Upon review of the Project Inspection Cloud folders, we found that the folders were
empty, except for the Project Inspector Daily Reports and Project Inspector semi-monthly Reports
(DSA 155).
Towards the end of our field work, we mentioned the importance of having access to complete
project documentation records to the Inspection Department responsible personnel. They replied
that the acting Project Inspector had retired; that indeed, the project cloud folders were not up to
date at the time of our review; and that the assigned Specialty Inspectors coordinated the upload
of their file versions after our review. Additionally, as is stipulated by department policies,
previous NCILs and Inspection Request files were not uploaded into the Project Inspection Cloud
folders.
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On another instance, we found that on the Venice HS-Seismic Modernization Lunch Pavilion
Shelter/ ADA Upgrades project the DSA 6-PI form (Project Inspector Verified Report) was signed
and submitted on December 12, 2019 without closing the corresponding DSA 154 form (Notice
of Deviation/Resolution of Deviations). Per DSA directives, the Project Inspector must submit the
DSA 6-PI form whenever the project is to be occupied and the Project Inspector has concluded his
services. Such form must indicate any incomplete work that may impact occupancy. Upon our
inquiry the form was signed on October 12, 2020 (Figure 24).

Figure 24. Venice HS - Seismic Modernization Lunch Pavilion Shelter - DSA 154 Form
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Recommendation for Finding No. 3
1. We recommend the department to file signed Inspection Request Forms and NCILs for the
purpose of any prospective transitioning, the potential of any future litigation or other
contingencies.
FSD’s Response
1. FSD disagreed with this recommendation. They said that to make the Inspection Requests
mandatory for all projects and part of the official record would be redundant and needlessly
time consuming.
They added the following:
“The Inspection Department has existing procedures that are designed to prevent the issues
that were cited in the report from occurring. As indicated to the OIG investigator during the
technical evaluation, the Project Inspectors that failed to provide adequate documentation
were in violation of the Department’s standing procedures. One of these PIs retired, and the
other was disciplined for non-compliance. We will continue to train our personnel on the
Department and Code- related requirements and reiterate their importance.
All NCILs are currently required by Inspection Department policy to be updated at least every
two weeks and the documents are available online for all parties to view. If the NCIL is not
updated and available, the PI is in violation of the Department policy and procedure.
Inspection Request documents reside with the Inspection Department. The use of this document
is at the discretion of the PI when the PI deems it necessary to manage multiple requests for
inspection on multiple projects. The PI may waive the use of this document or use it in
conjunction with informal requests and spontaneous inspections as the PI sees fit.
In instances where an item or items were requested to be inspected and were deemed noncompliant, the PI has discretion under the CBC to allow the contractor to correct the item(s)
without issuing a formal deviation and the contractor immediately makes the correction. In the
event the contractor fails to correct, the PI must issue a DSA 154 notice and note the item(s)
on the NCIL. To make the Inspection Requests mandatory and used as a record document
would be redundant and create an undue burden for the PI. Using the current procedures in
place for Department PIs, the documentation of all project information should be adequate. If
there are inadequate records, it is the result of a failure on the part of the PI to follow existing
procedure and the PI will be dealt with appropriately. “
OIG’s Response
1. The OIG would like to note that our recommendation pertained to the appropriate filing of
signed and approved Inspection Request Forms (and other relevant project files) to document
project history. We also understand that Project Inspectors need some degree of autonomy and
Facilities Services Division
Project Inspection
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discretion to conduct their duties without the need of burdensome paperwork and inefficient
use of their time in the field.

Finding No. 4- Warranty Repair and Enforcement Issues
Per FSD Policies and Procedures Document 14.22.5 (Warranties) Section 3.1 (School Services
Implementation) stated that "if IOR determines a warranted item is defective during the warranty
period, IOR shall contact the Contractor/Installer to make the necessary repair/replacement."
Section 3.2 (Ten Month Warranty Review) directed that: “at or during the tenth month of the
standard one-year warranty period all concerned parties (Principal, Plant Manager, Central
Maintenance and Operations, Local Maintenance and Operations, and IOR) shall conduct a site
walk to review the work. This review shall identify all warranted work found to be defective and
should be repaired/replaced by Contractor/Installer. IOR shall notify Contractor of all warrantied
items requiring.” Additionally, Section 3.3 (Warranty Repair and Enforcement Process) also
established IOR's responsibility for this process (Exhibit C).
During our evaluation, we found several deficiencies regarding the quality and warranty of newly
installed work. On the Venice HS - Seismic Modernization Lunch Pavilion Shelter/ADA Upgrades
project we found that the lighting controls were defective and were out of warranty as of October
25, 2020 and Substantial Completion was awarded on August 13, 2019. The SCPL for this project
was closed on December 12, 2019. Upon communication with the Inspection Department, they
informed us that there was a known commissioning issue raised after Substantial Completion, but
that the Project Inspector was advised by the Project Owner Authorized Representative (OAR) not
to engage in further inspection. However, the Inspection Department that the lighting control issues
were not brought to their attention during the warranty period.
We also found unresolved issues identified by CPM/School Principals which apparently were not
addressed on during warranty review period. As explained on Finding No. 2., there were several
deficiencies on the Monroe HS-Industrial Building Replacement project which are now out of
warranty since the Substantial Completion date was May 10, 2019. Although the school personnel
informed us that these issues were brought to the attention of FSD responsible personnel during
the construction process and within the warranty period, documentation records regarding service
requests were not available at all to the OIG. However, the Inspection Department has proactively
engaged responsible parties to address these issues as of the time this report was being finalized.
The importance of enforcing project warranties and producing appropriate and relevant
documentation could not be understated. On our site visit to the San Miguel ES-HVAC
replacement project on September 10, 2020, we found that there were deficiencies with portions
of the HVAC systems and the newly installed roofing system. This project was awarded
Substantial Completion on April 26, 2019. The last available update on the SCPL was on June 18,
2020 indicating that several HVAC commissioning items were still outstanding. Additionally, a
warranty letter was issued by FSD on February 8, 2020 indicating the several of the deficiencies
observed by the OIG site visit (Figure 25). On this particular project, it should be noted that 102
HVAC work orders were placed, of which 10 work orders were HVAC warranty calls. FSD
Warranty Service responsible personnel informed us that due to the lack of close out documents,
Facilities Services Division
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all issues were delegated to the project OAR. After our site visit, it seemed that all warranty items
were closed and the SCPL was finally closed on September 22, 2020.

Figure 25. San Miguel ES - HVAC Replacement Project – SCPL June 18, 2020

On our visit to this project, we also observed the new roofing project. Although there were roofing
deficiencies related to water ponding and apparently fixed on the NCIL, school personnel
expressed concern that these issues remained (Figure 26). The Inspection Department responded
that the water ponding was limited to areas near the roof drains and considered acceptable
following District Standards that affected areas should dry out within 72 hours.
We also observed that several large areas of the roofing membrane seemed to be loosely adhered,
and that in the presence of wind, large air bubbles or blisters were formed. Our concern is that if
these blisters remain untreated, they will grow larger, allow moisture to creep, and become a bigger
problem. The Inspection Department, however, indicated that this condition was recognized by the
roof membrane manufacturer as not compromising the factory warranty.
Recommendation for Finding No. 4
1. We recommend FSD to enforce protocols for the proper and timely identification of
deficiencies to all project concerned parties, besides the Project Inspector, in order to foster
common ownership and responsibility for all school projects.
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Figure 26. San Miguel ES - HVAC Replacement Project – Roofing and Drainage

FSD’s Response
1. FSD agreed with the recommendation. They explained that on all projects reviewed under this
technical evaluation, the Inspection Department has complied with procedures in place for
inspecting and reporting. They added that there were issues described herein that were either
outside the prescribed 10-month warranty period and/or were not brought to the attention of
the Inspection Department as warranty issues.
EVALUATION TEAM
This evaluation was conducted by the Office of the Inspector General’s Technical Evaluation
Team:
• Jung Beum Kim, Facilities Project Manager II
• David Herrera, Architect
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EXHIBIT A
Project Inspector Duties and Performance
Division of the State Architect (DSA)
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Exhibit A.1. NTP No. 1 – March 9, 2016
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Exhibit A.2. NTP No.2 – September 29, 2017

Page 36 of 58

Page 37 of 58

Page 38 of 58

Page 39 of 58

Page 40 of 58

Page 41 of 58

Page 42 of 58

EXHIBIT B
DSA 119 Form - Sample
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EXHIBIT C
FSD Operational Practices, Policies and Procedures
Section 14.22.5 - Warranties
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ATTACHMENT A
Responses from FSD to the Draft Report for the FSD Project
Inspection
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TO:

William Stern
Inspector General

FROM:

Mark Hovatter
Chief Facilities Executive

DATE: January 7, 2020

SUBJECT: Facilities Responses to Draft Technical Evaluation Report of Facilities
Project Inspection
Please find below Facilities Services responses to the Office of the Inspector General’s
Draft Technical Evaluation Report of Facilities Project Inspection. Please feel free to
contact me should you and/or your staff should have any questions.
Finding No. 1 - Transitioning of Project Inspectors affected the continuity of the
Project Inspection Process and Certification
Recommendation for Finding No. 1
1.

We recommend the Inspection Department to start an early transition of Project
Inspectors or the assignment of Assistant Project Inspectors to facilitate the early
transfer of project history.
Facilities agrees with this recommendation, providing there are no unforeseen
circumstances that would not make this possible. When it becomes necessary to
transfer the inspection duties from one Project Inspector to another, the Inspection
Department has been quite successful in doing so with little or no impact on the
respective project(s). There was a breakdown in department procedure for some
of the projects reviewed in this technical evaluation.
Regarding the assignment of Assistant Project Inspectors to facilitate the early
transfer of project history, the assignment of Assistant Project Inspectors in an
official capacity must performed with permission from the DSA through the
execution of DSA Form 5-API. The DSA will only allow an Assistant Project
Inspector under circumstances where project value and complexity warrant an
Assistant and the Project Inspector is a Class 1 certified inspector.

2.

We understand that the Inspection Department recognizes the impact of personnel
turnover and the need to engage qualified DSA certified Project Inspectors. We
would recommend to FSD to provide the Inspection Department with any
additional human capital resources to continue the current efforts in the
recruiting and training of qualified personnel.
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Facilities agrees with the recommendation. The Inspection Department recognizes
the advantage of maintaining inspection continuity by having the same Project
Inspector assigned to a project throughout the project duration.
Finding No. 2- Quality Assurance Issues
Recommendations for Finding No. 2
1. Although the Project Inspectors generally exhibited good professional judgment
on most quality assurance issues, we recommend the additional and occasional
engagement of supervising personnel on the field.
Facilities agrees with the recommendation. Supervising Building/Construction
Inspectors review most Inspectors’ files and select sample work product on a
monthly basis. Site visits were a regular activity prior to the current Covide-19
pandemic. Additional diligence will be exercised by supervisory staff, and future
staff development will reiterate established best practices for Inspection.
2. We recommend to the Inspection Department to review their protocols regarding
the approval of TAB and Commissioning reports on HVAC related items. We
recognize the significant workload on numerous projects for the supporting
HVAC Inspectors; however, due to the complex technical issues involved in the
engineering and installation of these items we would advise for the support of
additional professional personnel.
Facilities partially agrees with the recommendation. Inspection has a process is in
place to prevent TAB reports from being erroneously approved. The Inspection
Department will enhance its efforts to train staff and reiterate existing procedures.
TAB Reports: The Inspection Department reviews all TAB reports in the normal
course of business. Typical contract documents place the review and approval of
TAB reports with the MEOR and AOR, which is appropriate based upon the
expertise and licensure. The Inspection Department reviews these reports because
of our familiarity and expertise with typical systems. We routinely find minor,
and sometimes majors discrepancies. We will continue to perform these activities
on future projects.
Regarding the Industrial Arts Building Replacement Project at Monroe High
School, there was a breakdown in the process as the IOR received a letter from
the TAB company certifying the minimum outside air requirement of the CMC.
(This is required for occupancy).
The PI then received that TAB report which did not mention any problems with
AC-5. Although the PI did not forward the TAB report to the HVAC supervisor

Page 56 of 58

for review, the review would not have caught the problem with the AC-5 unit as it
was not indicated on the original report. A revised TAB was issued in 2020
wherein it was revealed that the minimum outside air was inadequate as to AC-5.
As the TAB company apparently missed the issue with AC-5 on their original
TAB report, the PI was unaware there was a problem. We will reiterate TAB
requirements in our future staff training.
Commissioning Reports: The commissioning of systems is generally complex
and requires the contractor to install and program systems prior to Substantial
Completion. The Inspection Department is currently engaged with Project
Execution to review roles and responsibilities to better ensure that commissioning
requirements are met and that the PI’s role in commissioning is clarified.
Finding No. 3- Incomplete Project Files
Recommendation for Finding No. 3
1. We recommend the department to file signed Inspection Request Forms and
NCILs for the purpose of any prospective transitioning, the potential of any future
litigation or other contingencies.
Facilities disagrees with this recommendation. To make the Inspection Requests
mandatory for all projects and part of the official record would be redundant and
needlessly time consuming.
The Inspection Department has existing procedures that are designed to prevent
the issues that were cited in the report from occurring. As indicated to the OIG
investigator during the technical evaluation, the Project Inspectors that failed to
provide adequate documentation were in violation of the Department’s standing
procedures. One of these PIs retired and the other was disciplined for noncompliance. We will continue to train our personnel on the Department and Coderelated requirements and reiterate their importance.
All NCILs are currently required by Inspection Department policy to be updated
at least every two weeks and the documents are available online for all parties to
view. If the NCIL is not updated and available, the PI is in violation of the
Department policy and procedure. Inspection Request documents reside with the
Inspection Department. The use of this document is at the discretion of the PI
when the PI deems it necessary to manage multiple requests for inspection on
multiple projects. The PI may waive the use of this document or use it in
conjunction with informal requests and spontaneous inspections as the PI sees fit.
In instances where an item or items were requested to be inspected and were
deemed non-compliant, the PI has discretion under the CBC to allow the
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contractor to correct the item(s) without issuing a formal deviation and the
contractor immediately makes the correction. In the event the contractor fails to
correct, the PI must issue a DSA 154 notice and note the item(s) on the NCIL. To
make the Inspection Requests mandatory and used as a record document would be
redundant and create an undue burden for the PI. Using the current procedures in
place for Department PIs, the documentation of all project information should be
adequate. If there are inadequate records, it is the result of a failure on the part of
the PI to follow existing procedure and the PI will be dealt with appropriately.
Finding No. 4- Warranty Repair and Enforcement Issues
Recommendation for Finding No. 4
1. We recommend FSD to enforce protocols for the proper and timely identification
of deficiencies to all project concerned parties, besides the Project Inspector, in
order to foster common ownership and responsibility for all school projects.
Facilities agrees with the recommendation. For all projects reviewed under this
technical evaluation, the Inspection Department has complied with procedures in
place for inspecting and reporting. There were issues described herein that were
either outside the prescribed 10-month warranty period and/or were not brought to
the attention of the Inspection Department as warranty issues.

C: Salvatore Randazzo
Amy Long
Jung Beum Kim
David Herrera
Krisztina Tokes
Robert Laughton
Anthony Bordighi
Kathryn Butler
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