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1. Review of Community-Wide Survey Results 

presented at Forum #4 

2. Selected Design Alternatives Progress Update

3. Engineers’ Building System Narratives

4. Middle School Space Analysis Update

5. Review Construction Delivery Method

6. Questions, Comments, Feedback



COMMUNITY-
WIDE 

SURVEY 
RESULTS 

PRESENTED AT 
FORUM #4



s
u

rv
e

y

COMMUNITY-WIDE SURVEY #1 OVERVIEW

The SBC has conducted a survey designed to gather information on:

• Stakeholder group membership

• Which option is most beneficial

• Most important project considerations

• How stakeholder gets news

• How can communication with SBC be improved

Hard copy survey forms were distributed at the Library, Community 

Center, Senior Center and Town Hall and the electronic survey was 

hosted on the Project Website.



SURVEY QUESTION 1

Please select all stakeholder groups that apply to you. 
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SURVEY QUESTION 2

Which option do you feel is the most appropriate and beneficial for our 

students and community?

s
u

rv
e

y



SURVEY QUESTION 3
What is the most important consideration in the decision-making process for recommending 

a capital school building project to the Northbridge Community for approval?

Please rank the following priorities with 1 being the most important and 6 being the least important.
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SURVEY QUESTION 3
What is the most important consideration in the decision-making process for recommending 

a capital school building project to the Northbridge Community for approval?

Please rank the following priorities with 1 being the most important and 6 being the least important.

Rank

Cost – 

Minimal impact to taxpayers
16.47% 57 26.01% 90 17.05% 59 11.56% 40 10.98% 38 17.92% 62 3.28

Education – 

Greatest benefit to all 

learners

78.90% 273 15.90% 55 2.89% 10 1.16% 4 0.29% 1 0.87% 3 1.31

Sustainability – 

Most energy efficient and 

green facility

0.87% 3 19.94% 69 25.72% 89 21.10% 73 17.63% 61 14.74% 51 3.79

Traffic – 

Improves site circulation and 

neighborhood traffic

1.73% 6 8.09% 28 18.79% 65 28.32% 98 23.70% 82 19.36% 67 4.22

Community Use – 

Beneficial for community use 

of school and site

1.73% 6 12.43% 43 16.47% 57 18.79% 65 24.57% 85 26.01% 90 4.30

Construction Impact – 

Least impact to teaching and 

learning

0.58% 2 17.63% 61 19.08% 66 19.08% 66 22.83% 79 20.81% 72 4.08

6 

(Least Important)

1 

(Most Important) 2 3 4 5
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SURVEY QUESTION 4

Is there another important consideration that is not listed above? 

If so, please explain.

� Educational Technology (4 responses)

� Student Health and Safety (12 responses)

� Benefits to All Residents (6 responses)

� Traffic and Bussing (3 responses)

� Accommodating Future Growth (5 responses)

� Impact on Other Town Projects (5 responses)
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SURVEY QUESTION 5
How do you receive your information on Town and School News?
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SURVEY QUESTION 6
How can the School Building Committee improve communication with 

the public regarding this project and state grant?

� Mail (25 responses)

� ConnectEd (6 responses)

� Community Meetings at Different Locations (13 responses)

� Email (32 responses)

� Backpack Flyers (11 responses)

� Social Media (20 responses)

� Newspaper (6 responses)
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QUESTIONS?



SELECTED DESIGN ALTERNATIVES 

PROGRESS UPDATE
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OPTIONS OVERVIEW
WITH COST TO TOWN

B1 $29.0M B2 $34.6M C1 $61.3M

C2 $55.6M

C3 $58.9M

C4 $66.6M

C5 $58.3M

B3 $33.8M

GROUP A
Balmer + NES

CODE/ DM 

ONLY

$53.0M
total

Estimated costs are preliminary and subject to change as the project is refined.



OPTION B2
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OPTION B2
• G R A D E S  2 - 4  ( 5 1 0 )  

• N E W  B U I L D

• 2  S T O R I E S  

• R E A R / E A S T  E D G E  
O F  S I T E

• 2  Y E A R  D U R A T I O N

3,000 SF – 100’  WETLAND SETBACK ZONE IMPACT – FIELDS ONLY



O P T I O N  B 2  – M A S S I N G  M O D E L  O N  S I T E  T O P O G R A P H Y
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OPTION B2
• 2 - 4  ( 5 1 0 )  

1

2



OPTION B2
PROS
• Clean rep lacement  p ro ject  

a l lows  Ba lmer  to  funct ion

• Good drop-of f  des ign  fo r  
busses  and cars

• Ex t ra  p lay  f ie lds

• Admin has  commanding 
v iew o f  s i te

• Good publ ic/pr ivate  
separat ion

• Shared spaces  and Media  
cent ra l

CONS
• Ci rcu la t ion  on ly  a round 

¾ o f  bu i ld ing

• Grades  2-3  pa i red but  4  
on  i t s  own
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OPTION B2

PHASE 1
• E N A B L I N G  W O R K

• C L E A R  A N D  
R O U G H  G R A D E

• R E C O N S T R U C T  
V A I L  F I E L D

• E X I S T I N G  S C H O O L  
C O N T I N U E S  U S E
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OPTION B2

PHASE 2
• B U I L D I N G  

C O N S T R U C T I O N

• R O A D  
C O N S T R U C T I O N

• S I T E  W O R K  
A R O U N D  B U I L D I N G
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OPTION B2

PHASE 3
• D E M O L I S H  

E X I S T I N G  B U I L D I N G

• R O A D / P A R K I N G  
C O N S T R U C T I O N

• F L I P  T E M P  P A R K I N G

• F I N I S H  S I T E  W O R K

• I N S T A L L  S I T E  
F U R N I T U R E



• Requi red s i te  e lements  rep laced/reconst i tu ted

• Separate  bus  and car  loops

• PK-K  park  and drop lo t

• Publ ic/pr ivate  separat ion:  core  versus  academic wings

• Grade pai r ings  a l igned by f loor  leve l :  PK-K ;  1-2 ;  3-4-5

• Grade pai r ings  not  separated by core

• Al l  space summary  program e lements  p resent

• Ex tended learn ing areas

• Outdoor  learn ing areas

• Shared program cent ra l ly  located

• Specia l  educat ion  in tegrated

ALL C-SERIES OPTIONS HAVE…



OPTION C2
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OPTION C2
• G R A D E S  P K - 5  

( 1 , 0 3 0 )  

• A D D / R E N O

• 2  S T O R Y  A D D I T I O N S  

• E X I S T I N G  S I T E

• 4 Y E A R  D U R A T I O N

14,000 SF – 100’  WETLAND SETBACK ZONE IMPACT – FIELDS/ DRIVE



O P T I O N  C 2  – M A S S I N G  M O D E L  O N  S I T E  T O P O G R A P H Y
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OPTION C2
• P K - 5  ( 1 , 0 3 0 )

12



OPTION C2
PROS
• R e u s e d  e x i s t i n g  b u i l d i n g

• Ad d i t i o n s  d e f i n e  i n t e r e s t i n g  
e x t e r i o r  l a n d s c a p e  s p a c e s

• Ad d i t i o n s  a vo i d  we t l a n d s  a n d  
t o p o g r a p h y

CONS
• Ph a s e d  a d d / r e n o  w i l l  d i s r u p t  

e d u c a t i o n

• 4  y e a r  d u r a t i o n

• C i r c u l a t i o n  o n l y  a r o u n d  2/ 3  o f  
b u i l d i n g

• C o m p r o m i s e s  i n  p l a n  l a y o u t  
a n d  a d j a c e n c i e s  i n  r e n o  
p o r t i o n

• M a n y  s i t e  p l a n  c o m p r o m i s e s :  
c i r c u l a t i o n ,  d i s t a n c e  t o  e n t r y ,  
c a r  &  b u s  d r o p  o f f s  t i g h t ,  
p a r k i n g  d i s t a n t  &  f r a g m e n t e d ,  
s m a l l  p l a y - g r o u n d s

• Po o r  s o l a r  o r i e n t a t i o n

• Ad m i n  h a s  n o  v i e w  o f  p a r k i n g
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GREENFIELD HIGH SCHOOL
• E X A M P L E  O F  C L O S E ,  P H A S E D  C O N S T R U C T I O N
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OPTION C2

PHASE 1
• E N A B L I N G  W O R K

• C L E A R  A N D  
R O U G H  G R A D E

• R E C O N S T R U C T  
V A I L  F I E L D

• E X I S T I N G  S C H O O L  
C O N T I N U E S  U S E
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OPTION C2

PHASE 2
• A D D I T I O N S  

C O N S T R U C T I O N

• R O A D  
C O N S T R U C T I O N

• S I T E  W O R K  
A R O U N D  B U I L D I N G
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OPTION C2

PHASE 3
• P H A S E D  

R E N O V A T I O N S /  
A D D I T I O N S

• P A R K I N G /  R O A D  
C O N S T R U C T I O N

• F I N I S H  S I T E  W O R K

• I N S T A L L  S I T E  F U R N .



OPTION C3.1
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OPTION C3.1
• G R A D E S  P K - 5  

( 1 , 0 3 0 )  

• P H A S E D  N E W  B U I L D

• 3  S T O R I E S  

• R E A R  O F  S I T E

• 3 . 5  Y E A R  D U R A T I O N

13,330 SF – 100’  WETLAND SETBACK ZONE IMPACT – BUILDING/ DRIVE



O P T I O N  C 3 . 1  – M A S S I N G  M O D E L  O N  S I T E  T O P O G R A P H Y
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OPTION C3.1
• P K - 5  ( 1 0 3 0 ) 1

2

3



OPTION C3.1
PROS
• Good drop-of f  des ign  fo r  

busses  and cars

• Good so lar  o r ien ta t ion

• Admin has  commanding 
v iew o f  s i te

• Compact ,  log ica l  p lan

• Shared spaces  and Maker  
cent ra l

• Dynamic extended 
learn ing spaces  touch 
near ly  a l l  c lass rooms

CONS
• Phased takedown pro ject  

increases  durat ion

• New cons t ruct ion c lose  to  
ex i s t ing  bu i ld ing

• Ci rcu la t ion  on ly  a round 
4/5  o f  bu i ld ing

• Upper  p layground d i s tant  
f rom bu i ld ing



p
re

li
m

in
a

ry
 d

e
s
ig

n

OPTION C3.1

PHASE 1
• E N A B L I N G  W O R K

• C L E A R  A N D  
R O U G H  G R A D E

• R E C O N S T R U C T  
V A I L  F I E L D

• B U I L D  A C A D E M I C  
W I N G

• E X I S T I N G  S C H O O L  
C O N T I N U E S  U S E
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OPTION C3.1

PHASE 2
• C O R E  W I N G  

C O N S T R U C T I O N

• R O A D / P A R K I N G  
C O N S T R U C T I O N

• S I T E  W O R K  E A S T  
O F  B U I L D I N G
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OPTION C3.1

PHASE 3
• P A R K I N G /  R O A D  

C O N S T R U C T I O N

• F I N I S H  S I T E  W O R K

• I N S T A L L  S I T E  F U R N .



OPTION C3.2
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OPTION C3.2
• G R A D E S  P K - 5  

( 1 , 0 3 0 )  

• N E W  B U I L D

• 3  S T O R I E S  

• R E A R  O F  S I T E

• 3  Y E A R  D U R A T I O N

14,200 SF – 100’  WETLAND SETBACK ZONE IMPACT – BUILDING/ DRIVE



O P T I O N  C 3 . 2  – M A S S I N G  M O D E L  O N  S I T E  T O P O G R A P H Y



O P T I O N  C 3 . 2  – E A S T - W E S T  B U I L D I N G  S E C T I O N  O N  S I T E  T O P O G R A P H Y

2 ’  C U TE L .  3 3 2 . 6 1 ’
( E X I S T I N G  F F  E L . )

N O R T H

2 ’  F I L L

B U I L D I N G  S E C T I O N  - P E R S P E C T I V E
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OPTION C3.2
• P K - 5  ( 1 0 3 0 )

1

23



OPTION C3.2
PROS
• Clean rep lacement  p ro ject  

a l lows  Ba lmer  to  funct ion

• Good drop-of f  des ign  fo r  
busses  and cars

• Opt ional  ex t ra  p lay  f ie lds

• Admin has  commanding 
v iew o f  s i te

• Good so lar  o r ien ta t ion

CONS
• Ci rcu la t ion  on ly  a round 

4/5  o f  bu i ld ing

• Upper  p layground d i s tant  
f rom bu i ld ing

• Length  o f  bu i ld ing might  
be impos ing



OPTION C3.3
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OPTION C3.3
• G R A D E S  P K - 5  

( 1 , 0 3 0 )  

• N E W  B U I L D

• 3  S T O R I E S ,  S T E P P E D  

• R E A R / E A S T  E D G E  O F  
S I T E

• 3  Y E A R  D U R A T I O N

12,500 SF – 100’  WETLAND SETBACK ZONE IMPACT – FIELDS ONLY



O P T I O N  C 3 . 3  – M A S S I N G  M O D E L  O N  S I T E  T O P O G R A P H Y



O P T I O N  C 3 . 3  – N O R T H - S O U T H  B U I L D I N G  S E C T I O N  O N  S I T E  T O P O G R A P H Y

F I L L  3 ’  

8 ’  C U T
E L .  3 3 2 . 6 1 ’
( E X I S T I N G  F F  E L . )

E A S T

5 ’  F I L L

B U I L D I N G  S E C T I O N  - P E R S P E C T I V E
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OPTION C3.3
• P K - 5  ( 1 , 0 3 0 )  

1

23



OPTION C3.3
PROS
• C l e a n  r e p l a c e m e n t  p r o j e c t  

a l l o ws  B a l m e r  t o  f u n c t i o n

• B u i l t  i n t o  h i l l s i d e  t o  s a ve  
e a r t h wo r k

• G o o d  d r o p - o f f  d e s i g n  f o r  
b u s s e s  a n d  c a r s

• M e d i a  c e n t e r  c e n t r a l ,  2 n d f l o o r

• D y n a m i c ,  c e n t r a l  o u t d o o r  
l e a r n i n g  s p a c e

• Ar t s  p l a z a

• E x t e n d e d  l e a r n i n g  s p a c e s  
t o u c h  n e a r l y  a l l  c l a s s r o o m s

CONS
• C i r c u l a t i o n  o n l y  a r o u n d  4/ 5  

o f  b u i l d i n g

• Ad m i n  h a s  v i e w  o f  p a r k i n g  
a n d  c a r  d r o p ,  b u t  n o t  r e s t  o f  
s i t e
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OPTION C3.3

PHASE 1
• E N A B L I N G  W O R K

• C L E A R  A N D  
R O U G H  G R A D E

• R E C O N S T R U C T  
V A I L  F I E L D

• E X I S T I N G  S C H O O L  
C O N T I N U E S  U S E
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OPTION C3.3

PHASE 2
• B U I L D I N G  

C O N S T R U C T I O N

• R O A D / P A R K I N G  
C O N S T R U C T I O N

• S I T E  W O R K  
A R O U N D  B U I L D I N G
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OPTION C3.3

PHASE 3
• D E M O L I S H  

E X I S T I N G  B U I L D I N G

• R O A D / P A R K I N G  
C O N S T R U C T I O N

• F L I P  T E M P  P A R K I N G

• F I N I S H  S I T E  W O R K

• I N S T A L L  S I T E  
F U R N I T U R E



OPTION C5
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OPTION C5
• G R A D E S  P K - 5  

( 1 , 0 3 0 )  

• N E W  B U I L D

• 3  S T O R I E S  

• F R O N T  O F  S I T E

• 3  Y E A R  D U R A T I O N

11,100 SF – 100’  WETLAND SETBACK ZONE IMPACT – FIELDS ONLY



O P T I O N  C 3 . 3  – M A S S I N G  M O D E L  O N  S I T E  T O P O G R A P H Y
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OPTION C5
• P K - 5  ( 1 0 3 0 ) 1

2

3

PLANS MIRRORED



OPTION C5
PROS
• Clean rep lacement  p ro ject  

a l lows  Ba lmer  to  funct ion

• Leas t  amount  o f  ear thwork  

• Bes t  so la r  o r ien ta t ion 

CONS
• Ci rcu la t ion  on ly  a round 

4/5  o f  bu i ld ing

• Drop-of f s  t igh t  fo r  busses  
and cars

• Bu i ld ing ent rance 
“around back”

• Scale  o f  bu i ld ing on 
Crescent  S t reet
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OPTION C5

PHASE 1
• E N A B L I N G  W O R K

• C L E A R  A N D  
R O U G H  G R A D E

• B U I L D I N G  
C O N S T R U C T I O N

• R O A D / P A R K I N G  
C O N S T R U C T I O N

• S I T E  W O R K  A N D  
F I E L D S

• E X I S T I N G  S C H O O L  
C O N T I N U E S  U S E
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OPTION C5

PHASE 2
• R O A D / P A R K I N G  

C O N S T R U C T I O N

• N E W  V A I L  F I E L D  
C O N S T R U C T I O N

• S I T E  W O R K  

• I N S T A L L  S I T E  
F U R N I T U R E



QUESTIONS?



ENGINEERS’ BUILDING 
SYSTEM NARRATIVES
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sPROPOSED STRUCTURAL SYSTEMS - NEW
• S u b s t r u c t u r e

• R e i n f o r c e d  c a s t - i n - p l a c e  c o n c r e t e  f o u n d a t i o n  w a l l s  a n d  
c o n c r e t e  s l a b - o n - g r a d e

• S u p e r s t r u c t u r e

• L i g h t - w e i g h t  c o n c r e t e  c o m p o s i t e  m e t a l  d e c k  s l a b  s p a n n i n g  
b e t w e e n  s t e e l  g i r d e r s  a n d  c o l u m n s

• G a l v a n i z e d ,  c o r r u g a t e d  m e t a l  d e c k  r o o f ;  a c o u s t i c  d e c k  a t  
G y m ,  M e d i a  C e n t e r  a n d  C a f e t e r i a

• V e r t i c a l  F r a m i n g

• L a t e r a l  l o a d  r e s i s t i n g  s y s t e m  - c o n c e n t r i c  b r a c e d  f r a m e s  o f  
s t r u c t u r a l  s t e e l  m e m b e r s  o r  r e i n f o r c e d  m a s o n r y  s h e e r  w a l l s  
( G y m )
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PROPOSED STRUCTURAL SYSTEMS –RENO
• P h a s e d  g u t  r e n o v a t i o n

• A d d i t i o n a l  r e i n f o r c e d  m a s o n r y  s h e a r  w a l l s

• R e i n f o r c e m e n t  o f  e x i s t i n g  r o o f  f r a m i n g  t o  s u p p o r t  n e w  
m e c h a n i c a l  s y s t e m s

• E x i s t i n g  m a s o n r y  w a l l s  – c l i p p e d  t o  e x i s t i n g  s t r u c t u r e
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sPROPOSED MECHANICAL SYSTEMS
• C o d e - a n d  L E E D  f o r  S c h o o l s  v 4 - C o m p l i a n t

• H i g h - e f f i c i e n c y  d u a l - f u e l  o i l / n a t u r a l  g a s  f i r e d  b o i l e r  p l a n t

• D e h u m i d i f i c a t i o n  D i s p l a c e m e n t  V e n t i l a t i o n  i n  C l a s s r o o m s ,  G y m ,  
L o b b y ,  C a f e t o r i u m ,  C o r r i d o r s

• V A V  t e r m i n a l  b o x e s  p e r  e a c h  z o n e

• H y d r o n i c  s u p p l e m e n t a l  s p a c e  h e a t i n g  v i a  c e i l i n g  r a d i a n t  p a n e l s

• F u l l  A / C  i n  A d m i n ,  N u r s e ,  M e d i a  C e n t e r ,  E l e c t r i c  a n d  I T  r o o m s

• O p t i o n a l  A / C  i n  c a f e t o r i u m ?

• K i t c h e n  a n d  C u s t o d i a l  a r e a s  s e r v e d  b y  H & V  u n i t s
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PROPOSED ELECTRICAL SYSTEMS
• N a t i o n a l  G r i d  w i l l  s u p p l y  p o w e r  t o  t r a n s f o r m e r

• T y p i c a l  l i g h t i n g  f i x t u r e s  – p e n d a n t  m o u n t e d  L E D  i n d i r e c t  
l u m i n a r i e s  w i t h  d i m m a b l e  o r  d u a l - l e v e l  s w i t c h i n g  

• O c c u p a n c y  a n d  d a y l i g h t  d i m m i n g  s e n s o r s

• G y m n a s i u m  – d i r e c t  f i x t u r e s

• C a f e t e r i a / M e d i a  C e n t e r  – c o m b o  o f  p e n d a n t  d i r e c t / i n d i r e c t  
f i x t u r e s  a n d  l i n e a r  r e c e s s e d  f i x t u r e s

• D i r e c t  D i g i t a l  C o n t r o l  ( D D C )  S y s t e m  

• “ S o l a r - R e a d y ”  R o o f  – p l a n n e d  a n d  e q u i p p e d  f o r  P V  s y s t e m  
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PROPOSED ELECTRICAL SYSTEMS
• E m e r g e n c y  P o w e r  S y s t e m  - G e n e r a t o r

• F i r e  A l a r m  s y s t e m  – s m o k e  d e t e c t o r s ,  s p r i n k l e r  s y s t e m

• L i g h t n i n g  p r o t e c t i o n  s y s t e m  

• U n i n t e r r u p t a b l e  P o w e r  S y s t e m  ( U P S )  

• D i s t r i b u t e d  a n t e n n a  s y s t e m  ( D A S )

• I n - b u i l d i n g  2 - w a y  r a d i o  s y s t e m  c o m m u n i c a t i o n  
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PROPOSED PLUMBING SYSTEMS
• N e w  g a s  s e r v i c e

• N e w  s a n i t a r y  a n d  s t o r m  s y s t e m  s e r v i c e

• N e w  4 ”  d o m e s t i c  w a t e r  s e r v i c e

• N e w  h i g h - e f f i c i e n c y  g a s - f i r e d  d o m e s t i c  h o t  w a t e r  p l a n t  
w i t h  r e c i r c u l a t i o n  s y s t e m

• N e w  w a t e r  c l o s e t s ,  l a v a t o r i e s ,  u r i n a l s ,  w a t e r  c o o l e r s ,  f l o o r  
s i n k s  a n d  d r a i n s ;  h a n d i c a p  a c c e s s i b l e  f i x t u r e s

• N e w  r o o f  d r a i n s  a n d  o v e r f l o w  d r a i n s
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PROPOSED FIRE PROTECTION SYSTEM
• N e w  6 ”  s p r i n k l e r  s e r v i c e

• W e t  s p r i n k l e r  s y s t e m  t o  s e r v e  e n t i r e  b u i l d i n g - z o n e d  b y  f l o o r

• S t a n d p i p e s  w i t h  F D  v a l v e s  a t  e a c h  f l o o r  s t a i r w e l l

• A n s u l  s y s t e m  a t  k i t c h e n  h o o d s
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PROPOSED COMMUNICATIONS AND SECURITY 
SYSTEMS
• V o i c e  a n d  d a t a  - 1 0 0 %  w i r e l e s s  c o v e r a g e

• L C D  f l a t  p a n e l  d i s p l a y  o r  s h o r t - t h r o w  i n t e r a c t i v e  p r o j e c t o r  i n  
c l a s s r o o m s ,  m e d i a  c e n t e r ,  a n d  c o n f e r e n c e  r o o m s

• T e l e p h o n e  s y s t e m  w i t h  V o i c e  o v e r  I P  ( V O I P )

• P u b l i c  a d d r e s s  a n d  c l o c k  s y s t e m

• V i d e o / a u d i o  d o o r  i n t e r c o m  a t  m a i n  e n t r y  d o o r s

• I n t e g r a t e d  s e c u r i t y  s y s t e m - i n t r u s i o n  d e t e c t i o n ,  v i d e o  
s u r v e i l l a n c e ,  a c c e s s  c o n t r o l  

• D i g i t a l  S i g n a g e  

• S o u n d  s y s t e m  a n d  p r o j e c t o r  i n  G y m  a n d  C a f e t e r i a

• S p e e c h  r e i n f o r c e m e n t  s y s t e m  a t  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  s p a c e s



QUESTIONS?
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D ISTRICT ADMINISTRATION SPACE ANALYSIS

ASSESSMENT AND PROGRAM HIGHLIGHTS

• Stately Residential Building, but ill-equipped for office use

• Serious Issues: Client Privacy, Handicapped Accessibility, meeting 

space, file space, safe storage space for vital records, indoor 

environment (hot/cold), no sprinkler, possible structural concerns…

RESULTS:

• Existing space, totals 4,718 Net SF

• Recommended proposed space, totals 5,485 Net SF

• Proposed total required space 8,228 Gross SF



EXISTING SPACE UTILIZATION:

Existing Overall Building area: 176,340 GSF

District Maintenance/Storage @1.56 GF - 15,366 GSF

Effective Middle School use: 160,974 GSF

Existing MS Educational Program area:  103,427 NSF

1.56 Grossing Factor (ratio of gross to net SF) – indicates 

an older, less-space-efficient building.                        

MSBA benchmark is (1.5) .
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MIDDLE SCHOOL CAPACITY ANALYSIS



RECONFIGURATION - CASE 1:

Keep existing District Maintenance/Storage 

Existing Effective MS Area: 103,427 NSF

� 5th Grade moves to Balmer - 10,368 NSF

� District Admin Offices move to MS + 5,485 NSF

Delta (Additional Capacity) 4,883 NSF

CONCLUSION:  THIS SCENARIO WOULD WORK s
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MIDDLE SCHOOL CAPACITY ANALYSIS



RECONFIGURATION - CASE 2:

Keep existing District Maintenance/Storage

Existing Effective MS Area: 103,427 NSF

Move classes out of 1905 Wing, take out of service - 15,926 NSF

Existing MS Area without 1905 wing: 87,501 NSF

� 5th Grade moves to Balmer - 10,368 NSF

� District Admin Offices move to MS + 5,485 NSF

Remaining Middle School Area 82,618 NSF

Grade 6-8 Program Area 93,059 NSF

CONCLUSION:  THIS SCENARIO WOULD NOT WORK
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MIDDLE SCHOOL CAPACITY ANALYSIS



RECONFIGURATION - CASE 3:

Remove existing District Maintenance/Storage + 9,850 NSF

Existing Effective MS Area including reclaimed Maint. areas:    113,277 NSF

Move classes out of 1905 Wing, take out of service  - 15,926 NSF

Existing MS Area without 1905 wing: 97,351 NSF

� 5th Grade moves to Balmer - 10,368 NSF

� District Admin Offices move to MS + 5,485 NSF

Remaining Middle School Area 92,468 NSF

Grade 6-8 Program Area 93,059 NSF

CONCLUSION:  THIS SCENARIO *COULD* WORK
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MIDDLE SCHOOL CAPACITY ANALYSIS



CONCLUSIONS: 

• Moving 5th grade to Balmer will better align this age group with their 

peers educationally.

• Moving 5th grade out of the MS will create other realigning 

opportunities to right-size and match classes and spaces.

• This space analysis is high-level, based on gross and net area (SF) 

and does not address detail-level program and space realities in the 

building.

• The District should evaluate the pros and cons of Case 3 if closing the 

1905 wing is a high priority.
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MIDDLE SCHOOL CAPACITY ANALYSIS



REVIEW OF 
CONSTRUCTION 

DELIVERY METHOD



CHAPTER 149 - GENERAL 
CONTRACTOR, DESIGN-BID-BUILD

CHAPTER 149A - CONSTRUCTION 
MANAGER AT RISK (CMR)

Single-phase fixed price contract Two-phase “cost plus” contracting method

Owner procures OPM, Designer Owner procures OPM, Designer

After design completed, Bids solicited from 
qualified GCs

Before design prepared, Owner retains CMR
through qualifications-based selection 
process

Bid solicitation requires single Lump Sum Bid 
Price to complete all the work

CMR provides constructability/budget review
during design, then constructs the project

Owner must award contract to the Lowest 
Responsible Eligible Bidder

CMR contract price = Cost of the Work + 
General Conditions + Negotiated CM Fee

CMR and Owner agree on Guaranteed Maximum 
Price (GMP) when design is at least 60% complete.  
CMR paid the lesser of the Contract Price or the GMP 
(i.e. Savings returned to Owner)
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CONTRACTING STRUCTURE



CHAPTER 149 - GENERAL 
CONTRACTOR, DESIGN-BID-BUILD

CHAPTER 149A - CONSTRUCTION 
MANAGER AT RISK (CMR)

Competitive Bidding should produce the best 
available price

Qualifications-based procurement allows 
Owner to select CMR most capable of 
constructing the project

Risk for constructing the project delineated in 
the documents is entirely on the GC

CMR works with designer to identify design 
conflicts and omissions prior to construction. 
Design conflicts/omissions may lead to 
schedule and cost increases; CMR’s 
involvement reduces this likelihood.  CMR 
helps design project phasing approach.

The Work and schedule to complete it are
narrowly defined; simplified project should 
yield simplified management

CMR process is flexible and provides Owner 
the ability to pursue alternate methods such 
as fast track/ early design packages, before 
design entirely completed

+2% MSBA reimbursement incentive available
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ADVANTAGES



CHAPTER 149 - GENERAL 
CONTRACTOR, DESIGN-BID-BUILD

CHAPTER 149A - CONSTRUCTION 
MANAGER (CM)-AT-RISK

GC not available to help identify design 
conflicts and omissions prior to construction. 
Design conflicts/omissions may lead to 
schedule and cost increases.

CMR is reimbursed for cost of the work and 
paid a fee as compensation, placing risk for 
the cost of completing the work up to the GMP 
on the Owner

Designer must develop project phasing 
approach in isolation.

Filed Sub Bid process delay transfers most of 
the risk for the cost of completing the work to 
the Owner, and may reduce cost savings 
available through competition

“Lowest Responsible Eligible Bidder” may not 
be the best, most qualified choice to construct 
the project

Before design prepared, Owner retains CMR 
through qualifications-based selection 
process

Linear D-B-B process restricts Owner’s ability to 
pursue alternate methods such as fast track/ 
early design packages

No MSBA reimbursement incentive available
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DISADVANTAGES



CHAPTER 149 - GENERAL 
CONTRACTOR, DESIGN-BID-BUILD

CHAPTER 149A - CONSTRUCTION 
MANAGER (CM)-AT-RISK

Best suited for less complicated or less 
complex projects with straightforward designs

Best suited for more complicated/ complex 
projects designs, with factors such as phased 
construction, complex schedule or 
management challenges, or strict schedule 
limitations.
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QUESTIONS?
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NEXT STEPS

• Continue to refine building plan diagrams with Working Group, using the 

Education Plan and Space Summary Program.

• November , 2017 – Survey #2 issued

• December 6, 2017 – Community Forum #5 at NES Cafeteria

• December 19, 2017 – SBC to vote on Preferred Option

• January 3, 2018 – Submit Preferred Schematic Report (PSR) to MSBA

• May 9, 2018 – Submit Schematic Design (SD) documents to MSBA

• June 27, 2018 – MSBA board meeting to approve project to bring to voters

• Fall 2018 – Town Vote



THANK YOU


