
 

 

PROJECT MINUTES 

PROJECT MANAGEMENT

Project: W. Edward Balmer Elementary School Feasibility Study Project No.: 17020 

Prepared by: Joel Seeley Meeting Date: 11/7/2017 

Re: School Building Committee Meeting Meeting No:   14 

Location: High School Media Center Time: 6:30pm 

Distribution: School Building Committee Members, Attendees (MF) 

Attendees: 

PRESENT NAME AFFILIATION VOTING MEMBER 

 Joseph Strazzulla Chairman, School Building Committee Voting Member 

 Melissa Walker School Business Manager Voting Member 

 James Marzec Representative of the Board of Selectmen Voting Member 

 Michael LeBrasseur Chairman, School Committee Voting Member 

 Paul Bedigian Representative of the Building, Planning, Construction Committee Voting Member 

 Steven Gogolinski Representative of the Finance Committee Voting Member 

 Jeffrey Tubbs Community Member with building design and/or construction experience  Voting Member 

 Peter L’Hommedieu Community Member with building design and/or construction experience Voting Member 

 Jeff Lundquist Community Member with building design and/or construction experience Voting Member 

 Andrew Chagnon Community Member with building design and/or construction experience Voting Member 

 Spencer Pollock Parent Representative Voting Member 

 Adam Gaudette Town Manager Non-Voting Member 

 Dr. Catherine Stickney Superintendent of Schools Non-Voting Member 

 Steve Von Bargen Building Maintenance Local Official Non-Voting Member 

 Karlene Ross Principal, W. Edward Balmer Elementary School Non-Voting Member 

 Jill Healy Principal, Northbridge Elementary School Non-Voting Member 

 Kathleen Perry Director of Pupil Personnel Services Non-Voting Member 

 Lee Dore D & W, Architect  

 Thomas Hengelsberg D & W, Architect  

 Joel Seeley SMMA, OPM  
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 Item # Action Discussion 

14.1 Record Call to Order, 6:30 PM, meeting opened. 

14.2 Record J. Strazzulla announced the meeting will be video and audio recorded with live broadcast 

and future re-broadcast. 

14.3 Record A motion was made by M. LeBrasseur and seconded by S. Gogolinski to approve the 

10/12/2017 Joint Boards School Building Committee meeting minutes. Motion passed 

unanimous by those attending, one abstention. 

14.4 Record A motion was made by M. LeBrasseur and seconded by P. Bedigian to approve the 

10/17/2017 School Building Committee meeting minutes. Motion passed unanimous by 

those attending, one abstention. 

14.5 Record J. Seeley distributed and reviewed the updated Meetings and Agendas Schedule for the 

PSR Phase, attached. 

14.6 Record J. Seeley distributed and reviewed the Project Budget Status, attached. 

14.7 Record J. Seeley distributed and reviewed D&W Amendment No. 6, dated 11/7/2017 and 

attached, for Hydrant Flow Test Services in the amount of $1,410.00 to be charged 

against ProPay Code budget 0003-0000, which has a balance of $94,950.00. The 

Committee discussed in detail. 

Committee Discussion: 

1. M. LeBrasseur asked what is the balance on the $775,000 appropriation?  

J. Seeley indicated the balance is $169,095.  

2. J. Tubbs asked if the Fire Department has been coordinated with for the test? 

T. Hengelsberg indicated the Water Department oversees the testing and has 

been coordinated with.  

A motion was made by J. Tubbs and seconded by S. Gogolinski to approve D&W 

Amendment No. 6, dated 11/7/2017 and recommend signature by J. Marzec.  No 

discussion, motion passed unanimous. 

14.8 T. Hengelsberg J. Seeley distributed and reviewed D&W Amendment No. 7, dated 11/7/2017 and 

attached, for Traffic Consulting Services in the amount of $19,800.00 to be charged 

against ProPay Code budget 0003-0000, which has a balance of $93,540.00. The 

Committee discussed in detail. 

Committee Discussion: 

1. J. Tubbs asked what are the three intersections that the traffic consultant will be 

collecting counts at?  

T. Hengelsberg will coordinate with the traffic consultant and provide direction to 

the Committee.  

2. J. Tubbs asked about the terms and conditions appended to the consultant’s 

proposal, they appear to be at odds with the prime agreement, particularly with 

respect to limitation of liability. 

T. Hengelsberg indicated those will be struck by D&W when executing the 

consultant’s proposal.  The terms and conditions of the prime agreement apply for 

all amendments.  
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 Item # Action Discussion 

A motion was made by P. Bedigian and seconded by M. LeBrasseur to approve D&W 

Amendment No. 7, dated 11/7/2017 and recommend signature by J. Marzec.  No 

discussion, motion passed unanimous. 

14.9 Record Warrant No. 5 was reviewed.  A motion was made by M. LeBrasseur and seconded by P. 

Bedigian to approve Warrant No. 5.  No discussion, motion passed unanimous. 

14.10 L. Dore L. Dore will calculate of the energy cost to operate the new facility as compared to the 

energy cost to operate the existing Balmer and NES in the Schematic Design Phase.  

14.11 T. Hengelsberg T. Hengelsberg to develop a 5 year total cost of ownership to maintain the Balmer and 

NES as compared to the cost of a new building estimate, for Committee review, at the 

completion of the PSR Phase. 

14.12 T. Hengelsberg T. Hengelsberg to develop a cost estimate to maintain both Balmer and NES for the 

additional period between a new building construction duration and a phased renovation 

construction duration for Committee review, at the completion of the PSR phase. 

14.13 T. Hengelsberg C. Stickney conducted a parent survey of those parents that drop-off/pick-up at Balmer 

and NES.  T. Hengelsberg forwarded the survey results to the traffic consultant to 

determine the appropriate parent vehicle queue length for the PreK-5 Options.  

14.14 Committee Committee members to develop a list of possible outcomes for the disposition of NES 

should a Grade PreK-5 option be the selected option. 

14.15 T. Hengelsberg 

 

Middle School Capacity Analysis 

1. T. Hengelsberg confirmed that not including the District’s 15,366 GSF 

Maintenance and Storage Space, the Middle School has a 1.56 efficiency factor. 

2. Case 1 – Move 5th grade to the elementary school, move Central Office to the 

Middle School works space capacity-wise. 

3. Case 2 - Move 5th grade to the elementary school, move Central Office to the 

Middle School, take 1905 Wing off-line, does not work space capacity-wise.  

4. Case 3 - Move 5th grade to the elementary school, move Central Office to the 

Middle School, take 1905 Wing off-line, reduce the District’s Maintenance and 

Storage Space area to 9,850 GSF, may work space capacity-wise. 

D&W to incorporate the key take-aways into the Community No. 5 presentation. 

14.16 J. Seeley J. Seeley to develop a list of acronyms and definitions for PR Subcommittee distribution 

and posting on the Project Website. 

14.17 J. Strazzulla 

J. Seeley 

J. Strazzulla and J. Seeley to review the questions from Community Forum Nos. 1-4 that 

should be added to the FAQ sheet. 

14.18 Record J. Strazzulla provided a summary overview of Community Forum No. 4.   

14.19 Record T. Hengelsberg reviewed the results of Community-Wide Survey No. 1, attached.   

Committee Discussion: 

1. M. LeBrasseur indicated the results indicate the PR is reaching a certain core 

interested audience, but future community engagements need to reach a broader 

section of the community. 
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 Item # Action Discussion 

14.20 T. Hengelsberg T. Hengelsberg presented an overview of the proposed structural systems. 

Committee Discussion: 

1. J. Lundquist asked if D&W would consider prefabricated panel systems? 

T. Hengelsberg will confirm with the structural engineer and provide direction to 

the Committee.  

14.21 T. Hengelsberg T. Hengelsberg presented an overview of the proposed mechanical, electrical and 

plumbing systems. 

Committee Discussion: 

1. J. Tubbs asked if a displacement ventilation system works in large volume spaces 

such as the gymnasium and cafetorium? 

T. Hengelsberg indicated yes, the exhaust will pull the ventilation supply air up 

through the space. 

2. J. Tubbs asked if the Fire Alarm Audio message will be through the PA System or 

the FA speakers? 

T. Hengelsberg will verify with the electrical engineers and provide direction to the 

Committee.  

14.22 T. Hengelsberg 

 

T. Hengelsberg presented and reviewed the updated Design Options and Phasing Plans, 

attached, as follows:  

1. Option B2 – Grade 2-4 New Construction – Back/Side 

2. Option C2 – Grade PK-5 Renovation/Addition – Exist CR Wing 

3. Option C3.1 – Grade PK-5 New Construction – Back/Side 

4. Option C3.2 – Grade PK-5 New Construction – Back/Side 

5. Option C3.3 – Grade PK-5 New Construction – Back/Side 

6. Option C5 - Grade PK-5 New Construction - Front 

Committee Discussion:      

1. T. Hengelsberg to confirm if building height is exempted by the Dover 

Amendment. 

2. S. Pollock asked (prior meeting) if MA Natural Species has been contacted to 

confirm there are no impacts? 

T. Hengelsberg indicated the environmental permitting consultant reviewed their 

on-line documents and found no impacts, but he will confirm that they will contact 

MA natural Species to confirm the findings.  

3. J. Strazzulla asked when will cost estimates for each option be presented? 

L. Dore indicated the cost estimates will be presented at the 12/5/2017 

Committee meeting.  

4. P. L’Hommedieu indicated the footprint articulation appears to be significant, 

which will impact costs. 

L. Dore indicated D&W is cognizant of the cost impact and will review. 

5. M. LeBrasseur asked if the prior designs for the C3 series are still applicable? 

T. Hengelsberg indicated no, the current options supersede them due to the 

extent of the wetlands. 
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 Item # Action Discussion 

6. P. Bedigian asked if Option C3.1 should be eliminated now, due to its overly 

complicated and intrusive construction phasing? 

L. Dore indicated all the options should be evaluated once the costs and 

pros/cons have been developed for the 12/5/2017 meeting. 

7. J. Lundquist asked if borings have been performed in the woods at the deep 

cuts? 

T. Hengelsberg indicated no, test pits will be performed during the Schematic 

Design Phase. 

8. J. Lundquist asked if construction in the wetland buffer zone could improve the 

site plan layouts?   

T. Hengelsberg indicated the request will be brought up at the informational 

meeting with the Conservation Commission scheduled for 12/6/2017.  

D&W to continue to refine the Options for further review. 

14.23 J. Seeley J. Seeley distributed and reviewed a summary from MSBA of the Design-Bid-Build (DBB) 

and the Construction Manager-at-Risk (CMAR) construction delivery method, attached.  J. 

Seeley indicated the summary is from a MSBA report, which found CMAR construction 

costs ranging from 7% to 12% above DBB construction costs. MSBA has since 

eliminated the additional 1% reimbursement for CMAR for projects invited into the 

Eligibility Period after 1/1/2017, which does not apply to this project.  

Committee Discussion:      

1. P. Bedigian asked what is the process for retaining the CMAR? 

J. Seeley provided an overview of the selection process. 

2. L. Dore indicated the cost estimates have been based on the CMAR process. 

3. L. Dore recommended that if the Committee is to decide to proceed with the 

CMAR process, ideally the CM will be retained in the Schematic Design Phase. 

J. Seeley will develop a selection timeline for Committee review. 

14.24 Committee J. Seeley distributed and reviewed the draft Community-Wide Survey No. 2 for Committee 

review, attached. The survey will be released 12/6/2017 and close 12/15/2017.  

Committee Discussion:      

1. M. Walker asked if Question 2 is required? 

The Committee to review and provide other questions or edits for the next Committee 

meeting. 

14.25 J. Strazzulla  

 

 

The PR subcommittee update: 

1. J. Strazzulla to review next steps in raising the Seniors Tax Abatement to the 

maximum level. 

2. J. Strazzulla to develop a generic calendar for press release issuances. 

3. Census Mailing – T. Hengelsberg provided the Project Information Handout.   J. 

Strazzulla will provide direction on what options and costs to show, since the 

mailer has to be finalized prior to the PSR costs being developed. 



Project: W. Edward Balmer Elementary School Feasibility Study 

Meeting Date: 11/7/2017 

Meeting No.: 14 

Page No.: 6 

 

 

 Item # Action Discussion 

14.26 Record Public Comments - None 

14.27 Record Old or New Business 

1.  J. Strazzulla provided the Open Meeting Law documentation to each Committee 

member, who are to sign and return to Town Hall. 

14.28 Record Next SBC Meeting: November 21, 2017 at 6:30 pm at the High School Media Center. 

14.29 Record A Motion was made by S. Gogolinski and seconded by P. Bedigian to adjourn the 

meeting.  No discussion, voted unanimously. 

Attachments: Agenda, Updated Meetings and Agendas Schedule, Project Budget Status, Summary from MSBA of the 

Design-Bid-Build (DBB) and the Construction Manager-at-Risk (CMAR) process, draft Community-Wide Survey No. 2, 

Powerpoint 

The information herein reflects the understanding reached.  Please contact the author if you have any questions or are not in  agreement with these 

Project Minutes 

JGS/sat/P:\2017\17020\04-MEETINGS\4.3 Mtg_Notes\School Building Committee\14_2017_7November-Schoolbuildingcommittee\Schoolbuildingcommitteemeeting_7November2017_FINAL.Docx 





1000 Massachusetts Avenue

Cambridge, MA 02138

617.547.5400

www.smma.com

Project Management

Agenda 

Project: W. Edward Balmer Elementary School Feasibility Study Project No.: 17020 

Re: School Building Committee Meeting Meeting Date: 11/7/2017 

Meeting Location: High School Media Center Meeting Time: 6:30 PM 

427 Linwood Avenue, Whitinsville, MA Meeting No. 14 

Prepared by: Joel G. Seeley

Distribution: Committee Members (MF) 

1. Call to Order

2. Approval of Minutes

• October 12, 2017

• October 17, 2017

3. Approval of Invoices and Commitments

4. Review Community Forum No. 4 Comments

5. Update on Design Alternatives

6. Structural Narrative Review

7. MEP Systems Narrative Review

8. Review Construction Delivery Method

9. Community-wide Survey No. 2 Review

10. PR Subcommittee Update

11. New or Old Business

12. Committee Questions

13. Public Comments

14. Next Meeting:

• November 21, 2017

15. Adjourn 

JGS/sat/P:\2017\17020\04-MEETINGS\4.2 Agendas\School Building Committee\14-2017_7November\Agenda_7November2017.Docx 
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AGENDA

JOINT MEETING OF BOARD OF SELECTMEN, SCHOOL COMMITTEE, 

FINANCE COMMITTEE AND SCHOOL BUILDING COMMITTEE - 7:00 PM - 

W. EDWARD BALMER ELEMENTARY SCHOOL MEDIA CENTER

SCHOOL BUILDING COMMITTEE MEETING 

Review Preferred Alternative Goals

Update on Construction Alternatives

Prepare for Community Forum

COMMUNITY FORUM NO. 4 - 6:00 to 8:00 PM - 

W. EDWARD BALMER ELEMENTARY SCHOOL LIBRARY

SCHOOL BUILDING COMMITTEE MEETING 

Review Community Forum Comments

Update on Construction Alternatives

Structural Narrative Review

MEP Systems Narrative Review

Review MSBA Comments on PDP Submission

Review Construction Delivery Methods

SCHOOL BUILDING COMMITTEE MEETING

Update on Sustainable Design Goals

Update on Construction Alternatives

Preliminary Options Evaluation

Review Construction Delivery Method

SCHOOL BUILDING COMMITTEE MEETING 

Update on Construction Alternatives

Review Cost Models

Options Evaluation

Discuss the One Preferred Option

Prepare for Community Forum

COMMUNITY FORUM NO. 5 - 6:00 to 8:00 PM - 

NORTHBRIDGE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL CAFETERIA

SCHOOL BUILDING COMMITTEE MEETING 

Decide the One Preferred Construction Alternative

Vote to Submit Preferred Schematic Report to MSBA

SUBMIT PREFERRED SCHEMATIC REPORT PACKAGE TO MSBA

ADDITIONAL MEETINGS TO BE SCHEDULED

November 21, 2017

November 7, 2017

October 30, 2017

December 11, 2017

SCHOOL BUILDING COMMITTEE

W. EDWARD BALMER ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 

DATE

All meetings held at the 

High School Media Center at 6:30 PM

unless otherwise noted

MEETINGS SCHEDULE AND AGENDAS

August 29, 2017 Updated October 20, 2017

October 17, 2017

October 12, 2017

Feasibility Study Phase (PSR)

December 5, 2017

January 3, 2018

December 19, 2017

PROJECT MANAGEMENT
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W. Edward Balmer Elementary School

Northbridge Public Schools

Whitinsville, Massachusetts PROJECT MANAGEMENT

SMMA No. 17020

Feasibility and Schematic Design Phase
MSBA

ProPay Code

FSA 

Agreement 

3/22/2017

Budget 

Revision

7/31/2017

Current 

Budget
Vendor Committed Balance

OPM 0001-0000 200,000.00$    (75,000.00)$   125,000.00$    SMMA 125,000.00$   -$   

-$   

DESIGNER 0002-0000 525,000.00$    (100,000.00)$   425,000.00$    D&W 425,000.00$   -$   

-$   

Environmental and Site 0003-0000 40,000.00$    110,000.00$   150,000.00$   D&W 55,050.00$   94,950.00$   

-$   

Other 0004-0000 10,000.00$   65,000.00$   75,000.00$   ** 855.00$   74,145.00$   

Total Budget 775,000.00$   775,000.00$   605,905.00$   169,095.00$   

** Spent from Other Date Amount

GraffitiWorks 8/10/2017 495.00$   

First Night Uxbridge, Inc. 8/30/2017 360.00$   

--/--/---- -$     

--/--/---- -$     

855.00$   

October 31, 2017
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1000 Massachusetts Avenue

Cambridge, MA 02138

617.547.5400

www.smma.com

Project Management

Memorandum 

To: W. Edward Balmer Elementary School Building Committee Date: 11/7/2017 

From: Joel G. Seeley Project No.: 17020 

Project: W. Edward Balmer Elementary School

Re: Designer Amendment No. 6: Hydrant Water Pressure/Volume Testing Services

Distribution: School Building Committee (MF)

DESIGNER AMENDMENT NO. 6: HYDRANT WATER PRESSURE/VOLUME TESTING SERVICES 

FEE: $1,410.00  

REASON: Provide hydrant water pressure/volume testing at Balmer Elementary School.   

BUDGET AVAILABILITY: This Amendment would be funded out of the Environmental & Site Budget, 

ProPay Code 0003-0000, which has the current balance of $94,950.00. 

JGS/sat /P:\2017\17020\00-INFO\0.7 Designer Procurement\0.2 Designer Contract Amendments\Designer Amendment No. 6\M_Designercontractamendment6_Hydrantwaterpressurevolumetesting7november2017.Docx 
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ATTACHMENT F 
 

CONTRACT FOR DESIGNER SERVICES 

AMENDMENT NO.  6 

 
WHEREAS, the  Town of Northbridge  (“Owner”) and Dore & Whittier Architects, Inc., (the 
“Designer”) (collectively, the “Parties”) entered into a Contract for Designer Services for the  W. 
Edward Balmer Elementary School Project (Project Number 201502140001) at the  W. Edward 
Balmer Elementary  School on June 26, 2017  “Contract”; and  
 
WHEREAS, effective as of November 7, 2017, the Parties wish to amend the Contract: 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the promises and the mutual covenants contained in 
this Amendment, and other good and valuable consideration, the receipt and legal sufficiency of 
which are hereby acknowledged, the Parties, intending to be legally bound, hereby agree as 
follows: 
 
1. The Owner hereby authorizes the Designer to perform services for the Design Development 

Phase, the Construction Phases, and the Final Completion Phase of the Project, pursuant to 
the terms and conditions set forth in the Contract, as amended. 

 

2. For the performance of services required under the Contract, as amended, the Designer 
shall be compensated by the Owner in accordance with the following Fee for Basic 
Services: 

Fee for Basic Services:   
 Original 

Contract 
Prior 
Amendments 

This 
Amendment 

After this 
Amendment 

Feasibility Study Phase $200,000.00 $55,050.00 $1,410.00 $256,460.00 
Schematic Design Phase $225,000.00   $225,000.00 
Design Development Phase $    
Construction Document Phase $    
Bidding Phase $    
Construction Phase $    
Completion Phase $    

Total Fee $425,000.00 $55,050.00 $1,410.00 $481,460.00 

 

This Amendment is a result of:       Provide hydrant water pressure/volume testing at Balmer 
Elementary School.  
  
ProPay Code:  0003-0000  
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3. The Construction Budget shall be as follows:  

Original Budget:   $ NA  
Amended Budget $ NA  
 

4. The Project Schedule shall be as follows:  
Original Schedule:   $ NA  
Amended Schedule $ NA  

 
5. This Amendment contains all of the terms and conditions agreed upon by the Parties as 

amendments to the original Contract.  No other understandings or representations, oral or 
otherwise, regarding amendments to the original Contract shall be deemed to exist or bind 
the Parties, and all other terms and conditions of the Contract remain in full force and effect. 

 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Owner, with the prior approval of the Authority, and the Designer 
have caused this Amendment to be executed by their respective authorized officers. 

 
        
 
OWNER 
 

James R. Marzec    
 (print name) 
Board of Selectmen, Town of Northbridge  
  (print title) 
By   
  (signature ) 
Date   
 
 
DESIGNER 
Lee P. Dore  
 (print name) 
Principal / Vice President, Dore & Whittier Architects  
 (print title) 
By   
 (signature) 
Date  ____ 
 
 
 

 

Page 14 of 47



 

October 13, 2017 
 
 
Mr. Joel Seeley, AIA 
COO, Executive Vice President 
Symmes Maini & McKee Associates Project Management 
1000 Massachusetts Avenue 
Cambridge, MA 02138 
 
Project: Balmer Elementary School FS/SD - #17-0759 
   
Subject: ASR #6 
 
Dear Joel, 
 
In accordance with contract Article 8, please accept the following fee proposal for additional consulting 
services, for the lump sum fee amount as follows: 
 
Hydrant Water Pressure/Volume Test VAV International, Inc. $1,100.00 

• Site visit to conduct fire hydrant water pressure/volume test at Balmer Elementary School 
• Report and professional interpretation re. sprinkler requirements 

 
Whitinsville Water Company, Pressure Test Fee (reimbursement to VAV, no markup) $200.00 
 
In accordance with contract Article 9, Dore & Whittier Architects hereby submits a fee for coordination 
of these additional services in the amount of 10%, or: $110.00 
 
TOTAL, ASR #6  $1,410.00 
 

Please see the attached consultant’s proposal which details scope of services and schedule.   

Note that all other provisions of the prime contract remain in force.   

 

Sincerely, 

 

DORE & WHITTIER ARCHITECTS, INC.   

Architects � Project Manager  

   

 

 

 
Lee P. Dore, Assoc, AIA, CSI, LEED AP, MCPPO  

Principal  
 
cc. DWA Dist. 
 file. 
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VAV International, Inc.         Consulting Mechanical Engineers 

400 West Cummings Park    Suite-4700     Woburn   Massachusetts   01801                    (781)935-7228   www.vavint.com 

 
 
October 10, 2017 
 
 
Tom Hengelsberg 
Dore & Whittier Architects, Inc. 
212 Battery Street 
Burlington, VT  05401 
 
Re: Balmer ES - Whitinsville, MA -  Flow Test 
 
 
A. Reimbursable Expenses: 
 

1. Water Department Fee  - $200 
 
B. Flow test Fee - $1,100 

 
1. 3 Hours Travel Time 
2. 1 Hour for flow test on site. 
3. 1 Hour for flow test Data Analysis 

 
 
 
 
 
Thank you,  

Semoon Oh 
Semoon Oh, PE, Principal 
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1000 Massachusetts Avenue

Cambridge, MA 02138

617.547.5400

www.smma.com

Project Management

Memorandum 

To: W. Edward Balmer Elementary School Building Committee Date: 11/7/2017 

From: Joel G. Seeley Project No.: 17020 

Project: W. Edward Balmer Elementary School

Re: Designer Amendment No. 7: Traffic Study Services

Distribution: School Building Committee (MF)

DESIGNER AMENDMENT NO. 7: TRAFFIC STUDY 

FEE: $19,800.00 

REASON: Provide traffic data collection, traffic analysis and evaluation of site improvements for the 

PSR Phase design options.   

BUDGET AVAILABILITY: This Amendment would be funded out of the Environmental & Site Budget, 

ProPay Code 0003-0000, which has the current balance of $93,540.00. 

JGS/sat /P:\2017\17020\00-INFO\0.7 Designer Procurement\0.2 Designer Contract Amendments\Designer Amendment No. 7\M_Designercontractamendment7_Trafficstudy7november2017.Docx 
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ATTACHMENT F 
 

CONTRACT FOR DESIGNER SERVICES 

AMENDMENT NO.  7 

 
WHEREAS, the  Town of Northbridge  (“Owner”) and Dore & Whittier Architects, Inc., (the 
“Designer”) (collectively, the “Parties”) entered into a Contract for Designer Services for the  W. 
Edward Balmer Elementary School Project (Project Number 201502140001) at the  W. Edward 
Balmer Elementary  School on June 26, 2017  “Contract”; and  
 
WHEREAS, effective as of November 7, 2017, the Parties wish to amend the Contract: 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the promises and the mutual covenants contained in 
this Amendment, and other good and valuable consideration, the receipt and legal sufficiency of 
which are hereby acknowledged, the Parties, intending to be legally bound, hereby agree as 
follows: 
 
1. The Owner hereby authorizes the Designer to perform services for the Design Development 

Phase, the Construction Phases, and the Final Completion Phase of the Project, pursuant to 
the terms and conditions set forth in the Contract, as amended. 

 

2. For the performance of services required under the Contract, as amended, the Designer 
shall be compensated by the Owner in accordance with the following Fee for Basic 
Services: 

Fee for Basic Services:   
 Original 

Contract 
Prior 
Amendments 

This 
Amendment 

After this 
Amendment 

Feasibility Study Phase $200,000.00 $56,460.00 $19,800.00 $276,260.00 
Schematic Design Phase $225,000.00   $225,000.00 
Design Development Phase $    
Construction Document Phase $    
Bidding Phase $    
Construction Phase $    
Completion Phase $    

Total Fee $425,000.00 $56,460.00 $19,800.00 $501,260.00 

 

This Amendment is a result of:       Provide traffic data collection, traffic analysis and evaluation 
of site improvements for the PSR Phase design options.  
  
ProPay Code:  0003-0000  
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3. The Construction Budget shall be as follows:  

Original Budget:   $ NA  
Amended Budget $ NA  
 

4. The Project Schedule shall be as follows:  
Original Schedule:   $ NA  
Amended Schedule $ NA  

 
5. This Amendment contains all of the terms and conditions agreed upon by the Parties as 

amendments to the original Contract.  No other understandings or representations, oral or 
otherwise, regarding amendments to the original Contract shall be deemed to exist or bind 
the Parties, and all other terms and conditions of the Contract remain in full force and effect. 

 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Owner, with the prior approval of the Authority, and the Designer 
have caused this Amendment to be executed by their respective authorized officers. 

 
        
 
OWNER 
 

James R. Marzec    
 (print name) 
Board of Selectmen, Town of Northbridge  
  (print title) 
By   
  (signature ) 
Date   
 
 
DESIGNER 
Lee P. Dore  
 (print name) 
Principal / Vice President, Dore & Whittier Architects  
 (print title) 
By   
 (signature) 
Date  ____ 
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October 30, 2017 
 
 
Mr. Joel Seeley, AIA 
COO, Executive Vice President 
Symmes Maini & McKee Associates Project Management 
1000 Massachusetts Avenue 
Cambridge, MA 02138 
 
Project: Balmer Elementary School FS/SD - #17-0759 
   
Subject: ASR #7, Revision 1 
 
Dear Joel, 
 
In accordance with contract Article 8, please accept the following fee proposal for additional consulting 
services, for the lump sum fee amount as follows: 
 
Phase II Traffic Study Nitsch Engineering, Inc. $18,000.00 

• Evaluation of existing conditions and site improvements to support the development of four 
alternatives with similar traffic patterns, for two enrollment populations (2-4, 510 and PK-5, 
1030). Scope includes data collection, traffic analysis and report of findings. 

 
In accordance with contract Article 9, Dore & Whittier Architects hereby submits a fee for coordination 
of these additional services in the amount of 10%, or: $1,800.00 
 
TOTAL, ASR #7, R1  $19,800.00 
 

Please see the attached consultant’s proposal which details scope of services and schedule.   

Note that all other provisions of the prime contract remain in force.   

 

Sincerely, 

 

DORE & WHITTIER ARCHITECTS, INC.   

Architects � Project Manager  

   

 

 

 
Lee P. Dore, Assoc, AIA, CSI, LEED AP, MCPPO  

Principal  
 
cc. DWA Dist. 
 file. 
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DESIGN BID BUILD V. CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT AT RISK
CONTRACTING STRUCTURE

DESIGN BID BUILD
1. DBB is a Single Phase "Fixed Price“ Construction Contracting 

Method.

2. Under DBB, a Public Owner must procure an Owner’s Project 
Manager to act as its Representative during the Design and 
Construction of the Project and a Designer to prepare the Project 
Design.

3. When the Design is complete, the Owner openly solicits Public 
Bids from every General Contractor that meets a list of 
statutorily defined public bidding eligibility requirements.

4. The Bid Solicitation requires a single Lump Sum Bid Price to 
complete all of the Work included in the Design.

5. The Owner must award the Construction Contract to the Lowest 
Responsible Eligible Bidder. 

CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT AT RISK
1. CMR is a Two Phase "Cost Plus" Construction Contracting 

Method. 

2. When using a CMR, a Public Owner must procure an Owner’s 
Project Manager to act as its Representative during the Design 
and Construction of the Project and a Designer to prepare the 
Project Design.

3. Before the Design is prepared, the Owner retains a CMR through 
a systematic Qualifications Based Procurement Process. 

4. The CMR provides advice during the Design Phase regarding 
constructability and budget and then Constructs the Project, as 
designed.

5. The CMR Contract  Price will be the sum of the CMR’s Cost to 
Construct the Work plus the General Conditions (CMR’s Costs 
that are not incorporated into the Project) and  a negotiated CM 
Fee, as compensation.

6. When the Design is at least 60% complete, the Owner and the 
CMR will agree upon a Guaranteed Maximum Price ("GMP") as 
a cap for the Contract Price. Once the GMP is established, the 
CMR will be paid the lesser of the Contract Price or the GMP. 

A
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ADVANTAGES  

DESIGN BID BUILD 
1) Competitive Bidding is the hallmark of DBB contracting and, 

assuming the Project Design is clear and complete and all 
Prequalified Bidders are capable of effectively completing the 
work, that competition should produce the best available price. 
 

2) A DBB General Contractor is obligated to construct all of the 
Work that is delineated in the Project Design for a single, 
Lump Sum Fixed Price. This places the risk for the cost of 
completing the Work included in the Design entirely on the 
General Contractor.  
 

3) The Work and the Schedule to complete that Work are 
narrowly defined in a DBB General Contract and that 
simplicity should concomitantly simplify management of the 
Project, provided the Design is clear and straight forward.  

CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT AT RISK 
1) Qualifications Based Procurement is the hallmark of CMR 

contracting and that ability allows the Owner to identify CMRs 
that are the most capable of constructing the Owner's Project 
and to choose a CMR for the Project from that pool. 
 

2) A CMR is available during the Design Phase to work with the 
Designer to identify Design conflicts and omissions prior to 
construction.   Any significant Design conflicts and/or 
omissions that are not identified and corrected prior to 
construction will adversely impact the Project Schedule and/or 
lead to claims for additional compensation.  The CMR’s 
assistance during the Design Phase should drastically reduce 
that possibility. 
 

3) The CMR contracting process is flexible and provides an 
Owner with the ability to creatively progress a Project through 
methods such as having the CMR begin construction before a 
Design is completed. 

1 
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DISADVANTAGES 

DESIGN BID BUILD 
1. A DBB General Contractor is not available to help identify 

Design conflicts and omissions prior to construction.   Any 
significant conflicts and/or omissions that are not corrected prior 
to construction will adversely impact the Project Schedule and/or 
lead to claims for additional compensation. 
 

2. With DBB, an Owner must solicit Public Bids from every 
General Contractor that meets the statutorily defined public 
bidding eligibility requirements and award the construction 
contract to the "Lowest Responsible Eligible Bidder".  However,  
that bidder may not be the best choice to construct the Project. If 
a Project is complex, an Owner will likely want to identify 
Contractors that are the most capable of constructing the Project 
and choose a Contractor to construct the Project from that pool. 
DBB does not have a legal mechanism to achieve that objective.  
 

3. With DBB, a Designer prepares the Design, General Contractors 
Bid on that Design, and the "Lowest Responsible Eligible 
Bidder" constructs the Project.  This "linear" process restricts the 
Owner’s ability to creatively progress the Project through 
methods such as having the Contractor begin construction before 
the Design is completed. 

CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT AT RISK 
1. Subject to the GMP, a CMR is reimbursed for the Cost of Work 

and paid a fee as compensation. This places the risk for the cost 
of completing the work up to the amount of the GMP upon the 
Owner.  
 

2. Massachusetts Law requires the Owner of a DBB Public 
Building Construction Project to solicit separate competitive bids 
from Subcontractors for work that is included in eighteen (18) 
key sub-trade categories. The Sub-Bid Solicitation is not issued 
until the Design of the work is completed and each Sub-Bidder is 
required to submit a single Lump Sum Bid Price to complete all 
of the Work that is included in a sub-trade category.  A list of 
those Sub-Bids is provided to General Bidders prior to the date 
of the General Bid Opening and the General Bidders are required 
to include separate sub-bid fixed prices for the 18 sub-trade 
categories in their General Bids.  With some differences, the law 
is also applicable to CMR contracting. Given the significant 
fixed price cost  liability for subcontract work, a GMP for a 
CMR Contract under GL c. 149A will not typically be set until 
the entire Design is completed.  That delay transfers most of the 
risk for the cost of completing the work to the Owner, obviating 
the potential for any cost savings that may have been available 
through competition. 

1 
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CONCLUSIONS 

DESIGN BID BUILD 
 

1) The process is best suited to projects with straight 
forward Designs. 

CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT AT RISK 
 
1. The contracting process is best suited to projects with 

complicated Designs and/or strict schedule 
limitations. 

1 
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W. Edward Balmer Elementary School Feasibility Study 

School Building Committee Community Survey No. 2 

October 17, 2017 

 

 

As the School Building Committee prepares its recommendation for a Preferred Schematic 

Design to the Massachusetts School Building Authority, it is important that we hear from you. 

Please complete the following short survey; the results will help guide the decision-making 

process as the School Building Committee continues its important work. 

1. Please select all stakeholder groups that apply to you. 

 Student 

 Parent 

 Northbridge Resident 

 Northbridge Registered Voter 

 Northbridge Homeowner  

 Northbridge Business Owner 

 Northbridge Elected Official 

 Northbridge Public Schools Employee 

 Other (please specify) ________________________________ 

 

2. Please rank your priority from the choices below with 1 being the most important. 

 Cost – Minimal impact on taxpayer 

 Education – The greatest benefit to all learners 

 

3. Which of the following design alternatives provides the Northbridge Community the 

best long term plan for educating its elementary school children?  Please rank the 

following options with 1 being the best long term solution and 4 being the least. 

 Option B2 (Grades 2-4, 510 students) Renovation and addition to the W. Edward 

Balmer Elementary School at $34.6 M Northbridge Dollars, Northbridge 

Elementary School to remain as-is. 

 Option C2 (Grades PreK-5, 1,030 students) Renovation and addition to the W. 

Edward Balmer School at $55.6 M Northbridge Dollars, consolidating W. Edward 

Balmer School and Northbridge Elementary School. 

 Option C3 (Grades PreK-5, 1,030 students) New Construction to the rear of the 

W. Edward Balmer Elementary School campus at $58.9 M Northbridge Dollars, 

consolidating W. Edward Balmer Elementary School and Northbridge Elementary 

School. 

 Option C5 (Grades PreK-5, 1,030 students) New construction to the front of the 

W. Edward Balmer Elementary School campus at $58.3 M Northbridge Dollars, 

consolidating W. Edward Balmer Elementary School and Northbridge Elementary 

School. 
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W. Edward Balmer Elementary School Feasibility Study 

School Building Committee Community Survey No. 2 

October 17, 2017 

 

 

4. What other information will be pertinent to the recommendations of the Northbridge 

School Building Committee? 
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W. EDWARD BALMER SCHOOL 
FEASIBILITY STUDY

NOVEMBER 7, 2017

NORTHBRIDGE, MA

School Building Committee 
Meeting

N O R T H B R I D G E

PUBLIC SCHOOLS
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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
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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?
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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.
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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

s
u

rv
e

y



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
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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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• 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  



s
y

s
te

m
s
 n

a
rr

a
ti

v
e

s

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?



NORTHBRIDGE 
MIDDLE 
SCHOOL 
SPACE 
ANALYSIS 
UPDATE
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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)

c
o

n
s
tr

u
c

ti
o

n
 d

e
li

v
e

ry

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




