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INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

Fuller Middle School (“Fulter”) is located on a 27 acre site in South Framingham on Flagg Drive. It was constructed as
Framingham High School in 1958 (later, Framingham South High School) and is a single story, 196,000 SF cast-in-place
concrete building founded on concrete piles and spread footings with a brick masonry and glass exterior facade.

Since 1991, Fulier has served as a middle school with approximately 500 students, occupying 160,000 SF. The building also
houses, in the remaining 36,000 SF, the Framingham Public Scheo! District's {"District’) Building & Grounds Department,
Framingham Public Access Cable TV, an English Language Learners adult education program, ACCEPT school transportation
offices and Framingham Vision Center {parinership with the New England Eye Institute).

Farley Middle School (‘Farley”) was constructed in 1973 on an adjacent 15 acre site and served as a middle school until 1991. It
is & four-level (2-floor, split-level), 112,000 SF structural steel building founded on spread footings with a masonry veneer. ltis
cuirently leased by the Town to Massachusetts Bay Community College ("MassBay") until August 2013, A possible short-term (2
to 3-year) lease extension is under consideration.

As part of its ongaing facilily master capital plan and its evaluation of needs at Fuller, the District submitted a Statement of
Interest (“SOI") to the Massachusetts School Building Autherity (‘MSBA”) in 2012 to replace the aging Fuller roof. The estimated
cost of the work was $4,000,000. In early December 2012, the Town of Framingham {"Town"} received a letter from MSBA
notifying it that the Fuller Roof Repair Project would not be invited into the MSBA Accelerated Repair Program or the MSBA's
Fligibility Period for such projects. Framingham may elect to resubmit the Fuller Roof SOI to MSBA, or submit a more
comprehensive SOI for an upgrade to the Fuller/Farley campus.,

This Pre-Feasibility Study (*Study”) was undertaken by the District and the Town to help determine a long-term solution
for the Fulier and Farley sites that would accommodate students and other user-groups that currently occupy the
buildings or might occupy them in the future. The information in the Study may be used to support an SOI to the MGBA
to evaluate, design and construct a comprehensive repair, reconstruction or new construction of existing or new schogl
facilities on the 42 acre Fuller/Farley site in South Framingham.

Pre-Feasibility Study
The goals of the Pre-Feasibility Study are:

1. Assess the physical condition of Fuller and the Farley to identify short-term and long-term capital
improvements, with associated costs, necessary to maintain and upgrade the facilities. This information will
help inform the decision as to whether or not to continue to make repairs to Fuller and/or Farley, or to
construct a new facility or facilities.

2. Identify options for reuse, renovation, or new consiruction, taking into consideration programming needs, space

aliocation, and schedule factors.
a.  Full or partial demolition of the existing structure of Fuller or Farley might be incorporated; and

b. Reuse of Farley by the District is tied to its lease by MassBay, which may be extended by the Town, and is
an important planning consideration.

The Study does not incorporate detailed educational goals of the District, nor does it consider specific programs for the buildings.
It does consider the existing space allocation of the Fuller Middle School, along with MSBA's template for determining standard

program fequirements.

A separate study by the New England School Development Council (NESDEC) has been commissioned by the District and will
provide guidance related to educational goals of the District and identify programming needs and opporiunities. A review of
enrollment projections (also conducted by NESDEC) has been used to aid in identifying a baseline for the population that is to be
accommodated for the foreseeable future at the Fuller and Farley sites.



MSBA PROCESS

The MSBA provides grant funding to school construction projects. The funding reimbursement rate is established by the
Massachusetts Legislature. Framingham's reimbursement rate is currently 57.69%. The reimbursement rate is applied to
project scope that is deemed by MSBA to be eligible for reimbursement, which is generally about 85% of the fotal project cost.
Correspondingly, the anticipated actual MSBA reimbursement rate is approximately 49% (85% Of 57.69%). An understanding of
the full requirements of MSBA and its process is very important and should be well understood by all project participants. While
the Town of Framingham could proceed with school canstruction projects outside the MSBA pracess, it is assumed that the
atiractive reimbursement available makes following the MSBA process the primary option to the Town.

The MSBA process and criteria are lengthy and complicated and beyond the scope of this document. They are well documented
on the MSBA website: hitp.//'www.massschoolbuildings.org/, and all project participants are encouraged to familiarize themselves
with them. Seme key MSBA requirements are summarized below:

The MSBA Educational Pragram Space Standards and Guidelines provide an itemized fist of educational spaces and
square footages that comprise & model program for each school grade and incorporate level of enroliment. A school
project must be based on an approved program for a specified number of students for a typical academic week. Some
provisions for community programs are allowed. Supporting documentation for enrollment is required.

Some components are excluded from funding. These include temporary faciliies, abatement of asbestos-containing
floor files, and site work in excess of 8% of the construction cost, all costs associated with utilities, and any costs in
excess of the Total Facilities Grant,

An evaluation of the proposed program will compare if to other Town of Framingham middle schools.

The Feasibifity Study phase requires consideration of at least three alternate scenarios (such as full renovation, partial
renovation/partial replacement, and full replacement) as well as alternate school sites.

There is some allowance if renovating an inefficient building is considered. This involves an additional one to two
percentage points added to the funding rate,

The Total Facilities Grant is based on a grant percentage formula. Some other factors {such as the community income factor)
allow for incentive points, with a maximum of 18 percentage points possible. Other factors that can trigger incentive points:

Overlay Zoning District

Energy Efficiency / Green School Program
Routine and Capital Maintenance Rating
School Facility Maintenance Trust

Madel School Program

Construction Management at Risk

Newly Formed Regional School District

Renovation or Reuse of an Existing Building

Framingham applied and was approved for a grant for Stapleton in FY2011. That project was a Green Repair Project with &
budget of $954,075. It received a reimbursement rate of 57.68%. Framingham submittied an SOI for Fuller Middle Schoal roof
replacement in FY2012. That project is ameng a group of projects that has not been approved.



STUuDY OVERVIEW

The initial step of the Pre-Feasibility Study (“Study”) was to make a detailed conditions-assessment of Fuller and Farley. The
conditions assessments, which are summarized in subsequent sections of the Study, provide a basis for an initial consideration
of how the buildings might be repaired, renovated, or demolished and rebuilt. Also incorporated into the initfal consideration of
building options are District demographic changes and educational program issues. The primary assumptions used for purposes
of this Study are as follows:

Demographics

Schedule

°

Program

Overall District enrollment will change somewhat over the next 10 years. While changing District enrellment was not
the impetus for planning a project {the condition of Fuller and consideration of replacing it was the starting point), as
the enrollment projections have been adjusted, it has become clear that elementary school and middie school
enrollment projections should inform the size and use of the building(s) to be constructed or renovated.

In determining buifding capacities, the overall desire is to plan for the anticipated population plus a 10% cushion.

Due to capacity restrictions consolidating the middle school population into the Cameron and Walsh Middle Schools is
not an option,

The schedule is dictated by the MSBA review and process, starting with an SOl and then going through a review
period, acceptance, and Feasibility Study pricr to the design and construction phases.

Massachusetts Bay Community College (MBCC) anticipates occupying the Farley Building until the summer of 2017, at
which time it anticipates moving to ancther location.

The existing Fuller Building is 196,000 SF, of which approximately 160,000 SF is used for middie school functions.
The remaining 36,000 SF is used for non-middle scheol purposes. The 196,000 SF building was designed for 1,200
students, so the current middle school use is larger than supported by the current 500 student population.

The MSBA template for school area results in an 82,000-gross-square-foot building for 500 middle schoot students {or
98,500 square feet for 675 students).

MSBA areas are used as a baseline for analysis purposes only. Somewhat larger areas for each sfudent population
may be allowed by MSBA, but will require educational program justification and may impact what proportion of the
project is efigible for reimbursement by MSBA.

Space category Existing Fuller New Building for 500 | New Building for 675 | MSBA standards

students using MSBA | students using MSBA

standards standards

Core Academic Spaces 45,768 21,632 27,710 | 850-950 SF/room
Special Education Incl. above 6,040 8,050 | 8% of population
Art & Music 5,812 3,050 3,250 50% 2x / week
Vocations & Technology 4,617 3,200 3,400 25% 5X /week
Health & Physical Education 20,759 8,400 8,400 6000 SF gym

Media Center 3,900 3,250 3,974
Dining & Food Service 11,716 7,575 9,288 Assumes two
seatings

Medical 1,555 510 610

vii




Example MSBA Projects - New Middle Schools

District Fall River Hingham Hudson Shrewsbury Wakefield

Enrollment 625 618 715 900 1,070
GSF 130,600 176,385 118,846 129,378 187,773
Total Construction Cost $42,458,029 |  $50,432,439 $34,820,243 $37,025,358 $59,756,584
Cost / SF $325 $286 $293 $286 $318
Total Project Budget $53,263,020 | $60,910,920 |  $44,103,362 $47,266,777 §  $73,960,310
Basis for Total Facilities Grant 547,814,757 |  $59,059,904 |  $41.416 977 $44,981,662 |  $63,452,673
Reimbursement Rate 80.00% 43.87% 58.11% 53.16% 54.67%
Maximum Facilities Grant $38,251,808 | $25,909,580 | $24,067,405 $23,912,246 |  $34,689,576

The expectation is that once this Study has been reviewed, appropriate meetings have been held, and approvals have been
obtained from the School Committee and other groups, the Town will prepare and submit an SO in early 2013,

The conditions assessment and recommendations have been organized by building and by system category.

Priority categories

Repairs to or replacement of this item are critical to addressing current leaks or other major damage, or
are required in the near term regardless of the future of the building.

Immediate:

Intermediate:  Some repair / reptacement is likely to be required prior to any renovation or demolition in 2016 or soon
thereafter,

Long-Range:  ltem can remain and be repaired as part of major renovation in 2016 or later,

A summary of the conditions assessment and recommendations and the priority matrix are included on the following pages.

The recommended scope identified as requiring replacement is extensive. Some of the reasons for this are as follows:

e Most components of the Fuller building are over 50 years old. Some materials have simply reached the end of their
useful fife and require replacement.

e Ifthe cost of the required work exceeds 30% of the value of the building, the full building must be made fully accessible.

The condition of Fuller Building is such that it can be considered to have outlived its useful life. The Fuller Building is structurally
unsound. Ongolng roof leaks potentially jecpardize the health and safety of students.

Farley s in reasonably sound condition, (except for the pool area). Building issues relate to the building's layout, room geometry
and accessibility.,



Farley Building

Scope

Priority Rating

Immediate: Work should be planned for the
near future, regardless of the long-term future
of the building.

Intermediate: Some repair / replacement is

el g likely to be required prior fo any renovation or
£ | 5 | § | demolition in 2016 or after.
T|E|X
= o
E 2|85 Long-Range: ltem can remain and be repaired
= | = | = | as part of major renovation in 2016 or later,
Exterior
» Main roof area was replaced in 2005 but pool wing roof |
is in poor condition.
e Brick is generally in good condition except at pool
area, Wood panels and copper roofing is deteriorated. X
e Windows are generally in good condition and require
only routine maintenance. X
Interior
« Concrete block walls are in good condition. X
« Carpeted floors and other finishes are in good X
condition.
« Accessibility upgrades are required at bathrooms and
guardrails; elevator is too small. X
Systems
« HVAC and plumbing equipment were replaced in 2008; X
those systems are in good condition.
« Electrical system is in good condition; lighting X
updated in 2008.
e The building has no fire sprinkler system; this will be X

required of any renovated building.

Xi
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Option 7: Fuller Elementary School Option 8: Fuller K-8 School

Estimated Costs
The following cost summary identifies relative costs for each option.

Construction Cost Estimate Summary

Renovation Hybrid New
Fuller Middle School $35,300,000 $37,500,000 $42,700,000
120,000 SF (Option 1) {Option 2) (Option 3)
Farley Middle School $17,200,000 $36,600,000 $36,700,000
120,000 SF {Option 4) (Option 5) (Option 6)
Fuller Elementary School n/a n/a $34,600,000
85,000 SF (Option 7)
Fuller K-8 School nfa n/a $65,600,000
195,000 SF (Option 8)

If an Option is selected that requires temporary housing for students, a more minimal renovation scenario might be feasible for
Farley that would allow for the use of the building without performing many upgrades. The intent of this would be for short-term
use only, with a more major project or demolition of Farley planned for the near future. Construction costs related to minor
modifications to Farley could be in the range of $4,000,000.

Additionally, there will be short-term costs associated with each building, separate from a major project. These include costs for
repairs that will be needed to maintain the building is usable condition until the major project is done. A separate list has been
compiled of work that will be required in each building if a major renovation or demolition is not performed and the building is
expected to remain in use for the long term. In that case, repairs would be more extensive. Scope components and line item
costs associated with this scenario are located in Section G of this Study.

Xiil






FULLER CONDITIONS AND ASSESSMENT

METHODOLOGY

Research

Bargmann Hendrie + Archetype, Inc. (bh+a) reviewed existing building documentation, including dates of alterations and major
capital projects at the Fulier Building. The documents reviewed included District in-house electronic images and printed copies
of drawings of the original construction as well as documents associated with capital improvements to the building.

Survey and Investigations

On-site survey and investigation work included a walk-thorough of the building interior, crawf space, and exterior of Fuller with
on-site maintenance staff. Inspection of the exterior of the building was performed from the ground and from flat roof areas
accessible via roof hatches.

The survey included an infrared scan of the roof, perfermed by InfraRed Analyzers Inc., in order to confirm locations of moisture
infiltration below the roof surface. The results of the scan were reviewed and test cuts of the roof were done by TREMCO, the
installer of the existing roofing material, to verify the infra-red scan results. The results are fully described in the roofing section
of this report. Addifional investigation is recommended as part of the Feasibility Study and design phases, in the event the
project moves forward according to a scheme that anficipates reusing any pertions of the roof support system.

GENERAL INFORMATION

The Fuller Middle School is a 196,000-square-foot, single-story, brick-veneered building. The building was constructed in 1958
and renovations have been limited fo repairing damaged roof panels, infilling skylights, rebuilding exterior brick veneers, and
general maintenance. The school was originally constructed as a high school and with a design capacity of approximately 1,200
students. Curent enroliment is approximately 500 students. The Study describes the general conditions of the existing building
and building systems, as well as code, energy, accessibility, and structural guidelines in accordance with the 8% Edition of the
Massachusetts State Building Code that would be followed during a building renovation.

This Study considers the condition of the building for three distinct areas:

1. Classroom Wing — classrooms, Buildings & Grounds Department, ACCEPT Transportation, ESL, and other non-school
programs

2. Gorg Area - library, administrative offices, classrooms, and auditorium

3. Gymnasium / cafeteria

AT0  FOUNDATIONS:
Description

s 65-ton, tapered, cast-in-place concrete piles with steel casing

s  Concrete pile caps and grade heams

o Concrete structural slab at first floor (typical layout: 3%" concrete slab supported by concrete girders along column
lines with 8 concrete joists @ 24" on center between girders).

Observations

The foundation walls and concrete first floor slab show signs of significant deterioration and require work beyond
standard maintenance and repairs. The high moisture levels in the crawl space below the first floor have caused the
main concrete reinforcing steel to rust and spall the concrete cover from the bottom of many beams. The reinforcing steel
rust appears to be superficial, but, without the concrete cover, the strength of the beams is reduced and continued
deterioration wiil be accelerated. Concrete beam deterioration occurs over 1/3 of the structural slab.



equipment to be treated as exterior. It may be more cost-effective to introduce perimeter insulation with fans and
supplemental heat, in which case a vapor barrier with concrete slab or stone above the dirt floor of the crawl space would
be required.

A40 SLABON GRADE
Description

e  Crawl space (6’ +/-) with a dirt floor under most of building except cafeteria, auditorium, and gymnasium
e  Concrete slab on grade at the auditorium (4" and 6" slabs)
e  Concrete slab on grade at the gymnasium and cafeteria (4" slabs)

B10 SUPERSTRUCTURE

Description

e Steel columns, typically 6"-wide flange shapes with 8'- and 10"-wide flange shapes at longer span areas. 5"-round
steel columns at the cafeteria

e Structural steel framing at roofs, including beams and girders. Beams were typically bolted to the tops of girders to
allow steel bulb tees to easily be installed on the tops of roof beams

o Gypsum roof comprised of steel bulb tees with 1" form board below 2" poured gypsum concrete

o 11" steel roof deck at replaced gypsum roof locations and skylight in-fills (cellular deck at exposed areas and
standard roof deck at concealed spaces)

o Unreinforced concrete masonry interior partitions

o Brick veneer backed-up by unreinforced concrete masonry walls

Typical ceiling panel on tees (discoloration from moisture)

Impact damage in corridorceling ]

Gym ceiling (discoloration from moisture)



Under a substantial structural renovation, new walls or bracing systems would need to be installed to adequately brace
Code-mandated loads. It should be noted that with the current crawl space, the lateral loads would need to be transferred
from the first-floor level to the soil level, which will be difficult at interior spaces where the first floor is approximately 6'
above grade.

B2010  EXTERIOR WALLS
Description

In general, the exterior walls of the building are either 4" brick veneer backed up by un-reinforced concrete masonry unit
(CMU) or insulated metal panel system. The exterior walls bear on continuous concrete grade beams and concrete piles.

Observations

The exterior brick walls show signs of deterioration (minor thermal cracking of the brick and failing caulked joints) due to
the age of the building, but are generally in good condition. The concrete grade beams at exterior walls show signs of
deterioration, including spalling concrete exposing steel reinforcing and failing construction joints. The exterior foundation
walls are in average condition and require regular maintenance.

The brick veneer at several locations has been taken down and rebuilt due to water infiltration problems. Caulked
expansion joints in the brick veneer are aging and will need to be repaired as part of regular maintenance.

The upper gymnasium walls have no control joints; stepped cracking from thermal movement was observed at the
corners.




The newer core storefront is in serviceable condition but is also non-compliant with current energy codes.

The glass block framing appears to be aluminum with ferrous metal fasteners. The fasteners are rusted and corrosion is
staining the block and adjacent walls. Numerous units have been broken and replaced and a few units are cracked. The
mortar between the blocks requires repointing or replacement.

-

Clerestory windows on east elevation
(Lower window is a later renovation)

Typical storefront on north elevation



B2050

View from interior (cafeteria/gym wing) Storefront at main entry

EXTERIOR DOORS
Description
The exterior doors combine insulated aluminum solid panel doors with a few hollow metal doors located on the north side
of the building. The doors were retrofitted into the existing aluminum or hollow metal frames. Pivot hinges are used on
the storefront, and conventional butt hinges are used on the metal frames. Doors are typically equipped with surface-
mounted rod type panic hardware. Rime devices are used on single doors. Pull side hardware typically comprises pulls
with a thumb latch or lever design. Exterior surface-mounted sweeps have been installed on most doors.
Observations

The doors are operational and in serviceable conditions. The surfaces of many doors show distortion or impact damage.
Some doors need final adjustment.

Typical exit doors at north elevation
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The base flashing where the roof meets the vertical masonry walls of the gymnasium and auditorium is counter-flashed
with through-wall masonry flashing. The joint above the flashing has been covered with sealant. The sealant can and
may be trapping water within the wall assembly.

The majority of base flashing around roof fans and ventilators is in poor condition.

Some of the unit skylights have been repaired by applying membrane flashing over the joint between the skylight and the
frame. In other locations, the joint has been covered with sealant and the sealant has failed or is missing. Water damage

to the ceiling below was observed.
The mastic in one of the pitch pockets is drying and cracked and requires repair.

Piping insulation on condensing units has deteriorated and missing. The insulation is closed cell foam; exposed roof
insulation should be fiberglass with a weather-proof PVC jacket,

Repair areas alon souh side of building pen _{Oit in oplng, southeast comer

Roofing material should be evaluated in conjunction with the roof structure (see section B 10 Superstructure).



Drain at gym roof
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e  The gymnasium floor is solid, appears to have good rebound, and receives reasonable maintenance. The floor
appears structurally sound but needs refinishing.

e o G < &n

assroom at classroom wing

Typical ceiling/roof panels with staining

Typical boys‘bathoom Typical corridor

15



Typicl classroom doo Corridor door

C1030 FITTINGS
LOCKERS
Description:

e Knockdown, painted, vented units approximately 12" by 12". The lockers have two 6" by 5" lower vertical units and
two 12" by 10" +/- units above.
Lockers are elevated on a 4" base and have sloped tops.
Lower vertical lockers have combination locks; upper horizontal units are keyed.

Observations:

Lockers are in serviceable condition.

VISUAL DISPLAY BOARDS

A number of the existing display cases project more than 4" into the egress path and do not meet the requirements of the

Massachusetts Architectural Access Board (MAAB) or ADA. Cases would need to be replaced or provisions to protect the
projection would be needed as part of a major renovation.

Display case



D30 HVAC
QObservations

The building is heated by a forced hot water system, with unit ventifators, hot water baseboard, and convectors. The heating
plant consists of three gas-firad boilers located in the central bailer room. The boilers were manufactured in 2003 and appear to
be in good repair. The primary circulator pumps appear to have been replaced af the same time. There are two sets of
secondary pumps located in the craw] space. These pumps appear to be original with the exception of the motors. The pumps
are repaired on an as-needed basis.

Ventilation for the building is provided through air handlers with hot water coils (H&V units} and through the unit ventilators. The
majority of the classrooms have a unit ventilator and hot water baseboard. 1t is not known if the outdoor air dampers on the
ventilators are present or if they function properly. The ventilators and baseboard all appear to be original to the building.

The H&Y units serve common spaces such as the gymnasium, locker rooms, cafeteria and auditorium. They also serve
classrooms where ventilation can't be brought in through the unit ventilator. Many of the H&VY units are located in the crawl
space and appear to be original to the building. Several are rusted or rotted but appear to be functional. The units for the
gymnasium are located in the mechanical rooms on the roof. The units for the auditorium are located in an adjacent mechanical
space. The gymnasium and auditorium units all appear ariginal, but are in better condition that the units in the crawi space.

There are a few spaces in the building that are air-conditioned. The main office and guidance area have through-the-wall units
that are ducted to interlor spaces. The library has several through-the-wall air conditioners. There are four split system
condensing units on the north roof of the easternmost wing of the buflding. The units range from % to 2 tons of cooling. There
are additional small split systems located on the roof adjacent to the farge courtyard and on the roof above the auditorium.

The Building & Grounds area at the west end of the building is served by a packaged rooftop air-conditioning unit with gas heat.
The unit is fairly new and appears {o be in geod condition.

The kitchen has two hoods above the cooking equipment. Each hood is served by a roofiop fan that is not per curent code.
The café area also has an exhaust hood, but it has been abandoned and boarded up. Make-up air for the kitchen is provided by
an H&V unit in the crawi space.

There are many exhaust fans located in the crawl space and on the roof. The crawl space exhaust fans are primarily for
classroom ventilation. The fans exhaust air from the classrooms to balance out the fresh air introduced from the unit ventilators.
The fans appear original to the building but several were running and the others appear to be functional. The craw! space's fans
discharge through ducts to the roof. The rooftop exhaust fans provide general exhaust for spaces such as toilet rooms and
locker roams, There are many fans that are probably not used any more but once served labs and other spaces in use when the
building was a high school.

The building is served by a Johnson DDC control system. Some of the original pneumatic control valve and dampers have been
replaced with efectronic. There is an air compressor in the boiler room that appears to be functional.

Recommendations

o The heating and ventilation systems and equipment, with the exception of the boilers and primary circulating pumps, are
well beyond their expected life. The systems appear to be functioning properly, but we expect that the equipment requires
an inordinate amount of mainienance and repairs to keep it functioning. The new boiler system is essentially new and has
20+ years of useful life left. If the building is abandoned, the boilers should be salvaged for use elsewhere.

¢ The secondary pumps in the crawl space are past their useful life and will be an ongoing maintenance issue. The piping,
unit veniflators, and baseboard are at or near the end of their expected life, but can be repaired as needed to keep the
building functional. The H&V units and exhaust fans are at the end of their useful life, but can also be repaired as needed
and kept functional,

o The majority of the heating and ventilation systems appear fo be code-compliant. If the outdoor air intakes are functioning
properly, the ventilation systems provide adequate outdoor air to meet the curvent code requirements. There are few
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Recommendations

The electrical system is adequate as a temporary solution. As the system ages further, nuisance tripping and minor outages
may become common. Replacement parts may no longer be supported, causing increased maintenance cost and ultimately
complete replacement of equipment. For these reasons, it is not recommended to use the equipment as a long-term solution. If
the building is to be renovated, new equipment should be installed that will provide many years of reliable and maintenance free
service,

The lighting system is adequate as a temporary solution. If the building is to be renovated, the lighting system should be
replaced with higher efficiency fixtures and occupancy sensors should be added. The payback for an updated system would
take only 2-5 years.

The fire alarm system is adequate as a temporary solution. If the building is to be renovated, the fire alarm system would need
to be replaced. The most recent building codes require educational facilities to have an emergency voice/alarm communication
to broadcast voice messages (via speaker) upon activation of the fire alarm system. The system should also be addressable, as
this type of system provides fewer nuisance alarms, faster detection, and the exact location of where a fire has started or which
pull station was activated.

E20 FURNISHINGS

FIXED CASEWORK
Casework is located throughout the building and its conditions vary.

Classroom Wing: Casework has been replaced with non-commercial grade cabinets with post-formed plastic
laminate tops. Other casework in this area appears to be refinished/repaired existing
casework. Casework is not accessible.

Science Classrooms: ~ Casework appears original. ~Fittings have been replaced; doors and hardware repaired.
Casework does not provide accessible stations.

Cooking Classroom: ~ Casework appears original. New elements have been introducéd;' appliances are replacement
units. There are no accessible cooking positions in the classroom.

F10 SPECIAL CONSTRUCTION
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FARLEY CONDITIONS AND ASSESSMENT
METHODOLOGY

Research

Bargmann Hendrie + Archetype, Inc. (bh+a) reviewed existing building documentation to identify the existing construction dates
of alterations and major capital projects at Farley.

Survey and Investigations

On-site survey and investigation work included a walk-thorough of the building interior and exterior with Massachusetts Bay
Community College Facility Farley maintenance staff and inspection of the exterior of the building from the ground and from fiat
roof areas accessible via roof hatches.

GENERAL INFORMATION

Farley is a 112,000-square-foot, brick-veneered building that is being investigated for renovation, both to address the aging
condition of the building and to determine its potential for re-use as a middle school. The building was constructed in 1973 as a
middie school and is currently occupied by Massachusetts Bay Community College (MBCC). The school was part of a three-
school construction program in the early 1970s to build three similar schools sharing nearly identical footprints. The other
schools are the Cameron Middle School and the Barbieri Middle School. This report will describe the general conditions of the
existing Farley structure and will also establish code, energy, accessibility, and structural guidelines in accordance with the 8%
Edition of the Massachusetts State Building Code that must be followed during a building renovation.

Farley is a two-story building with four different floor levels that features a compact core building with classrooms, offices, and
multi-use spaces, as well as a structurally isolated gymnasium and pool building (please see Figure 1 for general building
layout). The core building is laid out with angular rooms, corridors, and open spaces; there are very few perpendicular walls
within the building. A total of four interior stairs and four exterior stairwells provide access to the four different floor levels, The
exterior walls are typically concrete masonry units (CMU) backing up brick veneer or wood panels. Except in the pool area,
regular maintenance has included re-roofing the building, patching roof leaks, and general maintenance. The pool area of the
building was abandoned in the 1880s and has not been maintained other than continuously pumping water from the deep end of
the pool, which appears to be 6-8 feet below the water table. The interior and exterior of the occupied building are in generally
good condition, with normal wear and aging.

The Study refers to three distinct sections of the building;
1. Main Building — Classrooms, Offices, Open Spaces
2. Gymnasium
3. Swimming Pool

A10  FOUNDATIONS:

Descripfion

»  Reinforced concrete foundation walls and spread footings
o Interior spread footings
o 4" concrete slabs on grade

Observations

Building foundations are in generally good condition, with no signs of settlement or cracking. Condition and failure of the
swimming poal is discussed later in the report,
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The pool is empty except for a continuous spout of water pouring in from a hole at the deep end due to hydrostatic
pressure. This water is being continuously pumped out of the building. Steel beams, joists, columns, and deck are
rusting and appear to be structurally compromised above the pool area.

Recommendations

Similar to the main building, the design snow loads for the school are noted to be 40 pounds per square foot on the
original construction drawings. Current flat roof snow loads for a new school in Framingham would be 42 pounds per
square foot, which is marginally above the original design load. If the roof is renovated and the roof structure altered, the
existing members in the areas of the alteration will need to be reviewed with modified current snow loads, including
drifting snow, to verify their adequacy. Based on the site visit, it is expected that the existing pool roof framing would be
fully inspected and likely require replacement of the deck and possibly roof framing if the joists are determined to be
deteriorated and deficient.

Rusting at metal joists and deck

Similar to the main building, the lateral loads (wind and seismic) are resisted by partially reinforced masonry walls. The
architectural drawings show the walls being connected to the steel columns and beams at the floor and roof levels of the
building with standard masonry anchors. The walls would not meet the current building code seismic detailing
requirements for new construction, but may remain unchanged as long as the building does not undergo substantial
structural renovation.

B2010 EXTERIOR WALLS

Description

In general, the exterior walls of the building are 4" brick veneer backed up by partially reinforced concrete masonry units
(CMU). At the top of many exterior walls, the brick is replaced with a wood panel system. The exterior walls bear on
continuous concrete frast walls.

Space inserted

Observations
The exterior brick walls show some signs of minor deterioration (minor thermal cracking) due to the age of the building,

but are generally in good condition.

Caulked expansion joints are no longer pliable or have failed, and should be repaired as part of general maintenance.

The wood panel siding is rotting, does not appear to have been painted or maintained in a number of years, and should
be replaced as part of any renovation.

The exterior walls of the pool building are stained with efflorescence, indicating moisture is leeching outward through the
brick,. The moisture could be caused by water entering the wall cavity at the roof level or being pulled out of the
abandoned pool building.
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Corner of pool building deterioration Paool water pumped and daylighted at grade
B2020  EXTERIOR WINDOWS
Description

The perimeter windows are the original non-thermally broken, single-glazed units (some areas have double-glazing). The
units are arranged in various configurations; most are fixed. Operable awning units are located in limited areas.

Slope glazing provides clerestory lighting in the lower classroom spaces on the north side of the building.
Observations

The windows are well maintained and in good working order. Some glass units have deteriorated surfaces; no active
leaks were reported.

Windows at cafeteria Sloped glazing at first-floor Iassroms

Recommendations

Glass units with deteriorated surfaces should be replaced.
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% ;
Equipment properly flashed and
gas piping properly secured

Standing wat on ﬂat copr raofing
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— typical

Condition of pool area roof
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Library spac

Typical non-accessible corridors and door configurations

Typical stair finishes Stairs to upper level
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D20 PLUMBING
Observations

The existing plumbing fixtures seem to have been well maintained and seem to be in good working order. The foilet rooms
and water fountaing are not ADA-compliant.

The domestic hot water heating system consists of a single A.O Smith high-efficiency, gas-fired water heater. The water
heater was manufactured in 2011,

The building sanitary drainage is pumped from a sewage ejector located in the mechanical space. The age of the unit
could not be determined, but seems to be in good working order.

Recommendations

The existing building plumbing systems appear fo be adequate to serve the building if it is to be retumed to its use as a
school,

The toilet rooms and water fountains may require modifications to comply with current ADA regulations.
The domestic water heating system is new and will provide many years of use. The piping systems appear to be operating
properly. The condition of the sewage ejector system is unknown but with proper maintenance, would be expected to have

lots of useful life remaining.

The piping and pressure regulator under the dishwasher show signs of oxidation and corrosion. The booster heater
appears to be original, old, and likely in need of replacement in the near future.

Another recommendation would be fo test the water at the drinking fountains for lead and add filters if needed.

D30 HVAC
Observations
The building is heated and cooled by twelve gas/electric packaged rooftop units. The current units replaced the old units,
in 2008. Several of the systems are zoned by the use of zone dampers, which were added to the system recently. Electric
reheat coils are also provided throughout the building and are assumed to be original.
Ventilation for the building is provided through the rooftop units. The amount of ventilation air that is introduced is currently
unknown, but can be measured and adjusted if required. The rooftop units have adequate capacity to provide the required
amount of venitation.

The HVAC system is connected to a building management system that can be accessed through the internet.

The swimming pool area was served by a rooftop unit that is no Jonger functional. It is not evident that the space is
currently heated,

The kitchen has & small exhaust hood that seems to be served by a non-code compliant exhaust fan. The dishwasher is
also served by an exhaust fan.

Exhaust for other areas of the building is provided by rooftop exhaust fans, Most of the fans seem to be original to the
building and are in various states of repair. Some are excessively noisy.

There are two split systems that are currently unused because they are not needed. It is not known if they are functional.
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Recommendations

The existing electrical system is in good working order and should provide many years of useful life. Many of the electrical
rooms contained exhaust fans but did not appear fo be ducted to the oufside. The rooms containing transformers felt
warm, and it is recommended that the exhaust fans be ducted outside and thermostat controls provided.

If the building is to be heavily renovated and used long-term as an educational facility, it may need to be brought up fo the
{atest codes, requiring the following:

Relocation of equipment or extension of the electrical rooms s required to maintain the proper working clearances.
Replacement of the existing addressable audible FACP with a new addressable voice system that would provide
emergency voice/alarm communication to broadcast voice messages upon activation of the fire alarm system.
Replacement of the existing audible hom/strobes with speaker/strobes is also recommended.

P —

in addition, preventive maintenance (PM} should be performed on the switchboard, transformers, generator, and distribution
panels, The PM should consist of infra-red scans of all connections and forque terminations to manufacturer's
recommendations, resistance and time testing of all circuit breakers, and megehm test insulation resistance of transformers
and generator. Equipment should immediately be replaced upon unsatisfactory test results,

F20 HAZARDOUS COMPONENTS ABATEMENT
A preliminary inspection of the building indicates the presence of materials likely to contain asbestos, PCBs, mercury, and
lead. Specific items of note include pipe insulation, roof drains, floor tiles and mastic, window and door caulk and glazing,

and lead paint. While these materials do not pose a problem as long as they are undisturbed, they will need to be identified
and disposed of properly as part of a renovation project. See Appendix V| for Hazardous Materials Report,
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Site Conditions and Assessment

Aerial view of sites along Flagg Drive

The Fuller and Farley Schools are located in a primarily residential area of south Framingham on a fairly level site that is
bordered by trees on the north, east, and west, and by Flagg Drive on the south. Southerly across Flagg Drive is the McCarthy
Elementary School. To the north of Farley, across Guadalcanal Road, are playing fields that are also owned by the Town of
Framingham and under the jurisdiction of the School Department.

Property records from the Town of Framingham Assessor's Database Website identify Fuller School as located at 31 Flagg Drive
and having a total area of 27.35 acres. Farley Building is located at 19 Flagg Drive, with an area of 15.11 acres. Maps showing
the boundaries that these areas represent are not included on the website. Assessat’s maps provided by the Framingham Public
Schools include plot plans of Fuller and Farley, and a combined plot plan that includes Muster Field. This combined plot plan
depicts the boundaries of what the Town of Framingham owns to the north of Flagg Drive and represents the buildable area. .
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Based on this initial information, and to identify more precisely the limitations, some preliminary on-site review and assessment
was conducted by a wetlands scientist. This included a review of the property areas available for possible use. A base map was
prepared using existing online GIS sources. The full report and wetland analysis plan is included in Appendix II. In summary, the
findings indicate the following:

e Resource features include a stream to the north and west of Fuller, with an associated 200' riverfront setback (MA
DEP) and a bordering wetland that is subject to the Town of Framingham's Wetland Regulations' 125’ buffer zone and
30" No Alteration Zone. Under certain conditions work is allowed within the 125’ buffer zone.

e The south side of Flagg Drive contains a drainage channel, an intermittent stream, and a bordering wetland resource
that is subject to the 125’ buffer zone.

e Some of these resource areas are categorized as “previously degraded.” Redevelopment, such as building or
pavement, could possibly be allowed.

o The initial map depicts a flood zone at the parking area between Fuller and Farley. The report's conclusion is that there
is no 100-year flood zone within the study area.

@ SCALE: 1"= 200"
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Off-street parking regutations require 1 parking space per 4 occupants, plus 1 per 2 employees for a school building. A footnote
states that “Any such facility intended primerily for children under driving age may provide only one-half the specified

requirement.”

It should be noted that when a project progresses into design, the required parking space number will need to include other uses,
such as the Vision Center, that are unrelated to the school. The Planning Board will determine specific requirements if they are
not made clear in the Zoning By-Laws. The By-Laws do provide for a reduction in the required number. Also, as this zoning
district has a front-lot setback, the requirement is that “no unenclosed parking area shall be allowed within ten feet of a front lot
line except on a residential driveway.”

Parking is a significant issue with respect to this site. The existing parking includes accommodation at Fuller for staff, related
functions that use the building such as the ACCEPT transportation program, the Vision Center, etc. Initial review indicates that
existing parking is adequate for these functions. Itincludes the following:

West fof

3 dedicated spaces for Vision Center

2 dedicated spaces for Central Offices Parking

15 dedicated spaces for Buildings and Grounds

5 unmarked spaces along the building

35 unmarked spaces at the west side

Area of van parking at grass for ACCEPT vehicles

Flagg Drive at Main Entry

1 dedicated van space

3 dedicated handicapped spaces

3 dedicated visitor spaces

An area of non-striped, unmarked spaces

Bus lane along north side of Flagg Drive alfows for bus parking that does not interfere with other parking

East lot

3 dedicated handicapped spaces

4 dedicated custodial spaces

10 dedicated FPAC-TV spaces

1 handicapped space related to FPAC-TV

73 spaces at two west rows

5 spaces along Flagg Drive

(158 spaces at four west rows, used by MASSBAY)
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Space reu1red for bus and driver parking, shon relative to existi Fuller building footprint
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PROGRAM ISSUES / EDUCATIONAL SPECIFICATIONS

In conjunction with this pre-feasibility study the District has contracted the New England School Development Council (NESDEC)
to conduct the following:

e  School Facilities Study — Capacity Analysis

e  Updated Enrollment Projections (and sub populations)

An inspectional walk-through of the Fuller Building and meetings with staff assisted in the creation of a District building use plan.
This plan identifies program categories and usage that are not part of the Fuller Middle School.
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Plan showing existing uses at Fuller Middle School
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Allowances are also made for the realities of a pariicular school's needs. A school that can show it has a proportion of SPED
students that is higher than the state average may have additional space for this need approved as part of the funded program.

Fuller

was designed as a 1,200 student high scheol. Even though approximately 36,000 SF of the 196,000 SF building is being

used for non-middle school purposes, the remaining 160,000 SF is significantly larger than is needed to accommodate Fuller's

500 st

udent population. A review of school functions, space utilization and use intensity indicate the following needs that support

a more complex program and mare space than might otherwise be evident:

o @ & & & ¢ © ©o ©°o ©

The ELL program uses 10 classrooms — seven ELL classrooms and three ESL classrooms.

SPED has five full-time classrooms. Currently there are no dedicated bathrooms as part of these spaces, but that is
definitely & need.

There are two gym spaces, including one large one that can be divided with a partition, and one wellness center, At
least two of these spaces are in use at any given time.

Fuller has both a cafeteria and auditorium as do the other fwo middle schools in the District.

The cafeteria serves breakfast for 125 students and serves three daily lunch shifts.

Resource room for each team

Three [iteracy lahs

Six science classes (one is lab})

The art room is adequate and is used continually

Gifted and talented class {used half-time)

Three computer labs used constantly

The library is an appropriate size for the current needs

The adult ESL program has 500-600 students each night. While that is not specifically a middle school use, it makes
sense to utilize classrcoms. The related ESL offices thus make sense as part of this building. This program is likely to
expand.

Identifying spaces in the existing building that are inefficient and don’t meet user needs will be incorporated in the decision-
making process regarding the replacement or renovation of Fuller.

Farley Building:

The auditorium is undersized for the capacity of the building

General add layout — classroom shapes

Cafeteria space is small. As used by MBCC, this is not a full dining facility. Barbieri, the similar building renovated for
use as an elementary school, has six [unch periods in order to fit students into the space. This is considered a serious
problem and not something that should be considered at Farley.

o Lack of security at the media/library center is an issue due to this space being open to the haliways, with only light

railings separating the space from public areas.

Considering some program spaces as they relate to the other middle schools is also useful. This is parficularly true in
considering making a case to the MSBA, as the MSBA will sometimes agree to a program element in a particular school if it will
create parity with other town schools serving the same age:

e The MSBA template does not consider an auditorium as an integral part of a middle school program. The 3 middte schools

and high school in the District all have auditoriums. As an issue of parily, the Fuller School should continue to have an
auditorium in any renovation or reconstruction project.
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PLANNING CONCEPTS AND OPTIONS

[n the event that Town of Framingham is invited by the MSBA to participate in its school construction program, the District would

conduct a Feasibility Study of the Fuller/Farley buildings that would identify and evaluate options available to the District,

Options identified in this study are as follows:

Fuller Middle Schoot
Renovation/Addition

New Construction

Farley Middle School
Renovation/Addition

New Construction

Fuller Elementary Schoal
New Construction

Fuller K-8 School
New Construction

The existing Fuller and Farley building plans are included below.
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Plan above depicts a possible reallocation of spaces that approximates the 120,000 square feet needed for middle
school use. Auditorium, cafeteria and main gymnasium spaces would remain and be renovated.

The scope for renovation to the existing Fuller Building includes:

Backfill and earthwork to fill approximately 6'-deep former crawl space at demo area
Construction of new foundation wall along short length of building
First floor concrete joists: All areas except cafeteria, auditorium, and gymnasium
o Remove loose concrete from 1/3 of area
o Splice new rebar
o Bonding agent for concrete repair
Formwork to joists
Pump overhead patching material, 3/8" aggregate; 4,000 psi mix
Construction of new exterior wall along short length of building
Remove existing roofing form remaining 120,000 square feet
Remove and replace 1/3 of gypsum plaster roof deck at remaining 120,000 square feet (not including auditorium)
New roofing on 120,000 square feet
Add roof drains on existing flat roofs (double number of existing)
Minimum 3" of polyurethane foam insulation to underside of concrete joists
Cut 20 (24" by 24" inch) into existing foundation wall to expose crawl space
Provide new louvers with insect screens at ventilation openings
Demolish existing curtainwall and windows (exterior and courtyards)

® © © © © © © ¢ © o o
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OPTION 2

FULLER MIDDLE ScHOOL - RENOVATION/ADDITION

Demolish 126,000 square feet of existing 196,000-square-foot building.
Renovate remaining 70,000 square feet, including relocating partitions to move program spaces. Existing gym,
cafeteria, and auditorium spaces remain in existing location.

OPTION A [ EXISTING ] NEW BUILDING MO i
PHASE 3 LU
SUMMER #3 SCALE: 1"= 200"

The west portion of the site where the building will be demolished will be paved over for additional parking. Retaining a
portion of this wing and using it to house Buildings & Grounds and other non-middle school uses currently at Fuller is a
possibility. Another possibility, shown on this plan though not necessarily tied to this option, is to move Buildings &
Grounds to Farley at the currently unoccupied pool area.
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3 — Demolish north and south wings, east edge

OPTIONA 0w
Priagez & €i§
SCHOOL YEAR #1 BoAE e e

2 — Build classroom wing in courtyard

CPTION A 1 pasTing [ nEwBuLCHG n_om_ 3w 1
PHASES é
SUMMER 20

4 — Pave parking lot
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49,700 gsf o 10 200

FULLER - NEW CONSTRUCTION 120,000 gsf 1STFLOOR

2NDFLOOR : 41,
O 1LEVELNEW [ 2LEVELNEW [ 3 LEVEL NEW SROFLOOR. 23.s00oat et

TOTALNEW: 120,000 gsf

The layout of this building would be somewhat restricted by the existing building and the conservation setback. Another
consideration could be the lack of parking during construction, although the lot to the east of Farley could be used. Once
constructed, this option would result in three schools on the overall site (Fuller, Farley and McCarthy). This option does show
how bus parking could also be accommodated on this site.

The option to locate a new middle school on the field to the north was eliminated from consideration since associated traffic

would traverse or cross the residential Guadalcanal Road. It is likely that reviewing other available sites will be required during
the MSBA Feasibility Study phase.
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FRAMINGHAM SCHOOLS PRE FEASIBILITY STUDY
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The scope for renovation fo the existing Farley building:

Pool Space

Roof
o  Remove existing roofing material from pool roof
e  Remove existing metal deck from gym area
Assume repairs to existing joist girders (splices, reinforcing, field welds) to 40%

e  New connections to perimeter walls
e  Abrasive blast joist girders; prime and paint
e  New metal deck
e New roofing
Walls

e  Repoint 50% of wall surfaces
o New interior insulation; metal studs with batt insulation or board on zee channels
e  GWSB finish, painted

=8
£

PROGRAMKEY

(0] CONE ACADEMIC SPACES.

] MECHA CENTER

0 Cotenics & FOOO LERVICE.
[ ADviN  GUOANCE

[ CUST &MainT

0] MEALTH & PE

TR )
e

Pool
e Remove existing stainless steel gutter
e  Remove pool deck
e Trace and cap all existing pool piping; demolish piping exposed when deck is removed
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OPTION §

FARLEY MIDDLE SCHOOL — RENOVATION/ADDITION HYBRID

Demolish 89,300 square feet; renovate 20,700 square feet, 99,300 square feet new construction.

RLEY - C. - TYP NOVATION RENOV@rTEIP: 24,& gsf 0 - 100 200
NEW1STFLOOR: 27, o
RENOVATE 1LEVEL NEW [ 2 LEVEL NEW NEW2ZNDFLOOR. 71,400 ﬁ? e W
TOTALNEW: 123,300 gsf
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Remove existing stainless steel gutter

Remove pool deck

Trace and cap all existing pool piping; demalish piping exposed when deck is demolished
Core 4"-diameter holes in pool bottom at 10" OC.

Provide underdrain assembly at deep end of pool connected to stormwater system; coordinate elevation to
provide gravity drainage

Fill pool with 34" crushed stone to 16" below bottom of new slab

Provide 8" of compacted gravel fill

Reinforced vapor barrier

3 inches of rigid board insulation

5" hick concrete slab with WWF; 3500 PSI mix; finish fo accommodate proposed finish

New Cafeferia and Audiforium

Provide new kitchen/storage/serving and seating area; create balconied auditorium space
Renovate locker area to make smafler

Gymnasium
Generally retain gym space, but upgrade systems and envelope:

¢  Provide new automatic fire protection system throughout
o Upgrade fire alarm system
¢ Provide new ceilings throughout to accommodate installation of new systems
¢  Provide new lighting control and energy efficient lighting system
+  Provide new toilet rooms configured to provide handicap accessibility
New Construction

Two-story classroom wing and double-height curved area outside of cafeteria to provide additional seating
space
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OPTION7

FULLER ELEMENTARY SCHOOL~ NEW CONSTRUCTION

Demolish 196,000 SF; construct 85,000 SF of new construction.

NEW ELEMENTARY SCHOOL ' I o S

RENOVATE EXISTING [] 1 LEVELNEW [ 2 LEVEL NEW e

The intent of this option is to show how 450 — 500 elementary school students could be accommodated on this site. This
could also be built on the existing parking lot and thus not require demolition of Fuller until this building is complete.
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e Program-based renovations depend on functions determined to be necessary, but some key renovations
include:

e Renovating the swimming pool space to create a cafeteria and kitchen facilities

e Relocating some of the partitions at triangular classrooms to accommodate class sizes. These partitions are in
steel tracks that were designed to be moveable.

e Possibly creating one lab space for science classes, if the existing MBCC lab is not appropriate.

Requirements for building-code-based renovations are based on the amount of work done to particular areas of the building. The
most significant item that would be required, should the entire building need to be brought up to the standards for a new building,
would be the addition of a fire suppression system. If, for example, no repartitioning were to be done and the only area with
changes were to be the Pool, a case could be made for not requiring the addition of sprinklers to the main portion of the building
and only requiring sprinklers at the new area — the new cafeteria and related spaces that exceed 7500 square feet.

As a general indication of how the MSBA template program would fit into Farley, an analysis was done showing the program
components (based on 500 middle school students) inserted into the existing Farley configuration. This indicates a reasonable fit
could be made for classroom uses. The pool could be renovated for use as cafeteria space.

Farlay School

IRICLIAR ©CHoLImm
h / é Town of Framingham

_.-" I |
VAIVIENG FALY

PRE-FEASIBILITY STUDY - FARLEY BLDG. RELOCATION SCHEME - 02 KEEP EXISTING

FARLEY
BUILDING

RELOCATION SCHEME
UTILIZING EXISTING
SPACES, AS NEAR TO
MSBA SUGGESTED SF
AS POSSIBLE.

THIRD & FOURTH FLOOR

AUG 02, 2012

PHOCIAM KEY

O CORLACALCMRS TPACEn

D veeaten

Bt
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0 UG FOCOSEMICE

o omlicuonEe

ﬂ ::‘:';l:::‘ FIRST & SECOND FLOGR
1] 40 &0

m a Baiginain Hanos + Archatype, ot 300 ASuest Bosten, MADIIA Tel (017 3500450 L1

c  Cristg y

The scope to include:
o  Envelope and structural repairs to pool area

e Interior renovations to allow for cafeteria and kitchen (though kitchen does not need to be a facility for cooking full meals.
Other facilities can be used and food brought here. This system is already in place in town.)
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POOL AREA

B&G RELOCATION ] exisTinG B&G [] pooLAREA [[] LOCKER AREA
10,206 GSF 9,600 GSF 1900 GSF

The scope for renovation to the existing building:

Pool Space

Roof

Remove existing roofing material from pool roof

Remove existing metal deck from gym area

Assume repairs to existing joist girders (splices, reinforcing, field welds) to 40%
New connections to perimeter walls

Abrasive blast joist girders; prime and paint

New metal deck

New roofing

® @ o @ o o o
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INTERIM COSTS

For purpeses of the Framingham Public Schools budgeting, separate fram what is proposed to the MSBA for a renovation or new
consfruction project, there will be costs associated with interim repairs to both Fuller and Farley.

The scope and costs for these can be looked at in two ways:

1. H the building is going to receive a major renovation or be tom down, with that construction starting not prior to 2016, what
work will need to be dene to allow the building to stay functional?

2. Ifthe building is not going to receive a major renovation or be tarn down (if the Town decides to retain the building for the
longer term and focus on other buildings for the foreseeable future), what work should be done over the next 1-4 years?
This opticn still assumes some major renovation will be needed at some point in the future.

The difference between these two options is that mare significant items might be done in the short term if the building is to
remain in use,

Summary of potential individual cost items if no comprehensive renovation / demolition done to buildings

Option A 2012-2016 Option B 2012-2016 Option C 2017-2023
Building to be demolished or Building to remain in use for long term | Building fo remain in use for long term
receive major renovation in 2016
(or shortly thereafter)
Fuller $2,426,000 $19,968,000 $13,950,000
Farley $211,000 $2,326,000 $3,310,000

Fuller Option A

Scope of work:

Repairs to 10% of roofing membrane

Some ceiling work related to adors from moisture at deck

Replace a small number of failed pumps for heating system

Electrical repairs due fo outages from obsclete system

Replace a number of failed ventilators for heating system. Replace exhaust fans
Caulk building expansion joints

Caulk around windows to prevent further leaks

Patch spalled concrete at building exterior so damage does not warsen

Fuller Option 18

Scope of work:

Replace gypsum roof deck with steel, and all new roofing

Related to roof work, replace ceitings and lighting

Replace a small number of failed pumps for heating system.

Replace all three electrical switchboards

Replace fire alarm devices

Replace a small number of failed ventilators for heating system. Replace/repair all exhaust fans.
Caulk building expansion joints

Caulk around windows to prevent further leaks

Repairs o underside of concrete flaor to prevent further deterioration. Provide ventilation to the space.
Brick repointing - assume 20% of building

Provide new kitchen grease trap and some updated equipment
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COST ESTIMATES

Cost estimates were prepared for each school option in order to provide a generat comparison of the various choices that may

be available to the District. Cost estimates were prepared by CostPro cost estimators using December 2012 costs data.

Below is a summary chari of construction cost estimates for the major options considered:

Construction Cost Estimate Summary

Renovation Hybrid New

Fuller Middle Scheol $35,300,000 $37,500,000 $42,700,000
120,000 SF

Farley Middle School $17,200,000 $36,600,000 $36,700,000
120,000 SF

Fulter Elementary School nfa nla $34,600,000
85,000 SF

Fuller K-8 School nla nfa $65,600,000

195,000 SF

Cost escalation beyond 2012 is not included in the Cost Estimate Summary above. Construction cost escalation factors are

3.5% - 4% increase per year,
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Performed for: Bar_g_mann Hend_re + Arche’gyn;ze, Inc. Surve:)j location: Fuller Middle School

INFRARED THERMOGRAPHY

All objects emit heat (i.e. infrared radiation). This radiation is constantly being absorbed and re-
emitted by ourselves and everything around us. “Infrared scanning” and “thermography” are the
terms used to describe the process of making this thermal radiation visible and capable of

interpretation.

Infrared Roof Moisture Analysis locates areas of wet insulation within a flat roofing system.
These areas of wet insulation can be pinpointed with the infrared scanner because wet and dry
insulations have different abilities to absorb, conduct and retain heat. The thermal differences

between wet and dry insulation are especially evident under two sets of circumstances.

First, wet roof insulation absorbs much more _ Day: Wet insulation
heat than dry insulation. Moisture-damaged N - absorbs sun's heat
insulation also stores more heat over a longer

period of time than intact, dry materials. During
the day, the sun’s heat raises the temperature of

wet insulation in the roofing system. As the roof

cools off at night, the areas of wet insulation _ :
Night: Wet insulation

will stay warm longer than the dry areas. During
radiates stored heat

the evening, this stored “solar gain” is released
as radiant heat that is detectable with the
infrared camera. As the evening progresses,

areas of wet insulation will appear warmer to

the camera than adjacent dry roofing.

Second, when there is a significant difference in ambient temperature between the interior and
exterior of the building, heat losses from inside the building will be greater through the wet areas
due to the reduced R-value of the wet insulation. This is especially true during the heating
season. In both instances, when viewed from the roof side, wet insulation will show up as
warmer in the infrared image. Often these two phenomena work together, creating strong, long-

lasting thermal images that clearly illustrate the differences between wet and dry insulation.



Performed for: Bargmann Hendre + Archetype, Inc. Survey location: Fuller Middle School

The camera unit receives infrared radiation from the object being surveyed and converts it to an
electrical signal that is instantaneously displayed on the color viewfinder. This high-resolution

thermal image is then interpreted by Infra-red Analyzers' Certified Thermographers.

M Théfﬁméﬁmﬂé PMSEO Speéifications .
(> 68,

Detector

Spectralband

34105 um
Sensitivity (NETD @ 30°C). - Lo =ote
Temperature measurement range -10 to 1500°C
Focus range = 9" to infinity
FOV (DEG) 16 degree lens, /1.5 17 horizontal x 16 vertical

SURVEY PROCEDURES

The Infra-red Analyzers Certified Thermographers followed defined survey procedures when

inspecting your roof.

GUIDELINES: Every square foot of roofing in the contract was scanned a minimum of two

times.

This roof is under a manufacturer's warranty. Therefore, to avoid any possibility of jeopardizing
this warranty, the Certified Technician did not take core samples or moisture probes of the roof
to verify presence of water. The non-destructive detection equipment used to test your roofing
systems is extremely sensitive and accurate when locating areas of wet insulation. However, as
with any non-destructive testing technique, there exists a slight possibility that false positives or
false negatives may occur. Due to the lack of absolute physical verification, the areas marked on
your roof and on the maps should be considered to represent suspected or probable areas of wet

insulation, rather than verified areas of wet insulation.



Performed for: Bargmann Hendre + Archetype, Inc. Survey location: Fuller Middle School

FINDINGS

As per our survey procedures, the entire roof area in the contract was scanned a minimum of two

times. A total of 44 areas of suspected wet insulation were detected in the inspected roofing.

The total size of the inspected roofing is approximately 185,796 square feet. The total amount of
suspected wet insulation equals approximately 1,002 square feet, The amount of suspected wet
insulation is approximately 0.5 % of the total inspected roof area. These areas of suspected wet
insulation are marked directly on the roof and on the maps provided. Please refer to these maps

when reviewing the report.

The table below represents the findings by roof section and total area tested.



Performed for: Bargmann Hendre + Archetype, Inc. Survey location: Fuller Middle School

ROOF MAPS

The last part of this report contains four copies each of a map of the roofs. These scaled
drawings were plotted on an AUTOCAD® System and complete the documentation of the

findings of the survey.

This report documents the locations and extent of suspected wet insulation at the time of the
inspection. No information regarding the integrity of the roofing system or building is provided
or implied in this report. Many factors, including sunlight, precipitation, wind, foot traffic, and
building movement and the like can affect a roof over a short period of time. Regular inspections

ensure early detection of problems and can extend the life of a roof membrane.

Deborah, thank you for using our services. Please call me if you have any questions regarding

this report, or if I can help in any way.

Sincerely,

JP Phillips

Director of Operations
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FRAMINGHAM PUBLIC SCHOOLS
EXISTING CONDITIONS NARRATIVE

INTRODUCTION

This narrative provides a general summary of potential site development restrictions relating to
resource areas located within the Fuller Middle School/Farley Building/McCarthy School study area.
These restrictions contemplate both the new construction and renovation options that the Town is
considering for this area. For the purposes of this study, a resource area is defined as an area of
Bordering Vegetated Wetland (BVYW) as defined in 310 CMR 10.55(2), or a Riverfront Area as defined
in 310 CMR 10.58(2).

In general, restrictions at the Fuller and Farley sites include the presence of bordering vegetated
wetlands (BVW) and a perennial stream. Restrictions at the McCarthy site are limited to the presence
of BVW. In both areas, any work {new or renovation) including buildings, parking lots, roadways, etc.
that oceurs within the setbacks of these resource areas would be subject to review by the Framingham
Conservation Commission and subject to the regulations of both the Commonwealth and the Town.

As it relates to the MSBA should a new construction or renovation school project move forward, the
process for submittal, review and approval is very much the same as it would be for a typical
construction project. Aside from ensuring that the timing of submittals and approvals is coordinated
with the MSBA schedule, there are no special or unigue circumstances that need to be addressed. As
per MSBA requirements, the Town will engage a design consultant team and an Owners Project
Manager (OPM) to ensure the permitting process stays on a parallel track with the project design
schedule. Generally, preliminary resource area information such as that developed for this pre-
feasibility study is all that is required for the Feasibility Study and Schematic Design portion of the
MSBA process. If the project is approved and moves forward into Design Development, that is the
time when plans are developed for submission to the Conservation Commission.

EXISTING CONDITIONS

Fuller Middle School is located on the north side of Flagg Drive, diagonally opposite of the McCarthy
School. The Fuller site is bounded to the north and west by resource areas, to the south by Flagg
Drive, and to the east by the Farley Building. The Farley Building is located at the intersection of Flagg
Drive and Normandy Road, east of Fuller Middle School. It is bounded by a resource area to the
north, Normandy Road to the south, and a residential neighborhood to the east. A large central
parking lot separates the Fuller and Farley structures.

There are a number of natural resource features within the study area that will affect future use of the
Fuller, Farley and McCarthy properties. There is a stream that is located to the north of the Fuller
School that runs in an east/west direction (parallel to the rear of the building and property) that
appears to be have a drainage area of over % square miles and has a predicted flow rate (as
determined by USGS Streamstats) that would classify it as a perennial stream, meaning that it is
subject to the Massachusetts Depariment of Environmental Protection’s (MA DEP) 200 riverfront area
and regulations. There is also a bordering vegetated wetland resource in this area that is associated

31 East Main Street | Westborough, Massachusetts 01581 | T.508.366.6552 F.508.366.6506 | watermandesign.com
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any trees or other mature vegetation), grading to a topography which reduces runoff and
increases infiltration, coverage by topsoil at a depth consistent with the natural conditions at
the site, and seeding and planting with an erosion control mixture , followed by plantings of
herbaceous and woody species appropriate to the site.

g) Alterations not conforming to criteria c), d) or e) above may be allowed when the applicant
proposes mitigation either on-site or in the riverfront area within the same general area of the
river basin at a ratio in square feet of at least 2:1 of mitigation area to area of alteration not
conforming to the criteria. Alteration not conforming to the criteria shall begin at the
riverfront boundary. Mitigation efforts may include off-site restoration of riverfront areas,
conservation restrictions to preserve undisturbed riverfront areas that could be otherwise
altered under 310 CMR 10.00, the purchase of development rights within the riverfront area,
the restoration of bordering vegetated wetland, projects to remedy an existing adverse
impact on the interests of the Act for which the applicant is not legally responsible, or similar
activities undertaken voluntarily by the applicant which will support a determination by the
issuing authority of no adverse impact.

h) The issuing authority shall include a continuing condition in the Certificate of Compliance for
projects under 310 CMR 10.58(5) (f) or (g) above prohibiting further alteration within the
restoration or mitigation area.

Regarding the presence of bordering vegetated wetlands (BVW) within the study area, the Town of
Framingham's Wetland Regulations establishes a 125" Buffer Zone, as well as a 30’ No Alteration Zone.
There do not appear to be any Important Bird Areas, Estimated Habitat for Rare Wetlands Wildlife, or
Vernal Pools within the study area, so any proposed work within the study area would not be subject
to the restrictions placed on those so-called Unique Habitat No-Alteration Zones. Work is allowed
within the 125" buffer zone, provided that the Applicant meets the performance standards set forth in
the Wetland Regulations, including proof that all reasonable efforts to avoid, minimize, and mitigate
adverse impacts on the buffer zone have been analyzed and/or proposed, and any proposed work
within any portion of the 125’ Buffer Zone shall not adversely affect the form or function of the 30’ No
Alteration Zone. The 30’ No Alteration Zone includes performance standards for two types of No
Alteration Zones: Undisturbed 30" No Alteration Zone and Disturbed 30" No Alteration Zone. In a
previously undisturbed zone, no alterations of any sort are permitted. In a previously disturbed zone,
which is the case within this study area, alterations are permitted provided that they no not result in:

e A netincrease in impervious area

e A netincrease in non-native or invasive species
e A netincrease in stormwater runoff

e A netincrease in lawn area

e A net decrease in vegetative cover

Furthermore, no structures can be constructed or placed on pervious ground without compensatory
restoration and mitigation.

The Framingham Conservation Commission will have jurisdiction over and be the approving authority

for both the Riverfront Area and the wetland resource areas. The Framingham Wetland Regulations
will be the governing document for the wetland resource areas, and the applicant will need to meet

Page 3 of 5
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conditions for a base map, including contours, surface features, more precise building locations, etc.
For the purposes of the Feasibility Study, the resource limit mapping that we have provided in the
Compiled Existing Conditions Exhibit for this Pre-Feasibility Study should be of sufficient detail. We
do not recommend incurring the cost of developing a full survey or flagging the wetland resource
areas prior to approval of the Feasibility Study and Schematic Design. In general, the budgets
allocated for Feasibility and Schematic Design do not allow for this work. However, if the Town deems
it in its best interest to do so, it is not uncommon for the selected design consultant- at either the
Pre-Feasibility or Feasibility/Schematic Design stage- to informally submit preliminary options to the
Conservation Commission for their review and comment fo establish a relationship and to let the
Commission know that there could be pending action in the project area. Early feedback can help set
the tone for the nature of the improvements, especially in sensitive areas such as the 200’ Riverfront
Setback, and buy-in at an early stage from the Commission can crate a smoother and more
streamlined approval process as the project moves forward. Based on the location of the existing
built conditions relative to the 200" Riverfront Setback and the 125’ Buffer Zone, especially on the
west side of the Fuller School, submission to the Conservation Commission will not be able to be
avoided, since at a minimum democlition operations will need to take place within these setbacks,

Page 5 of 5
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APPENDIX IV — Assessor’s Plans and Property Record Cards
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APPENDIX V — MSBA Statement of Interest Modules



Moduie 1 — Eligibility Period | Massachusetts School Building Authority

As July 24, 2012:

+ 14 districts are in the Eligibility Pericd
» No districts are seeking local funding and authorization within the next 80 days
» Nine of the 14 districts have already secured funding
= Six of the 14 districts completed all Eligibility Period preraquisites and were voted into Feasibility Study
at the July Board Meating
= Five of tha 14 districts have yet to confirm their dates for action

One district was inviled into Eligibility Period at the July 25, 2012 Board Mesting:

= Plymouth (Plymouth South High School)

http://www.massschoolbuildings.org/building/prerequisites

Page 2 of 2
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Module 3 — Feasibility Study | Massachusetts School Building Authority Page 1 of 1

HOME  CALENDAR  FOR PRESS CONTACT
50\ Search
. Massachusetts School Building Authority

A
‘\ Fundling Affordable, Sustainable, and Efficient Schools in Partnership with Local Communities
i/l

Module 3 — Feasibility Study

Module 3 - Feasibiity Sludy Guidelnes ysies/delauithies/edit contentiie/Buid%20With%200Lis/Module%203% 20-%20F susitiliy%
dule%203%20F nusibliy%2 0S1udy%20-%2¢

205y gy’

vl pdf)

Upon successful conclusion of procurement of Owner's Project Management and Designer services in
accordance with the procedures outlined under (Module: ©  Forming the Project Team foudngiesm) , the District
and its team collaborate with the MSBA to document their educational program, generate an initial space
summary, document existing conditions, establish design parameters, develop and evaluate alternatives, and
recommend the most cost effective and educationally appropriate preferred solution to the MSBA Board of
Directors for their consideration. During this phase, the Owner's Project Manager will submit on behalf of the
District and its Designer a Preliminary Design Program and a Preferred Schematic Report. Approval by the

Schemabic Design (buidnysenemans) for additional information.

The following documents are available to assist the District:

» MSBA Space Summary Templates

sitesidelauitles/editbcontenthie/Buld%.2 0With %2 0Us/ Mudule%203%20 %2 0F pusiDility%

tea%20Rev3%2

M0Study/MSBA%Z20Space%20Summany%20Tempial
« Module 3 - Local Actions and Appr

1.24_10xk5)

als Certification Template (sites/defaultiies/edit contentlie/Buld%20With%

20Us/Module%203%20-%20F ¢ lity%205tudv/M3 Local Actions_Approval Cert_Templale_Nov11.dog)
+ Budget Statement for Pre

i Schematic

Jdefaulifiles/edit-contentfite/Build %2 0With%20Us/Module %2 03%20-%
20F easibility%20Study/Budgel%20Statement%20for%20Preferred%20Schemaltic 9 24 12 xis)

+ Module 3 - Feasibiily Study Completion Checklist

r/defaullfiles/edit contenthile/Build%20With%20Us/ Mo dule%203%

20 %20F eusibility$%20S1udy/M3 Fegsibility Sludy Comp Checklist Nov11 doc)

Approval by the MSBA Board of Directors is required for all projects in order to advance the preferred schematic
into schematic design.

As of October 3, 2012, the MSBA is working with 16 districts to define the scope of their potential projects for
MSBA Board Consideration (this excludes Green Repair Program and Accelerated Repair Program projects).

According to the most recent data and schedules provided to the MSBA by districts, MSBA staff anticipates
recommending eight districts to proceed with preferred schematic designs, and six districts to appear for Project
Scope and Budget Agreement authorization at the upcoming November and January Board meetings.

http://www.massschoolbuildings.org/building/feasibility 10/15/2012
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Module 5 — Funding the Project

Based upon the completed Feasibility Study and the steps outlined in Module 4 - Schemalic De

(hHp wens rasschoolbuldings orabuidingsenematic), the District and MSBA staff establish and documem the project
scope, budget, schedule, and MSBA financial participation to forward to the MSBA Board of Directors for their
approval. Approval by the MSBA Board of Directors establishes the MSBA participation in the proposed project.

Module 5 — Funding the Pr st (Usites/defyuiViiles/edil contenthie/Buld%20With %2 0Us/F unding%20the% 20P roject/Mudule%205%

0.%20Funding%20the%20Proect pdfl provides guidance on MSBA vole language

Forms/Vole%

Jdefuull files/edit-contentiile/
. ope Bu e Language Bulein Sept 20 2008 pan and outlines the steps necessary to be
completed by the D|str|ct to enter into a Project Scope and Budget Agreament and a Project Fundlng Agreement
with the MSBA. The District should utilize the Module 5 — Funding the Projsct U an Checkist
sanlentile/Build% 20With%20Us/Funding%20the%20ProjectModule%205%20-%20F unding%20the%20Froject%

.okl dos) to ensure that it has completed all steps.

(hitp Jfwww massschoslbuildings or

faull/h

20Completion%

Upon Board approval of a proposed project, the District and the MSBA may enter into a Projsc

Budgel A rment (hip /fwww massschooibuldings orgfsites/defaull fles/edl

aniantils tracts FormalMSBA TEMPLATE FORWEE 7 0spdf) that defines the project scope, budget,
schedule, and potential MSBA participation in the project. Once the District secures community authorization and
financial support, the MSBA and the District enter into a Project Funding Agreement, which also defines the
scope, budget and schedule for the project. Once a Projsct Funding A
w_mussschoeolbuildings ora/sies/defaullfles/edit-contentfile/Guidelines F
executed, the District can begin submitting requests for reimbursemant
http e massschooibuldngs orabulding fundnaremoursaments) to the MSBA for project costs beyond the feasibility
study.

delines Formae/Ge

s Forma/PEA TEMPLATE 2005 pdf) is

http://www.massschoolbuildings.org/building/funding 10/15/2012
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Moduie 7 — Construction

Construction Administration: The MSBA continues to monitor the progress of the preject to confirm that it
remains on schedule and within budget and meets the expectation of both the District and the MSBA as defined
in the Project Funding Agreement. For the MSBA to process Reimbursement Requests submitted by the District,
the project team is required to enter project budgets associated with the Amendment to the Project Funding

Agreement into the FroFay System Uprogramaioro pay) . In order to easily align line items in reimbursement
requests with ProPay codes and the Project Funding Agreement and, therefore, expedite processing requests,
the MSBA is providing a sample standardized Schedule of Values (sites/defauliieedil-contentiie/Buid%2 0With %

OUs/Mudule%207{Sehedule%2 001%20 «12) to be used by the project team.

As the project progresses in the Construction Administration Phase, the District is required through its

consultants to submit its Change Orders (sites/deiaulliles/sdi conteniiin/Bui d%20With %2 0Us/Moduin%
FGhange wrder Log Templale 05 03 12 1], executed and pending, in the format approved by the MSBA, for

MSBA review to determine which costs may be eligible for reimbursement and to process related Hudgot

Revision Requests Uaudeines in @ timely manner. It is important to note that all revisions to the Project Budgets

that have been established in either the Feasibility Study Agreement or the Project Funding Agreement must be
submitted to the MSBA for review and acceptance. The commissioning agent continues to play an integral role
in this phase, testing all systems to ensure that the new or renovated building as a whole operates efficiently and

as the owner intended. Proiect teams are reminded that the DCAM Standara Co ctor Evaluation Form

nslruction/design-and-construction of-public-bldga/conlracter-certification/contractor

1) must be compieied at fifty percent project completion and at final completion of the project.

Please note that the awarding authority (school district) is responsible for monitoring the Contractor's compliance
with Massachusetts prevailing wage requirements pursuant to M.G.L. c. 149 §§ 26 to 27H inclusive, and,
pursuant to the terms of its contract, the Owner's Project Manager is responsible for assisting the awarding
authority with such monitoring, including cataloging and filing payroll affidavits.

As presented at the October 3, 2012 Board Meeting, 95 projects are in Construction:

« 53 Green Repair Program Projects
» 2 Waiting List Projects
» 40 Core Program Projects
* 11 Elementary Schools in the following Districts:
Andover, Ariington, Ashburnham-Westminster Regional, Brookline (Runkle), Douglas, Fairhaven,
Marblehead, Somerville, Springfield (Dryden), Westfield, Winchester
» 12 Middle and Middle-High Schools in the following Districts: Burlington, Douglas, Fall River, Hingham,
Hudson, Medway, Oxford, Quincy, Rockland, Saugus, Shrewsbury, Sutton
o 17 High Schools listed in the table below

Addition/Renovation New Projects Model School Program
Danvers Berlin-Boylston Regional East Bridgewater
Dracut Easthampton Marshfield
Leominster Essex/North Shore Regional Voc/Tech Somerset-Berkley Regional
Lynnfield Longmeadow West Springfield
Methuen Maynard
Norfolk County Agricultural
Nerton y

Southeastern Regional Voc/Tech

http://www.massschoolbuildings.org/building/construction 10/15/2012
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HAZARDQUS MATERIALS Framingham Public Schools- Fuller Middle School -~ Master Study

1.0 INTRODUCTION:

Universal Environmental Consultants (UEC) has been providing comprehensive asbestos services since 2001 and has
completed projects throughout New England. We have completed projects for a variety of clients including
commercial, industrial, municipal, and public and private schools. We maintain appropriate asbestos licenses and
staff with a minimum of fifteen years of experience.

UEC was contracted by BH+A to conduct a hazardous materials identification study at the Fuller Middle School,
Framingham, MA.

Information included in this report was based on the AHERA Management Plans supplied by the Framingham Public
Schools and based on a determination inspection performed by UEC. No testing was performed as part of this study.
It is recommended that once a detailed scope of work is identified for a renovation or a demolition project, a
comprehensive NESHAP inspection including asbestos testing for all suspect materials and testing for other
hazardous materials including, Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCB’s) and Lead Based Paint (LBP) should be performed,
which would provide a more accurate hazardous materfals abatement costs and scope.

Additional testing and abatement plans for EPA review are required to be performed should PCB’s was found in the
caulking.

2.0 OBSERVATION AND COST ESTIMATES:
A. OBSERVATIONS:

The condition of ACM is very important. ACM in good condition does not present a health issue unless it is
disturbed. Therefore, it is not necessary to remediate ACM in good condition unless it will be disturbed through
renovation, demolition or other activity.

Refer to the AHERA Management Plan for condition of ACM.

1. Pipe and hard joint insulation was previously found to contain asbestos. The ACM was found at throughout
the building including in crawl spaces.

Roof drain insulation was previously found to contain asbestos. The ACM was found at various locations.
Vinyl floor tiles and mastic were previously found to contain ashestos. The ACM was found at throughout the
building including under carpet.

4. Transite panels were assumed to contain ashestos. The ACM was found at science rooms.

5. Flexible connectors were assumed to contain asbestos. The ACM was found at various locations.

6. Wire insulation was assumed to contain asbestos. The ACM was found at stage.
7
8
]

w s

Paper and glue under stage wood floor were assumed to contain asbestos.
Paper and glue under gymnasium wood floor were assumed to contain ashestos.
. Interior window glazing caulking was assumed to contain asbestos and assumed to contain PCB’s.

10. Interior door glazing caulking was assumed to contain asbestos and assumed to contain PCB's.

11. Exterior window framing and glazing caulking was assumed to contain asbestos and assumed to contain PCB's,

12. Exterior door framing caulking was assumed to contain asbestos and assumed to contain PCB’s.

13. Unit vent grille caulking was assumed to contain asbestos and assumed to contain PCB’s,

14, Glue on blackboards was assumed to contain ashestos.

15. Underground sewer pipes were assumed to contain asbestos.

16. Damproofing on foundation and exterior walls was assumed to contain asbestos.

17. Thru-wall flashing was assumed to contain asbestos.

18. Ballasts in light fixtures were assumed to contain PCB’s.

19. Tubes in light fixtures were assumed to contain mercury,

20. Exit signs, switches, thermostats were assumed to contain mercury.

21. Painted surfaces were assumed to contain lead based paint. However, lead abatement is not required prior to
renovation or demolition. The general contractor must comply with OSHA and DEP regulations.

UEC:212 243\REPORT.DOC Page 2 of 4



HAZARDCUS MATERIALS Framingham Public Schools- Fuller Middle School ~ Master Study

3.0 LIMITATIONS AND CONDITIONS:

This report has been completed based on visual and physical observations made and information available at the
time of the site visits, as welt as an interview with the Owner's representatives. This report is intended to be used as
a summary of available information on existing conditions with conclusions based on a reasonable and
knowledgeable review of evidence found in accordance with normally accepted industry standards, state and federal
protocols, and within the scope and budget established by the client. Any additional data obtained by further review
must be reviewed by UEC and the conclusions presented herein may be modified accordingly.

This report and attachments, prepared for the exclusive use of Owner for use in an environmental evaluation of the
subject site, are an integral part of the inspections and opinions should not be formulated without reading the report
in its entirety. No part of this report may be altered, used, copied or relied upon without prior written permission
from UEC, except that this report may be conveyed in its entirety to parties associated with Qwner for this subject
study.

UEC:212 243\REPORT.DOC Page 4 of 4



HAZARDOUS MATERIALS Framingham Public Schools- Farley Building — Master Study

1.0 INTRODUCTION:

Universal Environmental Consuitants (UEC) has been providing comprehensive ashestos services since 2001 and has
completed projects throughout New England. We have completed projects for a variety of clients including
commercial, industrial, municipal, and public and private schools. We maintain appropriate asbestos licenses and
staff with a minimum of fifteen years of experience.

UEC was contracted by BH+A to conduct a hazardous materials identification study at the Farley Building,
Framingham, MA.

Infarmation included in this report was based on the original AHERA Management Plan dated April 7, 1989 supplied
by the Framingham Public Schools and based on a determination inspection performed by UEC. No testing was
performed as part of this study. It is recommended that once a detailed scope of work s identified for a renovation
or a demolition project, a comprehensive NESHAP inspection including ashestos testing for all suspect materials and
testing for other hazardous materials including, Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCB’s) and Lead Based Paint {LBP) should
be performed, which would provide a more accurate hazardous materials abatement costs and scope.

Additional testing and abatement plans for EPA review are required to be performed should PCB’s was found in the
caulking.

2.0 OBSERVATION AND COST ESTIMATES:
A. OBSERVATIONS:

The condition of ACM is very important. ACM in good condition does not present a health issue unless it is
disturbed. Therefore, it is not necessary to remediate ACM in good condition unless it will be disturbed through
renovation, demolition or other activity.

Refer to the AHERA Management Plan for condition of ACM.

1. Vinyl floor tiles and mastic were previously found to contain asbestos. The ACM was found at throughout the

building including under carpet.

Roof drain insulation was assumed to contain ashestos, The ACM was found at various locations,

Interior window glazing caulking was assumed to contain asbestos and assumed to contain PCB's.

Interior door glazing caulking was assumed to contain ashestos and assumed to contain PCB's.

Flexible connectors were assumed to contain asbestos. The ACM was found at various locations.

Fireproofing spray-on was found on beams. Bulk sampling performed at a sister schoo! {Barbieri) indicated

that the fireproofing not to contain ashestos.

7. 1'% 1’ Acoustical ceiling tiles were found at various locations. Bulk sampling performed at a sister school
{Barbieri) indicated that the fireproofing not to contain asbestos.

8. 2'x 4’ Suspended acoustical ceiling tiles were found at various locations. Bulk sampling performed at a sister
school (Barbieri) indicated that the fireproofing not to contain ashestos.

9. Ceiling plaster was found at various locations. Bulk sampling performed at a sister school {Barbieri) indicated
that the fireproofing not to contain ashestos.

10. Dry wall and joint compound were found at various locations. Bulk sampling performed at a sister school
(Barbieri) indicated that the fireproofing not to contain asbestos.

11. Glue on blackboards was assumed to contain asbestos.

12. Paper and glue under gymnasium rubber floor were assumed to contain ashestos.

13. Exterior window framing and glazing caulking was assumed to contain asbestos and assumed to contain PCB's.

14. Exterior door framing caulking was assumed to contain ashestos and assumed to contain PCB's.

15. Unit vent grille caulking was assumed to contain asbestos and assumed to contain PCB’s.

16. Underground sewer pipes were assumed to contain asbestos.

17. Damproofing on foundation and exterior walls was assumed to contain asbestos.

18. Thru-wall flashing was assumed to contain asbestos.

SRS S

UEC:A212 243\REPORT.DOC Page 20f4



HAZARDOUS MATERIALS Framingham Public Schools- Farley Building — Master Study

3.0 LIMITATIONS AND CONDITIONS:

This report has been completed based on visual and physical observations made and information available at the
time of the site visits, as well as an interview with the Owner’s representatives. This report is intended to be used as
a summary of available information on existing conditions with conclusions based on a reasonable and
knowledgeable review of evidence found in accordance with normally accepted industry standards, state and federal
protocols, and within the scope and budget established by the client. Any additional data obtained by further review
must be reviewed by UEC and the conclusions presented herein may be modified accordingly.

This report and attachments, prepared for the exclusive use of Owner for use in an environmental evaluation of the
subject site, are an integral part of the inspections and opinions should not be formulated without reading the report
in its entirety. No part of this report may be altered, used, copied or relied upon without prior written permission
from UEC, except that this report may be conveyed in its entirety to parties associated with Owner for this subject

study.

UECA212 243\REPORT.DOC Page 4 of 4
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COSTPRO INC.

Fuller Middle School 2. Hybrid &
Framingham, MA Project Cost Plan (Uniformat Il Level 3) cosrero, mc.
|Project: 1. Renovation GFA({SF): 101,960 Date: Jan-13 Sheet No: 1 OF 2
Uniformat Element (Levels 24&3) Amount |Total Cost | Rate $/SF % Element Unit Element
3 5 Floor Area Quantities Unit Rate
A  SUBSTRUCTURE o] {618,046 iy
A10 Foundations . 85,750(SF 18.61
A20 Basement Construction 16,200|SF 1.36
B SHELL e
B10 Superstructure 101,960|SF 28.97
B20 Exterior Closure 42,311|8F 75.88
B30 Roofing 85,760|SF 23.27
C INTERIORS 8.8%
C10 Interior Construction 101,860[SF 11.13
G20 Stairs Z2|FLT 55450.00
C30 _interior Finishes 101,960|SF 10.90
D SERVICES 28.4%
D10 Conveying Systems 2|STOP 32500.00
D20 Plumbing 101,960|SF 10.04
D30 HVAC 101,960|5F 38.31
D40 Fire Protection 101,960|SF 5.18
D50 Electrical Systems 101,960|SF 24.12
E_EQUIPMENT & FURNISHINGS 3.3%
E10 Equipment 101,960|SF 6,26
E20 Furnishings 101,980[SF 2,43
F_ SPECIAL CONSTRUCTION & DEMOLITION: 4.2%
F10 Special Construction 69,560[SF 7.65
F20 Selective Demalitior: £9,560[SF B8.60
G BUILDING SITEWORK 18.4%
G10 Site Preparation 101,960|SF 28.44
G20 Site Improvements 101,860|SF 10.85
330 Site CivilMechanical Utifities 101,860|5F 599
G40 Site Electrical Utilities 101,860|5F 3.68
80 Other Site Construction 0
SUBTOTAL
Z10 GENERAL REQUIREMENTS 15.8%
Z20 CONTINGENCIES 15.0%| 4,715,876
Z30 CM AT RISK PREMIUM 5.0%| 1,357,309
290 PROJECT COST ESTIMATE $|37,512,358

Note: The above costs are construction hard costs. No allowance is included for design fees, project soft costs or project contingencies,
all costs are in estimated in current dollars as of the date of this report.

CostPro, inc.

1/4/2013



COSTPRO INC.

Farley Middle Schoo!
Framingham, MA

4. Renovation

Project Cost Plan (Uniformat |l Level 3)  costero, we.

SUBTOTAL 12,777,352 116.08
710 GENERAL REQUIREMENTS 13.0%| 1,661,056 15.08
Z20 CONTINGENCIES 15.0%| 2,165,761 19.67
Z30 CM AT RISK PREMIUM 5.0%| 638,868 5.80
Z90 PROJECT COST ESTIMATE $| 17,243,037 $| 156.65

Project: 4. Renovation GFA(SF): 110,077 Date: Jan-13 Sheet No: 1 OF 2
Uniformat Element {l.evels 2&3) Amount {Total Cost | Rate $/SF % Element Unit Element
$ 3 Floor Area Quantities Unit Rate
A BUBSTRUCTURE Caveenl  2AQ8VdE 227 2.0%
A10 Foundations 107,875 %}W g8 110,077[SF 0.98
A20 Basement Construction 41988 4 issl 110,077|SF 1.29
B SHELL | 3831704 | 32.99] 2B4%
B10 Supersiructure 1,498,148 o 13.61 M 110,077|SF 13.61
B20 Exterior Closure 1,685,373 o 14404 o 19,486|SF 81.36
B30_Roofing Eieie3) | ass %@4% 110,077|SF 4.98
C__INTERIORS : | 18538073 |  15.02] 12.9%
C1Q  Interior Gonstruction 461,223 w,/\”\, amr 419 %@;&‘fﬁ 110,077|SF 4,18
€20 Stairs 72,000[ 0.65F 8|FLT 9000.00
€30 Interior Finishes 1,120,584 10.18) 110,077|SF 10.18
D SERVICES : 32.5%
D16 Conveying Systems o[sTOP 0.00
D20 Plumbing 110,077|SF 5.00
D30 HVAC 110,077|SF 2.25
D40 Fire Protection 110,077|SF 5.50
D50 Electrical Systems 110,077|SF 25.00
E  EQUIPMENT & FURNISHINGS 3.2%
E10 Equipment 110,077|5F 3.67
E20 Fumnishings 110,077|SF 0.00
F SPECIAL CONSTRUCTION & DEMOLITION: 15.2%
F10 Special Construction 110,077|8F 9.06
F20 Selective Demolition 119,0774SF 8.60
G BUILDING SITEWORK 5.8%
G10 Site Preparation 110,077{SF 0.00
G20 Site Improvements 110,077{SF 457
G30 Site CivillMechanical Utilites 110,077{SF 1.23
G40 Site Electrical Utilities 110,077|SF 081
G90 Other Site Construction 0

Note: The above costs are construction hard costs. No allowance is included for design fees, project soft costs or project contingencies.
all costs are in estimated in current dollars as of the date of this repori.

CostPro, inc.

1172013



COSTPRO INC.

Farley Middle School
Framingham, MA

6. All New Middle School
Project Gost Plan {Uniformat Hl Level 3) cosyeag, me.

2

SUBTOTAL 6 233.84
Z10 GENERAL REQUIREMENTS 9.3%| 2,620,920 21,84f
220 CONTINGENCIES 15.0%| 4,602,325 38.3
230 CM AT RISK PREMIUM 5.0%] 1,403,062 11.69];
280 PROJECT COST ESTIMATE $| 36,687,553 305.73

Project: 6. All New Middle School GFA{SF): 120,000 Date: Jan-13 Sheet No: 1 OF 2
Uniformat Element {Levels 2&3) Amount [Total Cost | Rate $/SF % Element Unit Element
Floor Area Quantities Unit Rate
A SUBSTRUGCTURE 15.1%
Al10 Foundations 75,200iSF 54,98
A20 Basement Construction 75,200|SF 1.36
B SHELL e 23.9%
B10 Superstructure e 120,000|SF 24.06
B20 Exterior Closure . 41,644|SF 68.68
B3D_Roofing . 75.200|SF 12,59
C__INTERIORS i 18.68%
C1¢ Interior Construction 120,000{SF 24.62
C20 Stairs 4{FLT 65450.00
C30 Interior Finishes 120,000|SF 16.73
D SERVICES 28.1%)
D10 Conveying Systems 2[sTOR 32500.00
D20 Plumbing 120,000|SF 8.57
D30 HVAC 120,0C0{5F 29.84
D40 Fire Protection 120,000{SF 4.50
D50 Electrical Sysiems 120,000{SF 22.24
E EQUIPMENT & FURNISHINGS 4.3%
Et0 Equipment 120,000|SF 5.05
E20 Furnishings 120,000|SF 4.95
F  SPECIAL CONSTRUCTION & DEMOLITION: 0.0%
F10 Speciat Construction 0|SF 0.00
F20 Selective Demolition 0|SF 040
G BUILDING SITEWORK 10.1%,
G10 Site Preparation 120,000|SF 15.65
G20 Site Improvements 120,000|3F 4,48
G340 Site Civil/Mechanical Ulilities 120,000(SF 1.94
G40 Site Electrical Utilities 120,000{SF 1.46
&80 Other Site Construction 0iSF 0.C0

Note: The above cosis are construction hard costs. No aflowance is included for design fees, project soft costs or project contingencles.

all costs are in estimated in current dollars as

CostPro, inc.

of the date of this report.

112013



COSTPRO INC.

Fuller Middle Scheol
Framingham, MA

8 All New K-8
Project Cost Plan {Uniformat Il Level 3) cosro, me.

Project: 8 All New K-8 GEA{SF): 195,000 Date: Jan-13 Sheet No: 1 OF 2
Unitormat Element (Levels 2&3) Amount [Total Cost | Rate $/SF % Element Unit Element
$ $ Floor Area Quantities Unit Rate
A SUBSTRUCTURE . . = 33.80| 13.1%
A10 Foundations e i17,000{SF 54.98
A20 Basement Gonstruction - 117,000SF 1.36
B SHELL { 24.6%
B10 Superstructure . 195,000|SF 24.068
B20 Exterior Closure 6186969 = 90,084 |SF 68.68
B30 _Roofing 14730800 117,000|SF 12.59
C _INTERICRS e 17.1%,
C10  Interior Construction 185,000(8F 25.24
G20 Stairs 4{FLT 65450.00
C30 Interior Finishes 195,000{SF 17.57
D SERVICES 26.0%
D10 Conveying Systems 2[STOP 32500.00
D20 Plumbing 195,000[SF 9.80
D30 HVAC 185,000|SF 29.84,
D4 Fire Protection 195,000|SF 4,50
D50 Electrical Systemns 185,000|SF 22.24
E EQUIPMENT & FURNISHINGS 3.9%
E10 Equipment 185,000|SF 5.05
E20 Furnishings 195,000|SF 4,95
F_ SPECIAL CONSTRUCTION & DEMOLITIC 0.0%
F10 Special Construction 0|SF 0.00
F20 Selective Demolifion 0|SF 0.00
G BUILDING SITEWCRK 15.3%
G10 Site Preparation 195,000 23,23
G20 Site Improvements 195,000 10.52
G380 Site CivilMechanical Utilities 195,000 3.65
G40 Site Electrical Utilities 195,000 1.92
GO0 Other Site Construction
SUBTOTAL 50,198,955
Z10 GENERAL REQUIREMENTS 9.3%| 4,688,574
Z20 CONTINGENCIES 15.0%| 8,233,116
Z30 CM AT RISK PREMIUM 5.0%| 2,509,943
290 PROJECT GGST ESTIMATE $| 65,630,498 $| 336.57

Note: The above costs are construction hard costs. No aflowance is included for design {ees, project soft costs or project contingencies.
all costs are in estimated in current dollars as of the date of this report.

CostPro, inc.

14212013



Capital cost items separate from major renovation/new construction

The following list is intended to identify costs the Town should plan for in addressing some of the items noted in the
conditions report as being in a state of disrepair. If comprehensive renovation or building dermolition is to be done
starting in 2016 or soon thereafter, interim work would only be for short-term needs while the building is still occupied
(option a). if the building is not scheduled for major renovation or demolition, and is to remain in use long term, repairs
should be done as needed, and in a manner that will be more permanent in nature (options b and c).

Costs listed here can be seen as individual costs for sepcific trade projects, or as items that can be combined into larger
projects. Costs are therefore to be considered all-inclusive construction costs, including contractor's general conditions,
contractor mark-ups, etc. Costs do not include soft costs such as project contingencies and design fees.

Totals for these costs are in some cases considerable. It should be noted that these are listed to identify possible costs.
it is not anticipated that the Town would choose to perform all of these items, as ultimately commprehensive
renovation or demolition is needed. Some items could be further deferred until that time.

Fuller Option a
2013-2016 costs if future major project {demo or renovation}

Scope of work:

Repairs to 10% of roofing membrane. Tremco warranty is up in 2014,

they will do repairs until then $680,000
Some ceiling work related to odors from moisture at deck. $200,000
Replace a few failed pumps for heating system. There are duplicate

pumps , so system will not go down, but failed equipment should be

replaced. 540,000
Electrical repairs due to outages from obsolete system. $1,000,000
Replace a few failed ventilators for heating system. Replace exhaust 5$140,000
fans.

Caulk building expansion joints. $26,000
Caulk around windows to prevent further leaks. $170,000
Patch spalled concrete at building exterior so damage does not worsen. $170,000

total $2,426,000



Farley Option a
2013-2016 costs if future major project (demo or renovation)

Scope of work:

Caulk expansion joints at center of main wing and between main wing
and pool wing.

Caulk at all skylights.

Repairs at gym rocfing.

total
Farley Option b
2013-2016 costs if building to remain in use long term

Scope of work:

Caulk expansion joints at center of main wing and between main wing
and pool wing.

Replace original rooftop exhaust fans

Replace metal roofing at stairwells

Caulk at all skylights.

Replace gym/pool roofing

Repair/replace wood panel siding.

Structural and masonry repairs to pool wing to prevent further masonry
deterioration due to moisture infiltration.

Provide new drinking fountains

Replace booster heater at kitchen.

Provide exhaust fans at electrical rooms

total

Farley Optionc
2018-2023 cost if building to remain in use long term

Scope of work:

Repairs to windows and skylights

New, larger elevator -4-stop for two-story split-level building.
New kitchen equipment for existing small kitchen

Replace carpet - assume 30% of building

Add sprinkiers

total

$34,000
$27,000
$150,000

5211,000

$34,000
541,000
$100,000
$30,000
$740,000
$200,000

$1,100,000
$60,000
$7,000
$14,000

$2,326,000

$1,700,000
$300,000
$240,000
$200,000
$870,000

$3,310,000






