
MANCHESTER BOARD OF EDUCATION 
REGULAR MEETING 

MONDAY, APRIL 22, 2013 
 

                                                                                                                                                        7:00 P.M.  
                  Lincoln Center   
A. OPENING         

1)  Call to order 
2)   Pledge of Allegiance 
3) Board of Education Minutes – April 8, 2013       A – 3 

 
B. SUPERINTENDENT’S REPORT – PART I 

1) None 
 

C. CONSENT CALENDAR    
1) Personnel Actions           C – 1 
2) Transfer of Funds           C – 2  
3) Manchester Head Start Selection Criteria        C – 3  
4) CSDE 2013-2014 Healthy Food Certification Statement      C – 4  
 

D. PUBLIC COMMENTS (any item before the Board)  
 

E. SUPERINTENDENT’S REPORT – PART II 
1) Teacher Evaluation Program           
2) Administrator Evaluation Program          
3) School Uniform Pilot Program         E – 3  
4) S.A.A.M. Program Update         E – 4  

 
F. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 

        
G. NEW BUSINESS   

1) School Facility Options          G – 1  
2) School Roofing Options          G – 2  

 
H. COMMUNICATIONS 

 
I. COMMITTEE  REPORT 

1) Building & Sites Committee         I – 1  
 

     J.    PUBLIC COMMENTS (comments limited to items on tonight’s agenda) 

K.  ITEMS FOR FUTURE AGENDAS 

L.  ADJOURNMENT 

 



Welcome to the Manchester Board of Education meeting. Observers are always welcome.  The following 
instructions are to assist those who wish to speak during Public Comment session(s): 

1) Print your name and address on the sign-in sheet at the podium for accurate record keeping. 
2) State your name and address for the record.  Students state name only. 
3) First session:  Three minute time limit for any item that may come before the Board.  Listen for the bell. 
4) Second session:  Comments must be limited to items on the Board’s agenda for this meeting.  The Board 

Chair has the discretion to limit comment time. 
5) Written statements may be submitted for Board members if time runs out for speaker. 
6) Immediate replies to questions/concerns should not be expected (Board Chair/Superintendent’s 

discretion). 
7) Inappropriate topics:  Confidential information, personal issues and legal concerns.  Please avoid  

derogatory and profane language.  Board of Education Policy #1220. 
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PERSONNEL ACTION 
 
RESIGNATIONS 
 
Mitchell Foote, Special Education Supervisor, has submitted a letter of resignation for 
personal reasons effective June 30, 2013.  Mr. Foote has been with Manchester Public 
Schools since July 1, 2011.  It is recommended that his request be approved. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

April 22, 2013 
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Manchester Head Start Selection Criteria                                                                                  2013-2014 
• Point system is used to determine priority for enrollment after child has been determined to be age and income eligible according to Head Start 

Standards. 
• Instructions: 

o Check boxes that are applicable based on information from the application or other sources. 
o When appropriate write a comment to document reason for selection. 
o Sign form and attach to application 

 
Child’s Name _____________________________________ Total of Cumulative Points _______________ 
 
Date of Birth __________________          ______________________________  ________ 

Signature of Head Start Staff   date 
 

Child Information Points Total 
Age by December 31 (see application)  
 4 year old 30  
 3 ½ year old + 25  
    
    
Disability  
 Diagnosed Disability 30  
 Potential or Suspected Disability 20  
 Serious Child Health Problem 15  
 Low Developmental Score on Screening 10  
Other  
 Returning child 30  
 Transfer from Early Head Start or other Head Start Program 25  
 Sibling currently enrolled in program 20  
 On waiting list prior year 15  
Comments: 
 

Family Information Points Total 
Income  
 Eligible Income at or Below Poverty Guideline (100 % of poverty) 30  
 Eligible Income at (130% of poverty) 20  
    
    
    
Parental Status  
 One Parent 30  
 Foster Parents ( automatically eligible) 25  
 Not the Child’s Parent 20  
 Two Parents 15  
Other   
 High Risk (disability, domestic violence, drug involvement, incarceration, Homeless 30  
 Teen Parent (under 19) 25  
 Parent (20-24) 20  
 Non- Native English Speaking Household 15  
 Parent involved with work – school – training- 10  
 Parents involved with TANF – JOBS Program  10  
Comments: 
 
 

Referred By Points Total 
 DCF  30  
 Birth to 3 Intervention 25  
 WIC - VNA 20  
 School System 10  
Comments: 
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Connecticut State Department of Education 

Addendum to Agreement for Child Nutrition Programs (ED-099) 
Healthy Food Certification Statement 

 
 

Section 1 – Background 
Section 10-215e of the Connecticut General Statutes directs the Connecticut State Department of Education 
(CSDE) to develop and publish nutrition standards for food items offered for sale to students at school 
separately from reimbursable meals sold as part of the National School Lunch Program and School Breakfast 
Program. Section 10-215f requires that participants in the National School Lunch Program, including each 
local and regional board of education, regional educational service center, the Connecticut Technical High 
School System and the governing authority for each state charter school, interdistrict magnet school and 
endowed academy, must certify each year in its annual application to the CSDE whether all food items made 
available for sale to students will meet the nutrition standards. Section 10-215b further provides additional 
funding to National School Lunch Program participants who annually certify compliance with the Connecticut 
Nutrition Standards.  
 

Section 2 – Certification Statement 
  Must be completed by all Connecticut public school districts that participate in the National 

School Lunch Program. 

On behalf of the       
and 

 (Name of the Board of Education or Governing Authority)  
 
pursuant to section 10-215f of the Connecticut General Statutes, I hereby certify that all food items offered 
for sale to students in the school(s) under our jurisdiction, and not exempted from the Connecticut Nutrition 
Standards published by the Connecticut State Department of Education, (select appropriate box) 
  

  will (must complete Sections 3 and 4 on page 2) 
 

  will not (sign below and return form) 
 

meet said standards during the period of July 1, 2013 through June 30, 2014. Such certification shall 
include all food offered for sale to students separately from reimbursable meals at all times and from all 
sources, including but not limited to, school stores, vending machines, school cafeterias, and any fundraising 
activities on school premises, whether or not school sponsored. 
 

 
Local or Regional Board of Education or 

Governing Authority 

 
Signature:         
 (Signature of the Authorized Representative)  (Printed Name of the Authorized Representative) 
 

             
 Title (Superintendent of Schools, President or Chairperson of the Board)  Date of Authorization 

 



ED-099 
Addendum 
Healthy Food Certification  
(Connecticut General Statutes Section 10-215f) 
January 2013 Revision 

Page 2 of 2 

 
Section 3 – Exemption Statement 
 To be completed only by districts opting for the healthy food certification, i.e., those districts 
that checked “will” in Section 2. 
Pursuant to section 10-215f of the Connecticut General Statutes, I hereby acknowledge that the board of 
education or governing authority, (select appropriate box) 

 will  

 will not  
 

exclude from certification food items that do not meet the Connecticut Nutrition Standards, provided that (1) 
such food is sold in connection with an event occurring after the end of the regular school day or on the 
weekend, (2) such sale is at the location of the event, and (3) such food is not sold from a vending machine 
or school store. 

Section 4 – Amendment to Agreement for Child Nutrition Programs (ED-099) 
 To be completed only by districts opting for the healthy food certification, i.e., those districts 
that checked “will” in Section 2. 
Pursuant to section 10-215f of the Connecticut General Statutes, the Agreement for Child Nutrition Programs 
(ED-099) with 
 

      
(Name of the Board of Education or Governing Authority) 

is hereby amended to include the above certification statement of compliance with the Connecticut Nutrition 
Standards and application for funding related to those standards. This addendum covers the period from July 
1, 2013 through June 30, 2014. 

 
Local or Regional Board of Education or 

Governing Authority 

Signature:         
 (Signature of the Authorized Representative)  (Printed Name of the Authorized Representative) 
 

             
 Title (Superintendent of Schools, President or Chairperson of the Board)  Date of Authorization 
 
 

FOR STATE USE ONLY  •  DO NOT SIGN BELOW THIS LINE 

Connecticut State Department of Education 
 
Signature:                          Brian Mahoney   
   (Signature of State Agency Representative)          (Printed Name of State Agency Representative) 

 
            Chief Financial Officer      

       Title   Date 

The State of Connecticut Department of Education is committed to a policy of equal opportunity/affirmative action for all qualified persons. The 
Department of Education does not discriminate in any employment practice, education program, or educational activity on the basis of race, color, 
religious creed, sex, age, national origin, ancestry, marital status, sexual orientation, gender identity or expression, disability (including, but not 
limited to, intellectual disability, past or present history of mental disorder, physical disability or learning disability), genetic information, or any 
other basis prohibited by Connecticut state and/or federal nondiscrimination laws. The Department of Education does not unlawfully discriminate in 
employment and licensing against qualified persons with a prior criminal conviction. Inquiries regarding the Department of Education’s 
nondiscrimination policies should be directed to: Levy Gillespie, Equal Employment Opportunity Director/American with Disabilities Act 
Coordinator, State of Connecticut Department of Education, 25 Industrial Park Road, Middletown, CT 06457, 860-807-2101, Levy.Gillespie@ct.gov. 
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 Foster an encouraging image of the middle 
school within the community; 

 Create a more positive school culture and 
climate; 

 Reduce inappropriate attire; 
 Eliminate socio-economic pressures 
(monetarily and otherwise) for competitive 
dress; 

 Increase opportunities for pride and 
appropriate behavior for students in and 
outside the school setting. 
 
 



Increase student achievement; 
Increase student attendance; 
Increase student’s self-
discipline; 
Increase school pride and; 
Focus student attention on 
academics. 



Honor Roll Percentage Trends 
March 2012-March 2013: 
◦ June 2012:  40.8% grade 7 students 
◦ November 2012:  49.4% grade 8 students 
◦ March 2013:  37.4% grade 8 students 

 

Grade Point Average (GPA) Trends 
March 2012-March 2013 
◦ March 2012:  17% of 7th grade students with 2.0 or 

below GPA 
◦ March 2013:  8.6% of 8th grade students with 2.0 or 

below GPA  
 
 
 



2011-2012   Grade 8      
  777 Absences      789 Tardies    

 
 

2012-2013   Grade 8      
  1,515 Absences        1202 Tardies 

 



Number of Dress Code Violations: 
◦ September 2011-June 2012:  42 
◦ September 2012 – April 2013:  1 

 

Number of Harassing Behaviors: 
◦ September 2011-June 2012:  19 
◦ September 2012-April 2013:  28 

 

Number of Disruptive Behaviors: 
◦ September 2011-June 2012:  18 
◦ September 2012-April 2013:  11 



 Students know what behaviors are 
expected of them: 
◦ May 2012:  68.4% Agree 
◦ January 2013:  91% Agree 

 

 Students treat each other with 
respect in my school: 
◦ May 2012:  27.3% Agree 
◦ January 2013:  29% Agree 



 100% of our students continue to follow the 
dress code expectations – albeit, reluctantly. 
 

Over 123 families have received support 
through monies or clothing to assist with 
uniforms. 
 

 91% of our staff support a continuation of the 
uniform program. 



 The Untold Story –  We have laundered, 
separated, and stored used uniforms for 
students; We have become a quasi-vendor for 
families.  We have cleaned uniforms for 
families.  We have even traveled to the 
Hartford uniform vendor for families – all to 
make this work and lessen the “infraction” 
piece of a noncompliance issue. 

 

 Focus of adults -  is sometimes consumed by 
uniforms, noncompliance of uniform code, 
and/or “decorating” uniforms with special 
accoutrement.   
 



 Adolescent Self-Expression – becomes 
somewhat of an all-consuming, many times, 
contentious issue with students attempting to 
side-step the dress code policy. 

 

 Deflection of Time  - focus diverted to dress 
code challenges is time away from academics; 
achievement gap; Common Core; new 
evaluation plans; Instructional Rounds; 
teaching rigor; etc.  
 



http://www.google.com/imgres?imgurl=http://1.bp.blogspot.com/-4avueoMXM2c/TfRQdt9TSfI/AAAAAAAAAyM/SndqIQHiQkE/s1600/Questions.jpg&imgrefurl=http://apologeticjunkie.blogspot.com/2011/06/question-who-created-creator.html&h=400&w=300&sz=48&tbnid=_ZKnS4IWmGhBpM:&tbnh=135&tbnw=101&prev=/search?q=picture+of+question&tbm=isch&tbo=u&zoom=1&q=picture+of+question&usg=__GUQqy5h1Sn7gSL7TUxhel8bDtOI=&docid=DH_Ve40WaTw8LM&sa=X&ei=37puUeiJDIXE4AO7qYDgDw&ved=0CGsQ9QEwDg&dur=1480


 

S.A.A.M. 
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MANCHESTER PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
James P. Kennedy Education Center 

45 North School Street 
Manchester, CT  06042 

 
 
 
 

 
April 10, 2013 
 
 
Dear Parents/Guardians: 
 
Thank you for your application to the Summer Advantage Academy of Manchester (S.A.A.M.). 
Due to an overwhelming interest in and response to S.A.A.M., the school space available at the 
Highland Park School, and limits on our budget, we regret to inform you that we are unable to offer 
the program to children currently enrolled in Kindergarten.  The program will be offered only to 
students currently in grades 1-5. Furthermore, only children of those families willing to make the 
full-day six week commitment will be enrolled in the program. Students are expected to be present 
for both the academic and the enrichment/recreation parts of the day. 
 
Please keep in mind that the S.A.A.M. day runs from 8:30 am – 3:30 pm at Bennet (grades 3-5) and 
from 8:45 am – 3:45 pm at Highland Park (grades 1-2). Before/after care is optional (beginning at 
7:30 am and ending at 5:30 pm), with parents providing transportation. Daily attendance will 
enhance your child’s opportunity for a successful learning experience and will support their 
academic and personal growth. Three absences between July 1 and August 9 may result in your 
child being dis-enrolled. To ensure your child’s enrollment, you are being asked to complete the 
commitment form below.  Signing this form guarantees a placement in the S.A.A.M. program.  
 
Please sign and return the bottom portion of this letter to your child’s classroom teacher by Friday, 
April 19, 2013. Guaranteed enrollment is dependent upon the return of this form. 
 
If you are planning a family vacation between July 1 and August 9, you should consider enrolling 
your child in the Manchester Parks and Recreation Program and applications are still available for 
the summer day-camp openings.  Manchester Parks and Recreation Program will be accepting 
applications through May 31, 2013. The application can be found on-line by visiting 
www.recreation.townofmanchester.org. 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

2013 S.A.A.M. Commitment Form 
 

I, _______________________, am agreeing that my child will attend the full six-week S.A.A.M. 
program.  I understand that any three absences between July 1 and August 9 may result in my child 
being dis-enrolled from S.A.A.M. 
 
Current School:  _______________________   Grade Level:  ___Teacher: __________________ 

Parent Signature: __________________________________       Date:  _____________________ 

Child’s Full Name:  ______________________________________________________________ 
                   First                                                     Last 
 

http://www.recreation.townofmanchester.org/
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feasibility study
washington elementary school

executive summary

executive summary
In March of 2013, JCJ Architecture was retained by the Town of Manchester to work with the School Modernization and 

Reinvestment Team Revisited (SMARTR) to explore the needs and potential options at the Robertson Elementary and 

Washington Elementary Schools.  Both schools have been identified as in critical need of renovation and additions or 

replacement so that they can meet the educational needs of the Board of Education.  These schools are experiencing 

overcrowding, accessibility issues, operational inefficiencies, and an expected increase in enrollment in the future years. 

The Town is currently exploring changes to the grade configurations within each of the schools by relocating Grade 5 into 

the Elisabeth M. Bennet Academy. This reconfiguration would result in a maximum enrollment projection of 357 students 

in Kindergarten through Grade 4 at washington elementary school. The addition of a district wide Pre-K program is also 

being evaluated.

JCJ Architecture and our consultants started the feasibility study by visiting the site to investigate the existing conditions 

and explore potential physical plant needs as well as avenues for expansion. Concurrently, JCJ worked with the SMARTR 

Committee to identify and prioritize the project goals.  

existing building assessment summary:
The original Washington Elementary School was built in 1912 . An addition was added in 1958 designed by Willard Wilkins 

of Hartford, Connecticut . Documents on file show the 1958 structure as two stories, but modifications were made and 

a third floor was included in the initial construction.  In 1978, Lawrence Architects of Manchester designed the latest 

addition known as the Mahoney Recreation Center.  The original Manchester Recreation Building was razed to make 

way for the new addition.  The Mahoney Recreation Center is owned by the town and is used extensively for after school 

and evening recreational use.   During the day the space is shared with Washington school housing classrooms, resource 

centers, a media center, and gymnasium.  

Structurally, the three buildings are in good condition with minor exceptions outlined in the report.  The mechanical, 

electrical, and plumbing systems are outdated and in need of upgrade.  The roof is relatively new dating approximately ten 

years old and is in good condition with the exception of some delaminated areas that will soon fail if not repaired.  Alumi-

num windows installed in 1978 show signs of gasket failure (fogging) while non-thermally broken steel windows installed 

in 1958 are drafty and a large source of heat loss.

“Life Safety” and “Accessibility” are the greatest concerns facing the existing facility.  A fire suppression system installed 

during the construction of the 1912 building is antiquated and was not extended into the 1958 and 1978 additions leaving 

those sections of the facility “unprotected” and incapable of self-extinguishing a fire.  A host of elevated and depressed 

floors, narrow openings, and non-compliant accessories (toilets, sinks, stalls etc…) render much of the facility inacces-

sible to those with disabilities and make quick safe emergency egress of the building difficult.

In general existing classroom sizes appear to be adequate for current utilizations, however several of the classrooms, 

particularly those in the 1912 building are smaller than the industry’s “best practices” of 900 SF.



feasibility study
washington elementary school

executive summary

feasibility study process and conclusions:
Meetings with the Superintendent, the Principal, local officials, and town staff offered insight into the functionality of the 

school and helped to prioritize the areas of the school they felt should be addressed. Preliminary programs were devel-

oped based on these meetings and the approved Highland Park Elementary Education Specifications, which were given as 

a guide prior to the development of Educational Specifications specific to Washington Elementary.

JCJ Architecture proposed that setting clear goals for the project at a very early stage would be critically important to the 

decision-making process for not only the design team, but also the representatives from the Town. The following project 

goals were discussed in detail with the SMARTR Committee.

–– Maximize State reimbursement

–– Provide room sizes that meet 21st Century needs

–– Maintain and/or enhance community related assets

–– Meet high performance goals to create higher long-term operational savings

–– Preserve historical part (1912) of the building

–– Provide a clear plan for future expansion and classroom space

–– Improve site circulation and site safety

JCJ Architecture worked with the SMARTR Committee in exploring a number of preliminary design concepts. These 

preliminary concepts followed a number of approaches to addressing the space needs identified. The individual schemes 

showed additions in different locations and achieved differing degrees of success in meeting the school’s needs. Each 

scheme was evaluated based on the goals of the project and were narrowed down to 2 options that appear to be the “right 

solution for the right reasons”. These final recommendations have been summarized further in Section 6.0.



comparison of design options
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option 1



comparison of design options

option 1 - first floor plan

option 1 - second floor plan

feasibility study
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feasibility study
washington elementary school

estimates

Professional Construction Services, Inc. 203-322-2730

April 10, 2013 Washington Elementary School - Option 1

 
 

Existing Building: 60,518 sf
Proposed New Building Area: 54,306 sf

Proposed Renovated Building Area: 0 sf
Highest projected student enrollment: 357

CONSTRUCTION COSTS

WASHINGTON ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

Site Development 
Building Demolition 60,518 sf $10.00 $605,180
Modular Demolition 1,800 sf $5.00 $9,000
Asbestos Abatement 60,518 sf $7.00 $423,626

Sitework
Parking 46,560 sf $4.00 $186,240
Curbing 2,000           lf $25.00 $50,000
Drainage 1 allowance $200,000.00 $200,000
Lighting 1 allowance $50,000.00 $50,000
Re-establsh Fields at Demolished 1 allowance $100,000.00 $100,000
Walks 1 allowance $100,000.00 $100,000

Site Development Subtotal $1,724,046

Building Construction

Renovation 0 sf $216.00 $0
New Construction 54,306 sf $330.00 $17,920,980

High Performance School Requirements 54,306 sf $0.00 included

Building Construction Subtotal $17,920,980

Subtotal Construction $19,645,026

Contractor Bond 2.0% $392,901

Sub Total $20,037,927

General Conditions 10.0% $2,003,793

Sub Total $22,041,719

Overhead and Fees 10.0% $2,204,172

Sub Total $24,245,891

Program/Design Contingency 10.0% $2,424,589
Construction Contingency 10.0% $2,424,589
Sub Total $29,095,069

CONSTRUCTION COSTS ESCALATION
Escalation to 2014 5.00% 1.00 yrs $1,454,753

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $30,549,823

EQUIPMENT

Technology, Security & Telephone Hardware 357 students $1,500.00 $535,500

Fixtures,Furnishings & Equipment/Casework 54,306 sf $12.00 $652,000
Food Service Equipment $250,000

PROJECT DEVELOPMENT
Architectural/Engineering Fees 1 fixed fee $1,176,000
Architectural/Engineering Reimbursables $40,000
Testing & Inspections $100,000
Special Inspections $50,000
Survey $15,000
Geotechnical Investigation - enhanced $20,000
Construction Management PreCON Services 0.5% of Total Construction Cost in const cost
Construction Management 3.0% of Total Construction Cost in const cost
Commissioning 1 allowance $100,000
Asbestos Abatement 1 allowance in const cost

OTHER COSTS
State Permit Fees $0

Builders Risk Insurance 0.27% of Total Construction Cost $82,485

Clerk of the Works 1.0% of Total Construction Cost $305,498

TOTAL SOFT COSTS* $3,326,483

TOTAL PROJECT COST $33,876,306

* Soft Costs are estimates at this time and are based only on industry standards.

The costs shown are conceptual and should be used for general

planning and budgetary comparisons only. The costs are subject to

change as more technical information becomes available and greater

detail is developed.

Page 1 
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option 2
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comparison of design options

option 2- first floor plan

option 2- second floor plan

option 2- third floor plan
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comparison of design options

Professional Construction Services, Inc. 203-322-2730

April 10, 2013 Washington Elementary School - Option 2

 
 

Existing Building: 60,518 sf
Proposed New Building Area: 41,180 sf

Proposed Renovated Building Area: 15,091 sf
Highest projected student enrollment: 357

CONSTRUCTION COSTS

WASHINGTON ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

Site Development 
Building Demolition 15,165 sf $10.00 $151,650
Modular Demolition 1,800 sf $5.00 $9,000
Asbestos Abatement 15,165 sf $7.00 $106,155

Sitework
Parking 47,960 sf $4.00 $191,840
Curbing 3,000           lf $25.00 $75,000
Drainage 1 allowance $200,000.00 $200,000
Lighting 1 allowance $50,000.00 $50,000
New Landscape 1 allowance $50,000.00 $50,000
New Basketball Court 1 allowance $100,000.00 $100,000
Walks 1 allowance $100,000.00 $100,000

Site Development Subtotal $1,033,645

Building Construction

Renovation 15,091 sf $216.00 $3,259,656
New Construction 41,180 sf $327.50 $13,486,450

High Performance School Requirements 56,271 sf $0.00 included

Building Construction Subtotal $16,746,106

Subtotal Construction $17,779,751

Contractor Bond 2.0% $355,595

Sub Total $18,135,346

General Conditions 10.0% $1,813,535

Sub Total $19,948,881

Overhead and Fees 10.0% $1,994,888

Sub Total $21,943,769

Program/Design Contingency 10.0% $2,194,377
Construction Contingency 10.0% $2,194,377
Sub Total $26,332,522

CONSTRUCTION COSTS ESCALATION
Escalation to 2014 5.00% 1.00 yrs $1,316,626

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $27,649,149

EQUIPMENT

Technology, Security & Telephone Hardware 357 students $1,500.00 $535,500

Fixtures,Furnishings & Equipment/Casework 56,271 sf $12.00 $676,000
Food Service Equipment $250,000

PROJECT DEVELOPMENT
Architectural/Engineering Fees 1 fixed fee $1,176,000
Architectural/Engineering Reimbursables $40,000
Testing & Inspections $100,000
Special Inspections $50,000
Survey $15,000
Geotechnical Investigation - enhanced $20,000
Construction Management PreCON Services 0.5% of Total Construction Cost in const cost
Construction Management 3.0% of Total Construction Cost in const cost
Commissioning 1 allowance $100,000
Asbestos Abatement 1 allowance in const cost

OTHER COSTS
State Permit Fees $0

Builders Risk Insurance 0.27% of Total Construction Cost $74,653

Clerk of the Works 1.0% of Total Construction Cost $276,491

TOTAL SOFT COSTS* $3,313,644

TOTAL PROJECT COST $30,962,793

* Soft Costs are estimates at this time and are based only on industry standards.

The costs shown are conceptual and should be used for general

planning and budgetary comparisons only. The costs are subject to

change as more technical information becomes available and greater

detail is developed.

Page 2 
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comparison of design options

option 1 option 2





washington - scheme comparison 

existing option 1
(new)

option 2
(reno-to-new)

Enrollment 378 357 357

* Allowable SF n/a 42,840 sf 42,840 sf

Gross SF (w/o portables) 60,518 54,306 sf 56,271 sf

Net SF (w/o portables) 35,883 38,970 sf 36,910 sf

# of Classrooms 19 (incl port.) 17 17

Effi  ciency Factor 1.65 1.40 1.52

State’s share (+/-65.71%) n/a 51.83% (of tot. proj.) 50.02% (of tot. proj.)

Estimated Cost 1 n/a $33,876,306 $30,962,793

Cost to Town n/a $16,318,216 $15,475,203

Washington Elementary School Criteria

•         Maximize State reimbursement partial partial

•         Provide room sizes that meet 21st Century needs yes yes

•         Maintain and/or enhance community related assets yes yes

•         Preserve historical part (1912) of the building no yes

•         Meet high performance goals yes yes

•         Provide a clear plan for future expansion yes yes

•         Improve site circulation and site safety yes yes

Phasing Simple (1 move) 3 Student moves

Schedule Duration No Impact Add 3 months

Swing Space Not Needed Within existing

 1   Construction plus soB  costs - estimates are for planning purposes only

 2  Will need an extra “summer” of work

 3 Due to demo of Mahoney Rec Center, additional site work in that area
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executive summary

executive summary

In March of 2013, JCJ Architecture was retained by the Town of Manchester to work with the School Modernization and 

Reinvestment Team Revisited (SMARTR) to explore the needs and potential options at the Robertson Elementary and 

Washington Elementary Schools.  Both schools have been identified as in critical need of renovation and additions or 

replacement so that they can meet the educational needs of the Board of Education.  These schools are experiencing 

overcrowding, accessibility issues, operational inefficiencies, and an expected increase in enrollment in the future years. 

The Town is currently exploring changes to the grade configurations within each of the schools by relocating Grade 5 into 

the Elisabeth M. Bennet Academy. This reconfiguration would result in a maximum enrollment projection of 380 students 

in Kindergarten through Grade 4 and a special education program at  Robertson Elementary school. The addition of a 

district wide Pre-K program is also being evaluated.

JCJ Architecture and our consultants started the feasibility study by visiting the site to investigate the existing conditions 

and explore potential physical plant needs as well as avenues for expansion. Concurrently, JCJ worked with the SMARTR 

Committee to identify and prioritize the project goals.  

EXISTING BUILDING ASSESSMENT SUMMARY:

Robertson Elementary School was built in 1913  as the Eighth District School.  Additions were added to the school in 1964 

and 1972.   At the time of the 1964 addition the original 1913 building was still being used as classroom space and had 

not been converted to Board of Education offices.  The Board of Education currently occupies the entire 1913 structure.  

Portable classrooms have been added to the facility to accommodate an expanding student population.

Structurally, the facility is in good condition with minor exceptions outlined in the report.  The mechanical, electrical, and 

plumbing systems are outdated and in need of upgrade.  The roof is relatively new dating approximately ten years old and 

is in good condition with the exception of some blistered areas that should be addressed to prevent roof failure.  

The greatest concerns with the Robertson Elementary School are “Life Safety” and “Accessibility”.  The entire facility lacks 

an automatic fire suppression system.  All of the facility was constructed prior to the implementation of modern acces-

sibility codes and  is handicapped inaccessible.  The  combined lack of fire suppression and handicapped accessibility 

increase the difficulty of safe and quick egress during and emergency event.

In general existing classroom sizes appear to be adequate for current utilizations, however several of the classrooms  are 

smaller than the industry’s “best practices” of 900 SF.



executive summary

FEASIBILITY STUDY PROCESS AND CONCLUSIONS:

Meetings with the Superintendent, the Principal, local officials, and town staff offered insight into the functionality of the 

school and helped to prioritize the areas of the school they felt should be addressed. Preliminary programs were devel-

oped based on these meetings and the approved Highland Park Elementary Education Specifications, which were given as 

a guide prior to the development of Educational Specifications specific to Robertson Elementary.

JCJ Architecture proposed that setting clear goals for the project at a very early stage would be critically important to the 

decision-making process for not only the design team, but also the representatives from the Town. The following project 

goals were discussed in detail with the SMARTR Committee.

–– Maximize State reimbursement

–– Provide room sizes that meet 21st Century needs

–– Maintain and/or enhance community related assets

–– Meet high performance goals to create higher long-term operational savings

–– Preserve historical part (1912) of the building

–– Provide a clear plan for future expansion and classroom space

–– Improve site circulation and site safety

JCJ Architecture worked with the SMARTR Committee in exploring a number of preliminary design concepts. These 

preliminary concepts followed a number of approaches to addressing the space needs identified. The individual schemes 

showed additions in different locations and achieved differing degrees of success in meeting the school’s needs. Each 

scheme was evaluated based on the goals of the project and were narrowed down to 2 options that appear to be the “right 

solution for the right reasons”. These final recommendations have been summarized further in Section 6.0 of the full 

report. 

feasibility study
robertson elementary school



comparison of design options
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comparison of design options

OPTION 1option  1  - second floor plan

option  1  - first floor plan



feasibility study
robertson elementary school

estimates

Professional Construction Services, Inc. 203-322-2730

April 10, 2013 Robertson Elementary School - Option 1

 
 

Existing Building: 52,515 sf
Proposed New Building Area: 57,666 sf

Proposed Renovated Building Area: 0 sf
Highest projected student enrollment: 380

CONSTRUCTION COSTS

ROBERTSON ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

Site Development 
Building Demolition 52,515 sf $10.00 $525,150
Modular Demolition 4,500 sf $5.00 $22,500
Asbestos Abatement 52,515 sf $7.00 $367,605

Sitework
Parking 46,560 sf $4.00 $186,240
Curbing 2,000       lf $25.00 $50,000
Drainage 1 allowance $200,000.00 $200,000
Lighting 1 allowance $50,000.00 $50,000
Re-establsh Fields at Demolished 1 allowance $100,000.00 $100,000
Walks 1 allowance $100,000.00 $100,000

Site Development Subtotal $1,601,495

Building Construction

Renovation 0 sf $216.00 $0
New Construction 57,666 sf $330.00 $19,029,780

High Performance School Requirements 57,666 sf $0.00 included

Building Construction Subtotal $19,029,780

Subtotal Construction $20,631,275

Contractor Bond 2.0% $412,626

Sub Total $21,043,901

General Conditions 10.0% $2,104,390

Sub Total $23,148,291

Overhead and Fees 10.0% $2,314,829

Sub Total $25,463,120

Program/Design Contingency 10.0% $2,546,312
Construction Contingency 10.0% $2,546,312
Sub Total $30,555,744

CONSTRUCTION COSTS ESCALATION
Escalation to 2014 5.00% 1.00 yrs $1,527,787

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $32,083,531

EQUIPMENT

Technology, Security & Telephone Hardware 380 students $1,500.00 $570,000

Fixtures,Furnishings & Equipment/Casework 57,666 sf $12.00 $692,000
Food Service Equipment $250,000

PROJECT DEVELOPMENT
Architectural/Engineering Fees 1 fixed fee $1,104,000
Architectural/Engineering Reimbursables $40,000
Testing & Inspections $100,000
Special Inspections $50,000
Survey $15,000
Geotechnical Investigation - enhanced $20,000
Construction Management PreCON Services 0.5% of Total Construction Cost in const cost
Construction Management 3.0% of Total Construction Cost in const cost
Commissioning 1 allowance $100,000
Asbestos Abatement 1 allowance in const cost

OTHER COSTS
State Permit Fees $0

Builders Risk Insurance 0.27% of Total Construction Cost $86,626

Clerk of the Works 1.0% of Total Construction Cost $320,835

TOTAL SOFT COSTS* $3,348,461

TOTAL PROJECT COST $35,431,992

* Soft Costs are estimates at this time and are based only on industry standards.

The costs shown are conceptual and should be used for general

planning and budgetary comparisons only. The costs are subject to

change as more technical information becomes available and greater

detail is developed.

Page 1
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feasibility study
robertson elementary school

comparison of design options

Professional Construction Services, Inc. 203-322-2730

April 10, 2013 Robertson Elementary School - Option 2

 
 

Existing Building: 52,515 sf
Proposed New Building Area: 22,190 sf

Proposed Renovated Building Area: 34,824 sf
Highest projected student enrollment: 380

CONSTRUCTION COSTS

ROBERTSON ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

Site Development 
Building Demolition 17,681 sf $10.00 $176,810
Modular Demolition 4,500 sf $5.00 $22,500
Asbestos Abatement 0 sf $7.00 $0

Sitework
Parking 26,500 sf $4.00 $106,000
Curbing 1,800       lf $25.00 $45,000
Drainage 1 allowance $150,000.00 $150,000
Lighting 1 allowance $50,000.00 $50,000
Re-establsh Fields at Demolished 0 allowance $0.00 $0
Walks 1 allowance $75,000.00 $75,000

Site Development Subtotal $625,310

Building Construction

Renovation 34,824 sf $216.00 $7,521,984
Expanded Kitchen 850 sf $300.00 $255,000
New Construction 21,340 sf $327.00 $6,978,180

High Performance School Requirements 57,014 sf $0.00 included

Building Construction Subtotal $14,755,164

Subtotal Construction $15,380,474

Contractor Bond 2.0% $307,609

Sub Total $15,688,083

General Conditions 10.0% $1,568,808

Sub Total $17,256,892

Overhead and Fees 10.0% $1,725,689

Sub Total $18,982,581

Program/Design Contingency 10.0% $1,898,258
Construction Contingency 10.0% $1,898,258
Sub Total $22,779,097

CONSTRUCTION COSTS ESCALATION
Escalation to 2014 5.00% 1.00 yrs $1,138,955

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $23,918,052

EQUIPMENT

Technology, Security & Telephone Hardware 380 students $1,500.00 $570,000

Fixtures,Furnishings & Equipment/Casework 57,014 sf $12.00 $685,000
Food Service Equipment $250,000

PROJECT DEVELOPMENT
Architectural/Engineering Fees 1 fixed fee $910,000
Architectural/Engineering Reimbursables $40,000
Testing & Inspections $100,000
Special Inspections $50,000
Survey $15,000
Geotechnical Investigation - enhanced $20,000
Construction Management PreCON Services 0.5% of Total Construction Cost in const cost
Construction Management 3.0% of Total Construction Cost in const cost
Commissioning 1 allowance $100,000
Asbestos Abatement 1 allowance in const cost

OTHER COSTS
State Permit Fees $0

Builders Risk Insurance 0.27% of Total Construction Cost $64,579

Clerk of the Works 1.0% of Total Construction Cost $239,181

TOTAL SOFT COSTS* $3,043,759

TOTAL PROJECT COST $26,961,811

* Soft Costs are estimates at this time and are based only on industry standards.

The costs shown are conceptual and should be used for general

planning and budgetary comparisons only. The costs are subject to

change as more technical information becomes available and greater

detail is developed.

Page 2





feasibility study
robertson elementary school

comparison of design options

option 1 option 2





robertson - scheme comparison 

existing option 1
(new )

option 2
(reno-to-new )

Enrollment n/a 380 380

*Allowable SF n/a 45,600 sf 45,600 sf

Gross SF 52,515 57,666 sf 57,014 sf

Net SF 31,521 41,190 sf 36,129 sf

# of Classrooms 20 (incl port.) 19 19

Effi  ciency Factor 1.56 1.40 1.58

State Share (65.71%) n/a 51.96% (of tot. proj.) 52.55% (of tot. proj.)

Estimated Cost  1  n/a $35,431,992 26,961,811

Cost to Town n/a $17,021,528 $12,793,379

Robertson Elementary School Criteria

•         Maximize State reimbursement partial partial

•         Provide room sizes that meet 21st Century needs yes yes

•         Maintain and/or enhance community related assets yes yes

•         Meet high performance goals yes yes

•         Provide a clear plan for future expansion yes yes

•         Improve site circulation and site safety yes yes

Phasing Simple (1 move) 2 Student moves

Schedule Duration No Impact Add 2 months 2

Swing Space Not Needed Within Existing

 1   Construction plus soA  costs - estimates are for planning purposes only

2 Will need an extra “summer” of work



FULLER HALL RENOVATION - DESIGN PROPOSAL
SUFFIELD ACADEMY
July 30, 2010

T 860-547-1970 • www.tskp.com

Cheney School Building & Bennet Academy
Phase 1 Study - April 17, 2013



table of contents

I  

II 

III  

IV  

V   

	

VI  

	

	

VII   

VIII  

IX    

Introduction

Cheney Complex - Building Condition Assessment / Existing Conditions

Bennet Academy - Building Condition Assessment / Existing Conditions

Space Analysis

Design Options

	 1. Cheney Complex

	 2. Bennet Complex

	 3. Site

Cost Comparisons

	 1. Reimbursment

	 2. Project Cost

Project Schedule

Conclusions

Appendix

	  1. Draft Educational Specifications

	  2. Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment Report Excerpts, Tighe & Bond

            3. Hazardous Building Material Screening Report Excerpts, Tighe & Bond



Tai Soo Kim Partners  Architects  ·  www.tskp.com                                                                                                                              

cheney historic district 
(outlined in red)

History

North of School Street
The Cheney building, built in 1926 as a technical high school to train students for work in the Cheney Mills.  The building has been 
unoccupied since 2006.  The adjacent boiler building, built in 1918, originally served as a central plant for several adjacent buildings.  
It currently provides heat for the Cheney building and houses a cooling tower for the Bennet Academy.  The fire station, built in 
1918, was Fire Station No. 4.  It now serves the fire department as a meeting room and a storage facility.

South of School Street
Bennet Academy consists of four separate buildings, Franklin, Bernard, Cone, and the Recreation building connected by a series of 
overhead, enclosed, pedestrian bridges.  Franklin, Bernard, and Recreation were built circa 1916 and the Cone building was built 
in 1975.  As part of major renovation to all four buildings in 2007, the connecting bridges were provided.  The building currently 
houses the entire sixth grade for the district.

In 2012, the School Modernization and Reinvestment Team Revisited (SMARTR) Committee was formed to look at a strategy for 
long-term investment in the Town of Manchester’s educational facilities. The SMARTR committee is comprised of members from 
the Board of Education and Board of Directors, a Town Building Committee member, and members of the public. 

In March of 2013, the firm of Tai Soo Kim Partners, Architects was retained by the Town of Manchester to determine if it was 
feasible, from an educational and construction perspective, to move all the fifth grade students in the district to the Bennet 
Academy / Cheney site creating a grade 5 - 6 school.  In particular, Tai Soo Kim Partners was tasked with determining if the 
project as envisioned could satisfy the State Department of Education’s requirements for a “Renovation” status project in 
conformance with C.G.S. 10-282.

Methodology

For the purposes of the study, the SMARTR Committee with representation from the Board of Directors, Board of Education, and 
Town Building Committee provided feedback, through a series of weekly meetings, to the design team.

The process began with three distinct phases, gathering of existing documentation, field surveys of the existing facilities, and 
interviews with select staff.

Information was gathered from multiple locations and sources.  The following information was utilized:
•     Drawings:  Manchester Public Works - Cheney Building Floor Plans, date unknown
•     Drawings:  Manchester Public Works - Fire House Floor Plans, date unknown
•     Drawings:  Bennet 6th Grade Academy General Construction, 12/2006
•     Drawings:  Heating Plant-School Buildings, 2/1915 (Partial Set)
•     Drawings:  Fuss & O’Neill Main Street Utilities, 9/2005
•     Drawings:  Manchester Drainage Water and Sanitary Plan, 6/1986
•     Drawings:  Trade School Building Plot Plan, 6/1924
•     Drawings:  School Street Sewer Map and Profile, 1914
•     Bennet School AHERA Asbestos Re-Inspection Report, 10/2008
•     Educational Specification Grade 5 Cheney / Bennet Academy Site, 3/2013
•     Educational Specification Highland Park, 4/2008
•     Bennet Project Site Options Memo, 6/2006

The staff of Tai Soo Kim Partners, Kohler Ronan Consulting Engineers, Macchi Engineers, and Tighe & Bond, over the course 
of 5 weeks, conducted 10 site visits to examine the existing facility.  As part of this investigation, Tai Soo Kim Partners solicited 
information from the following:
•     SMARTR Committee
•     Cheney Brothers National Historic District Commission
•     Manchester Historical Society
•     CT State Historic Commission
•     Dr. Richard Kisiel, Superintendent
•     Joe Chella, Principal
•     Richard Ziegler, BOE Facilities Director
•     Chris Till, Manchester Department of Public Works Facilities Director
•     Scott Sprague, Director of Parks and Recreation

I  Introduction

Existing Site

Bennet academy Complex

cheney complex

School Street

Wells Street

M
ain Street
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II Building condition assessment - cheney building

View from the south View from the north

   Fire House                                  Boiler House                                       Cheney Building
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II Building condition assessment - cheney building

Exterior Envelope

The Cheney building is a three story structure with an exterior envelope of 16” thick solid brick bearing walls with lime-
stone trim and built-up asphalt roofing.   Windows are wood, single pane, double hung.  There is a small single wythe 
CMU storage shed attached to the building in the north courtyard.

Generally speaking the brick exterior is in good condition.  There appears to be no brick spalling or deterioration of the 
mortar.  There are some vines along the north wall of the courtyard that will need to be removed and a fire escape on the 
east wall of the courtyard that is badly rusted and needs to be removed/replaced.

The limestone lintels and sills are in good condition but soiled.  All exterior masonry should be cleaned and limited 
repointing should be anticipated. Windows are in poor condition with peeling paint, broken glass panes and generally no 
longer operable.  They will require replacement.  The lower level window screens are badly corroded and also need to be 
removed/replaced. The roofing appears to be in satisfactory shape, but roof accessories, e.g. vents, roof hatch, etc, are in 
poor condition. 

3-story Brick Structure with Limestone Trim and Built-up Asphalt 
Roofing  

Wythe CMU Storage Shed

North Wall of Courtyard - Cheney Building 

Limestone Lintels and Sills - Good Condition but Soiled

Satisfactory Roof Condition / Poor Roof Accessories Condition

Inoperable Windows

East Wall of Courtyard - Cheney Building
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II building condition assessment - cheney building

interior structure 

The Boiler building is a single story structure that extends approximately 14’ below grade and with an exterior of 18” 
solid brick bearing walls with limestone trim and low slope metal roofing.   Windows are wood, single pane, double hung.  
There is a large 84’ tall brick chimney which is no longer used.

In general the main building was found to be in good overall condition.  We did not observe any significant signs of 
structural distress in the exposed bearing walls or timber support members.  However, we did observe isolated areas that 
will require some remedial structural work.  These include the following:

1)   Long term water infiltration through the exterior basement walls has caused deterioration in the masonry and mortar 
joints within the basement.  Correcting this may require that the perimeter of the building be excavated and the basement 
walls exposed.  A new waterproof membrane would then be installed with a new perimeter footing drain.  The perimeter 
of the building would be backfilled with a free draining fill. 

2)   Some water infiltration was observed through the roof at a number of locations.  This appears to be concentrated at 
interior roof drain locations.  Based on this, some replacement of damaged tongue and groove roof planking should be 
anticipated.   

The building was last utilized as a school.  From a load standpoint the building appears to be functioning for the intended 
loads.  Upgrading the existing main building to meet current seismic requirements should not be required as there is no 
change in use.  However, if significant structural modifications are made to the existing lateral force systems during the 
renovation, seismic upgrades would then be required.  A complete seismic upgrade to a building of this type would be 
prohibitively expensive and should be avoided.

interior finishes

The exterior walls are painted brick, interior partitions are primarily CMU, drywall, or brick, all painted.  Flooring consists of 
tile, wood strip flooring, VAT, and carpet.  Ceilings are typically 2x4 acoustic tile with exposed painted structure in some 
locations on the third floor. 

In the lower level, paint is peeling on most of the exterior walls and the wood floor is severely buckled.  This is the result 
of moisture intrusion either through the walls or floor or both.  Walls and floors need to be sealed to eliminate water 
intrusion and all loose paint needs to be removed.

All finishes are in poor condition and should be replaced.

HVAC Systems

The building is heated by a combination of cast iron and finned tube radiators located at the perimeter of each floor level.  
Steam is provided from the adjacent boiler building.  There is no air conditioning or mechanical ventilation.  All of this 
equipment requires replacement.  

Electrical Systems

The electric service is rated at 600A, 208/120V, 3-phase, 4-wire.  It is served by pole mounted transformers located on 
the opposite side of the road. Service lines cross the road overhead to a pole in front of the building and then drop down 
the pole and run below grade to the building.  This service is antiquated and the secondary conductors appear undersized.   
This equipment should be replaced.  Lighting throughout is in poor condition and should be replaced.

Plumbing Systems

All existing plumbing fixtures should be replaced.  The building appears to be served by municipal water and sewer 
services that enter the building in the meter room at the lower level.  These utilities appear to be adequately sized.

Fire Protection

The building appears to be served by a 6” municipal water service for fire protection that enters the building in the meter 
room at the lower level.  This service appears to be adequate.Typical Interior of Cheney

Paint Peeling on Interior Walls

Buckled Wood Floor

Ceiling  with 2x4 acoustic tile with exposed painted structure
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II existing conditions - cheney building

Upper Level Floor Plan

Main Level Floor Plan

Lower Level Floor Plan

South Elevation

Courtyard East ElevationEast Elevation

North Elevation

Courtyard West ElevationWest Elevation
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II building condition assessment - boiler house

Exterior Envelope

The building is a 3-story timber and masonry bearing wall structure that contains a partial below grade basement.  Typical floor 
construction is comprised of tongue and groove flooring spanning between heavy timber girders.  The girders are supported 
on both masonry bearing walls and in some areas steel columns.  Roof construction is comprised of tongue and groove timber 
decking that spans between heavy timber girders.  The roof is pitched to interior roof drains. There are areas were steel 
framing had been previously added to reinforce portions of the floors. 

The existing masonry envelope is in fair condition with areas of spalled brick, deteriorated mortar joints, and weathered stone 
trim.  It appears that water had been entering the walls through the stone coping and causing deterioration.  At some point, the 
stone copings were covered with sheet metal caps to correct this problem.  This appears to have stabilized the exterior and 
prevent further deterioration. Spalled brick should be replaced and deteriorated mortar joints repointed.

The low slope metal panel roof system is an unusual assembly that appears intact but has limited life expectancy.  The large 
skylight assembly, is un-insulated and in fair condition.

Interior Structure

The building is a single story, robust structure, comprised of cast in place concrete walls and perimeter masonry bearing 
walls.  The building contains a full basement.  The roof is comprised of a series of steel trusses that support a concrete 
roof system.  The rear of the building contains a large smoke stack.  Overall the structure is in good overall condition.  
However, there are isolated areas that require remedial structural work.  These include the following:

1)   Significant deterioration of a concrete lintel above a rear door was observed.  The lintel should either be repaired or 
replaced.   

2)   Water infiltration was observed though the basement walls and roof parapets.  Some reconstruction work of the roof 
parapet masonry should be anticipated.

Interior finishes

The interior of the boiler building is absent interior finishes except for some paint of exposed structure.  There is a 
plywood mezzanine on the west side of the building with a spiral stair that connects to the lower level.

HVAC, Electrical, Plumbing and Fire Protection Systems

The building is heated with steam from a small boiler that also serves the adjacent Cheney building.  There is a large 
cooling tower that serves the Bennet Academy in the northwest corner of the building. There is no air conditioning or 
mechanical ventilation.  The electrical and plumbing systems are antiquated.  There is no fire protection system.

Spalled Brick, Deteriorated Mortar Joints, and Weathered Stone 
Trim

Interior of Boiler Building is Absent of Interior Finishes

Low Slope Metal Panel Roof System

Boiler House Exterior
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II building condition assessment - fire house 

Exterior Envelope

The Fire House building is a two story structure with an exterior envelope of 12” thick solid brick bearing walls, and 
limestone trim.   Windows are wood, single pane, double hung.  

The existing masonry envelope is in fair condition with areas of cracked, deteriorated mortar joints, and weathered stone 
trim.  Windows are peeling paint and showing signs of deterioration.  Masonry cracks need to be repaired and the exterior 
cleaned.

Interior Structure

The building is a 2-story masonry bearing wall structure.  Typical construction is comprised of timber framing with tongue 
and grove flooring.  Overall the structure was found to be in good overall condition.  However, we did observe that 
portions of the slab on grade are significantly cracked and will require replacement.  

Interior Finishes

The exterior walls are painted brick, interior partitions are painted drywall.  First floor has a sealed concrete floor with 
exposed wood joists above.  Second floor is carpeted.  All finishes are in fair condition. 

2-story Brick Structure with Limestone Trim

Cracked, Deteriorated Mortar Joints & Weathered Stone Trim

Second Floor Plan

Fire House Boiler House

Ground Floor Plan Ground Floor Plan

Roof Plan

Lower Floor Plan
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III Existing Conditions - bennet academy

The Bennet Academy is a recently renovated complex of four separate buildings connected by pedestrian bridges.  The 
2007 construction project was completed as a “Renovation” project as defined by C.G.S. 10-282.  As such, all building 
systems are essentially new and have a minimum 20 year life expectancy.  The only exception is the lower level of the 
Recreation building which was left unfinished and at one time housed a pool and bowling alley.  It is currently used as 
storage.

View from the south

classroom

circulation

administration

utility & service

core

under utilized space

Lower Level Floor Plan
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III Existing Conditions - bennet academy

Unoccuppied Space Used for Storage

Interior Corridor

Upper Level Floor Plan

Bennet Academy Exterior 

classroom

circulation

administration

utility & service

core

under utilized space

Main Level Floor Plan
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IV space analysis
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V DESIGN OPTIONS - CHENEY complex oPTION 1

Lower Level

Main Level

Upper Level
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Option 2 Massing Model

Lower Level

Main Level

Upper Level
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V DESIGN OPTIONS - CHENEY complex oPTION 2
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Lower Level

Main Level

Upper Level

Option 3 Massing Model
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V DESIGN OPTIONS - CHENEY complex oPTION 3
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V DESIGN OPTIONS - bennet academy dining oPTIONs

Main Level

Main Level

Dining Option 1 Dining Option 2

Lower Level

classroom

circulation

administration

utility & service

core

under utilized space
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V DESIGN OPTIONS - bennet academy music & art

Lower Level

classroom

circulation

administration

utility & service

core

under utilized space
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V DESIGN OPTIONS - site

Existing Site

Bennet academy Complex

cheney complex
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V DESIGN OPTIONS - site

Site Option 1

Site Option 2
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V DESIGN OPTIONS - site

Site Option 3

Site Option 4
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V DESIGN OPTIONS - site

Site Option 5
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Vi cost comparisons

Estimated State Reimbursement Rate Cost Comparison - Cheney Complex*

”A” Options Include Bennet Academy Dining Addition

* For purposes of comparison between options, preliminary cost estimates derived from square foot unit prices were 
developed.  Due to the preliminary nature of the concepts, these estimates only establish orders of magnitude and relative 
costs.  As the cost of all options are within the margin of error of the estimate, the decision on which option(s) to pursue 
should be based on factors other than cost. 
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Vii Schedule

•  Cost Comparisons are Based on Scenario Two
• Scenario Two Requires Special Legislation

 21
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VIII conclusions

Cheney complex 

The existing Cheney complex, consisting of the Cheney Building, the Boiler House, and the Fire House are sound structures 
that are part of the historic fabric and history of Manchester.  Although all three buildings are in need of repair to the exterior 
envelope, and complete renovation of the interiors, the buildings can all be upgraded to current standards and codes without 
extraordinary measures.  A preliminary assessment of potential environmental hazards has yielded the typical concerns that 
would be expected with building of this age, e.g. asbestos, lead paint, underground fuel oil storage tanks, and possible ground 
contamination due to leakage from equipment .  At this time, none of these concerns appear to be unmanageable or cost 
prohibitive.  

The buildings are all within the Cheney Brothers Historic District.  Preliminary discussions with the Cheney Brothers Historic 
Commission, the Manchester Historic Society, and the CT State Historic Commission have demonstrated a willingness from all 
parties to be flexible in how the building(s) are adapted to another use. The buildings currently are slowly deteriorating and it is 
recognized that a successful reuse of some or all of the properties is likely to be the only way to insure any of their survival.

A preliminary educational specification has been generated based on previous models used in town and on discussions with 
the superintendent of schools and school staff.  Based on this preliminary program, a number of planning exercises were 
undertaken to determine if the existing Cheney complex structures in conjunction with the facilities in the Bennet Academy 
were adequate to deliver the educational program.  In particular, initial analysis determined that there was inadequate space 
available in the Cheney complex to accommodate the required 5th grade program.  Consequently, a review was undertaken to 
determine which portions of the program could be located in the Bennet Academy, which has surplus square footage available.  
This review concluded that the music and art portions of the program were best located in the Bennet Academy.

Three options were studied for the Cheney complex.  Although initial studies included incorporation of the Fire House, 
ultimately those studies proved to not be viable and are not included.   The three options include incorporating a connecting 
bridge to the Bennet Academy.  The three options are as follows:

Option 1 – Utilizes the Boiler house and the Cheney building with a connecting addition that links the two 
buildings.

Option 2 – Utilizes only the Cheney building with two additions, one in the courtyard to the north and one 
between the Boiler house and the Cheney building to the west.

Option 3 – Utilizes only the Cheney building and demolishes the Boiler house to make way for a new addition to 
the west.

Of the three, Option 2 is least desirable with a compromised team structure and no long term solution to the adjacent Boiler 
house.  Options 1 and 3 are similar in their approach and planning with Option 3 yielding the best solution in terms of planning, 
future expansion, security, and technical difficulty.

Bennet Academy 

Bennet Academy was examined to confirm that core spaces such as the Library/Media Center (LMC), Cafeteria, Physical 
Education (PE) spaces and the existing Band/Orchestra room were adequate to support the increased student population.  Of 
these spaces, the PE and LMC were determined to be adequate.  The current cafeteria is too small to service the increased 
student population in three lunch waves.  An additional 1800 SF will be required to adequately seat 1/3 of the student 
population.  The existing kitchen may also require some upgrades or expansion. The existing Band/Orchestra room is also 
inadequate to accommodate a full band or orchestra.  At approximately 1700 SF it needs an additional 300 – 800 SF to 
perform adequately.  This poses difficulties as the current space is bounded on all sides by structural bearing walls.  A planning 
exercise was undertaken to try and identify an alternate location for this space and the associated music classrooms.  The 
only area of the building that could accommodate this program was the small gymnasium on the third floor of the Recreation 
Building.  However, because this space is critical to the park and rec programs offered daily on this site, this option was 
abandoned.  Alternatively, the existing bearing wall is shown being partially removed and new support steel will be required.  
Though difficult, this work can be accomplished.

Bennet Academy was also examined to locate areas where a new art room and general music classroom could be located 
to serve the 5th grade.  In both cases these spaces were found on the lower level in areas that are currently underutilized.  
Work necessary to create these spaces is limited.

site / parking

The impact of the 5th grade on site circulation and parking was examined.  In general, site circulation currently functions 
well although buses cue along School Street, a public street, and it would be desirable to cue them on site if possible.  
Parking is currently adequate with approximately 85 spaces available.  Unfortunately visitor parking is currently designated 
along Wells Street in the far southeast corner of the site whereas the school entrance is in the far northwest corner of the 
site.  Closer visitor parking is desirable.  The 5th grade, with an additional 30 staff and 500 students, will require additional 
parking spaces,  95 optimally, 50 minimum.

Five Options for the site were studied.  All options include visitor parking in the green space along Main Street adjacent to 
the school entrance:

Option 1 – Adds parking across Main Street on a town owned lot and where current paved play exists along 
what was once Vine Street.  Paved play is relocated to the courtyard of Bennet Academy.

Option 2 – Adds parking across Main Street on a town owned lot and where current paved play exists along 
what was once Vine Street.  School Street is gated and only available for bus pick-up and drop-off.  To allow 
turn around for vehicles coming west on School Street, two properties are acquired.  Paved play is relocated to 
the gated area of School Street.

Option 3 – Adds parking in the play field to the east and where current paved play exists along what was once 
Vine Street.  The play field is relocated to the courtyard of Bennet Academy and the Paved play is relocated 
to the gated area of School Street.  To allow through traffic from west bound vehicles on School Street, one 
property has been acquired and a connecting drive has been added from School Street to Wells Street.

Option 4 – Adds parking across Main Street on a town owned lot and where current paved play exists along 
what was once Vine Street.  Vine Street is re-established and School Street is gated and only available for bus 
pick-up and drop-off.  Paved play is relocated to the gated area of School Street.

Option 5 – Adds parking in the play field to the east and where current paved play exists along what was once 
Vine Street.  Vine Street is re-established and School Street is gated and only available for bus pick-up and 
drop-off.  The play field is relocated to the courtyard of Bennet Academy and the Paved play is relocated to 
the gated area of School Street.

Of the five, Options 2 and 3 require property acquisition, which is undesirable and resisted by the Cheney Brothers 
National Historic District Commission.  Option 1 does not improve on the current bus cueing on a public street.  Options 
4 and 5 are most desirable and should be pursued further.

For purposes of comparison between options, preliminary cost estimates derived from square foot unit prices were 
developed.  Due to the preliminary nature of the concepts, these estimates only establish orders of magnitude and relative 
costs.  As the cost of all options are within the margin of error of the estimate, the decision on which option(s) to pursue 
should be based on factors other than cost. 

It is the conclusion of this study that there are no profound obstacles with the existing facilities that should prevent the 
Town of Manchester from proceeding with schematic design to better define the program, scope of work, and actual costs 
associated with relocating all the 5th graders in the district to the Cheney/Bennet Academy site.
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Section 9    
Summary and Recommendations 

9.1 Summary 
Tighe & Bond has performed a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment in general 
conformance with the scope and limitations of ASTM Practice E 1527-05 and CTDEEP 
Site Characterization Guidance Document at the Bennet Academy (1151 Main Street), 
Cheney Building (41 School Street), Heating Plant (39 School Street) and the former Fire 
Station No. 4 (19 School Street) (the site).  Any exceptions to or deletions from, this 
practice are described in Section 10.1 of this report.  This assessment has revealed the 
following AOCs: 

 AOC-1 Heating Plant Boiler Room: Potential impacts to soil, groundwater and 
building materials (concrete) from historical use of the boiler room.  Staining was 
observed on the floor around the air compressors and oil lines coming into the 
boiler. The boiler room also contains a water pit used for blow off from the boiler. 
Constituents of Concern (COCs) include extractable petroleum hydrocarbons 
(ETPH), volatile organic compounds (VOCs), semi-volatile organic hydrocarbons 
(SVOCs), polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) and metals. 

 AOC-2 Heating Plant Storage Areas: Potential impacts to soil, groundwater and 
building materials (concrete) from historic and current use of the storage areas. 
There is staining on the floor in the storage rooms, coal storage area and evidence 
of hazardous materials including paint and oil cans, used oil drains, batteries, light 
bulbs, deteriorated drums, and Freon. COCs include ETPH, VOCs, SVOCs, PCBs, and 
metals 

 AOC-3 Heating Plant UST AREA: A 15,000-gallon heating oil UST is located 
outside the heating plant. Evidence of a second UST or a former UST was also 
observed.  COCs include ETPH, VOCs, and PAHs. 

 AOC-4 Cheney Building Former Metal Shop: Potential impacts to soil, 
groundwater, and building materials (concrete) from historic activities in the former 
metal shop.  Staining was not observed on the floor; however, the floor has been 
retiled. COCs include ETPH, VOCs, PAHs, and metals 

 AOC-5 Cheney Building Wood Shop: Potential impacts to soil, groundwater, and 
building materials from activities in the wood shop, specifically the staining room.  
Staining was observed on the floor in the wood shop and in the staining room. 
COCs include ETPH, VOCs, SVOCs, and metals. 

 AOC-6 Cheney Building Mechanical Room: Potential impacts to soil, 
groundwater, and building materials (concrete) from activities in the mechanical 
room. The mechanical room contains a tank with used hydraulic oil as well as 5 
gallon buckets of hydraulic oil. There is staining on the floor in the room. COCs 
include ETPH, VOCs, SVOCs, PCBs, and metals. 

 AOC-7 Cheney Building Storage Shed: The storage shed is used to store 
gasoline and lawn mowing equipment. There is a 300-gallon storage tank in poor 
condition with staining on the floor beneath it. COCs include ETPH, VOCs, PAHs, and 
lead. 

 AOC-8 Bennet Academy UST area: There is record of three different tanks 
located at this site. There were no environmental reports indicating that the UST 
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graves were sampled when old tanks were removed. COCs include ETPH, VOCs, and 
PAHs.  

 AOC-9 Bennet Academy Mechanical Room: The mechanical room in the Bennet 
Academy houses a water treatment area, dry transformer, glycol feed for the water 
circulation system, and other mechanical equipment. A glycol leak was observed 
during the site inspection. The floor was not stained at the time of the visit but the 
floor had been poured with new concrete.  COCs include ETPH, VOCs, SVOCs, 
PCBs, Glycols, and Metals. 

 AOC-10 Bennet Academy Tunnels: An underground utility tunnel network 
connects the buildings to each other. There was staining observed on the floor of 
the tunnel and radon monitoring devices placed throughout.   COCs include ETPH, 
VOCs, SVOCs, PCBs, and Metals. 

 AOC-11 Fire Station No. 4 Floor Drains: There are two floor drains on the floor 
of the fire station. The floor drains collect fluid and sediment and have a pipe 
connection at the bottom. COCs include ETPH, VOCs, SVOCs, PCBs, and Metals.  

Tighe & Bond has performed this Phase I Site Assessment in general accordance with 
guidelines described in ASTM E1527-05 and CTDEEP Site Characterization Guidance 
Document to identify AOCs and COCs at this site in a manner consistent with standard 
practice in the industry.  However, as indicated in the ASTM standard, “No 
environmental site assessment can wholly eliminate uncertainty regarding the potential 
for AOCs in connection with a property.  Performance of this practice is intended to 
reduce, but not eliminate, uncertainty regarding the potential for AOCs in connection 
with a property, and the practice recognizes “reasonable limits of time and cost.” 

9.2 Recommendations 
A Phase II Environmental Site Assessment is recommended to determine if releases of 
COCs (ETPH, VOCs, SVOCs, PCBs, and Metals) have occurred at the AOCs and have 
impacted soil, groundwater, and building materials (concrete) at the site.  The objective 
of the Phase II ESA would be as follows: 

 Determine if releases of COCs have occurred at the AOCs  

 Determine if remediation will be required to meet the requirements of the Bureau 
of School Facilities 

 Evaluate potential soil, groundwater and building materials management 
requirements during renovation activities. 
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2902801-1 
March 28, 2013 
 
Randall Luther 
Tai Soo Kim Partners 
285 Farmington Avenue 
Hartford, CT 06105 
 
Re: Hazardous Building Material Screening Report 
 Cheney School, Heating Plant and Fire House 
 19, 39, and 41 School St, Manchester, CT 
 
Dear Mr. Luther: 
 
In accordance with our proposal dated March 5, 2013, Tighe & Bond has completed a 
Hazardous Building Materials Screening (HBMS) for the Former Cheney School (41 School 
St), Boiler Plant (39 School St), and Fire House (19 School St). The purpose of the 
inspection was to determine if hazardous building materials (HBMs) are associated with 
building components that will be impacted during proposed renovation activities.  These 
materials include but are not limited to; floors, walls, ceilings, roofs fields and window 
components. The inspection also included a visual evaluation for universal wastes and lead 
based paint. 

Screening Summary 
The HBMS was conducted by State of Connecticut licensed inspectors, James Webb of Tighe 
& Bond on March 13 and 14, 2013. Copies of inspector licenses are included in Appendix A. 
The HBMS was limited to the large quantity building materials which included floors, walls, 
ceilings and window systems of the Cheney School, Boiler Plant and Fire House.  A walk 
through and visual inspection was conducted at the Bennet School. According to information 
included in the 2008 Asbestos Hazard Emergency Response Act (AHERA) report for the 
Bennet School, all asbestos containing materials (ACM) were abated in 2007.  Roof sampling 
for was not performed during this screening.  Sampling of the roof fields should be done as 
part of a Supplemental Hazardous Building Materials Inspection (HBMI) if the project moves 
forward. 

The inspection included sampling of suspect ACM, lead-based paint screening using an X-
Ray Florescent (XRF) analyzer, sampling of caulking and glazing compound materials for 
analysis of polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and a visual inspection for the presence of 
PCB, di (2-ethylhexyl) phthalate (DEHP), mercury, or chlorofluorocarbon containing 
equipment. The inspection was limited to visible and accessible materials.  Minor selective 
demolition activities were conducted as part of this inspection. The following is a description 
of field activities conducted during the inspection: 

Suspect Asbestos-Containing Material Sampling 
A total of 28 different types of suspect asbestos containing materials were observed and 
sampled including sheetrock, joint compound, floor tile and mastic, cove base and mastic, 
ceiling tiles, boiler insulation and boiler brick, wood window glazing compounds, window 
frame caulk, sink undercoating and other miscellaneous materials. Sampled materials are 
listed in Tables 1 and 2 (Appendix B).  Up to two samples were collected of each suspect 
material as part of the asbestos identification screening. Samples were submitted to EMSL 
Laboratories in Wallingford, Connecticut for asbestos analysis via Polarized Light Microscopy 
(PLM) using EPA approved protocol in accordance with accreditation of the National Institute 
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of Standards and Technology (NIST). During inspection activities the sample locations, 
types of material, and quantities were recorded.  Homogenous materials were noted when 
observed.  

Lead-Based Paint Screening 
Lead based paint (LBP) screening was conducted using an Innov-X X-Ray Florescent (XRF) 
analyzer. The XRF is an instant read instrument that measures lead content of painted 
surfaces in milligrams per square centimeter. All of the painted building components such as 
walls, floors, and door systems for each target room were screened with the XRF and 
measurements were recorded as part of the inspection.  Component and surface locations 
were identified by side designations represented by the letters “A”, “B”, “C”, and “D”.  The 
“A” side is considered the door/entrance side to the data closets with the “B”, “C”, and “D” 
side following in a clockwise order.   

PCB Sampling of Caulk and Glazing Compounds 

Samples were collected of caulking and glazing compounds observed during the inspection. 
Three different types of caulking and one type of glazing compound were observed. Up to 
two samples of each different type of material were collected as part of the PCB 
identification screening. These samples were submitted to Phoenix Laboratories of 
Manchester, Connecticut for analysis of PCBs utilizing the EPA 3540C Soxhlet Extraction and 
SW 846 8082 analytical method. 

Visual Inspection for PCB/DEHP, Mercury, and Chlorofluorocarbon 
Containing Equipment 
A visual inspection for lighting ballasts, transformers, electrical switches, small electrical 
motor capacitors, and other items that could contain PCBs/DEHP was conducted. The 
inspection also included identification of mercury vapor lamps, other components known to 
contain mercury, and compressors with the potential to contain chlorofluorocarbons.  

Findings and Conclusions 
Asbestos Sampling Results 

During the course of the inspection, a total of 29 bulk samples of suspect ACM were 
collected and 29 samples were analyzed.  Some materials were found to be homogeneous 
to each room (i.e. sheetrock, floor tile, ceiling tiles, etc). USEPA defines any material 
containing more than 1% asbestos as an asbestos containing material. Five types of 
material were found to be asbestos containing materials (ACM) including floor tile and 
mastic, sink undercoating, window glazing compound, boiler insulation, and metal window 
glazing compound on doors. Additionally one sample was analyzed using the TEM NOB 
method. The TEM NOB analyses method confirmed the wood sash window glazing 
compound from the Fire House to be Non-ACM or <1% asbestos containing. Laboratory 
reports from EMSL are provided in Appendix C. 

Previous sampling had been conducted at the Cheney School during prior AHERA inspections 
documented in 1990 and 1999. The following building materials were found to contain 
asbestos during those inspections; resilient floor tile and mastic, fire doors, pipe insulation 
and mudded pipe fittings, mastic behind wall boards and transite panels.  Refer to Table 1 
for a summary of asbestos containing materials previously sampled. 
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Lead-Based Paint Screening Results 
A total of 57 readings were collected during the lead-based paint screen of the Cheney 
Building, Power Plant and Fire House.  Lead-based paint is typically defined as containing 
greater than 1.0 mg/cm2 of lead.  XRF readings were recorded ranging from 0.0 mg/cm2 to 
>5.0 mg/cm2 during the inspection.  

A total of 40 readings were collected from the Cheney Building.  High levels of lead based 
paint were identified on interior brick walls, interior foundations, interior and exterior wood 
window frames and sashes, structural steel, and plaster walls.   

A total of 11 readings were collected from the Power Plant.  High levels of lead based paint 
were identified on the exterior wood window/door frames and sashes and interior concrete 
walls of the Power Plant. 

A total of 6 readings were collected from the Fire House.  High levels of lead based paint 
were identified on the exterior wood window/door frames and sashes and interior brick walls 
of the Power Plant. 

Due to the presence of high levels of lead based paint within the Cheney School, Power 
Plant, and Fire House further recommendations and planning will be required to address 
lead based paint removal or encapsulation.   

US Department of Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) assumes any detectable level of 
lead in paint requires worker task specific exposure monitoring. If these surfaces identified 
to contain low levels of lead will be impacted by cutting, grinding or other dust generating 
activities a worker task specific exposure assessment should be conducted by the contractor 
in accordance with OSHA 29 CRF 1926.62 to confirm lead dust is not being generated. Refer 
to Table 3 for a detailed list of painted surfaces screened and XRF measurements recorded.   

PCB Sample Results for Caulk, Putty, and Sealant Compounds 
A total of 10 samples were submitted for analysis of PCBs (four different types of materials). 
All of the samples analyzed were found to be Non–PCB containing.  Concentrations detected 
ranged from <0.75 parts per million (ppm) to <0.82 ppm. 

Materials containing PCBs at concentrations greater than 50 ppm and 1 ppm are regulated 
by EPA and the Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection (CTDEEP), 
respectively.  Materials with PCB concentrations less than or equal to 1 ppm are not 
regulated and can be disposed of as general construction waste. Refer to Table 4 for a 
detailed list materials sampled for PCBs.  Laboratory analytical reports for PCB sampling are 
provided in Appendix D.   

Visual Inspection for PCB/DEHP, Mercury, and Chlorofluorocarbon 
Containing Equipment 
Each of the rooms, hallways, and waiting areas were observed to have fluorescent light 
fixtures.  Each of these fixtures is assumed to contain ballasts that may contain PCBs and 
fluorescent tubes that contain mercury vapor.  Additional universal wastes observed during 
the inspection included thermostats and emergency exit signs that may contain mercury 
vapor.  If these fixtures are to be removed as part of renovation activities they should be 
properly handled and disposed in accordance with existing State and Federal regulations.  
An evaluation of existing electrical equipment for hazardous materials was not conducted as 
part of the inspection. No obvious signs of leaking PCB/DEHP containing equipment such as 
wet transformers, electrical switches, or small electrical motor capacitors were observed 
during the inspection. Furthermore, air conditioning units with the potential to contain 
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chlorofluorocarbons such as Freon was observed during the inspection. Refer to Table 5 for 
a summary of universal waste inventory. 

Limitations 
Additional HBMI work will be required to determine actual materials and quantities for 
abatement and renovation, which was outside the scope of work for this HBMS.  To meet 
EPA sampling identification standards, additional samples of suspect asbestos and suspect 
PCB containing materials is required before conducting any renovation activities. 

We have developed a preliminary order of magnitude cost estimate of $300,000 for 
abatement of HBMs that were identified during this Screening. This estimate includes a 
supplementary investigation of hazardous building materials, abatement design and 
specifications, abatement monitoring and the removal/disposal of universal wastes (refer to 
Table 6). Note, this cost estimate will increase if additional HBMs are found during the 
supplement investigation. We recommend technical specifications be developed to facilitate 
proper removal and disposal of these materials prior to renovation activities.      

If you have any questions, please contact me at (860)704-4761 or jtolsen@tighebond.com. 

 
 
Very truly yours, 
 
TIGHE & BOND, INC. 

    
James T. Olsen, LEP 
Senior Project Manager, Associate 
 
 
 
Enclosures: Appendix A  -  Inspector Licenses 

 Appendix B - Table 1 Summary of Asbestos Containing Materials 

   Table 2 Summary of Non-Asbestos Containing Materials 

 Table 3 Summary of XRF Lead Screening Results 

 Table 4 Summary of PCB Sampling Results 

 Table 5 Summary of Universal Wastes 

 Appendix C  - EMSL Asbestos Laboratory Analytical Reports 

 Appendix D  - PCB Laboratory Analytical Reports 
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Reroofing and Related Work 
Waddell Elementary School 
163 Broad Street 
Manchester, CT 
JH1306C 

 

PROJECT BUDGET COST ESTIMATE   

April 15, 2013 
 
 

Replace approximately 26,390  sq. ft. of existing BUR roofing 
with a new 30 year EPDM roofing system 

  
 
$484,920.00 

Replace approximately 9,310  sq. ft. of existing asphalt shingles 
with new asphalt shingles new ½" plywood sheathing 

  
 
$176,890.00 

360  lin. ft. of new gutters and downspouts  $  19,800.00 

2,260  sq. ft. of masonry restoration  (above roof line surfaces) * $101,700.00 

680  sq. ft. of limestone cleaning and sealing * $ 4,760.00 

Structural reinforcing of steel beam in Library  $ 3,500.00 

Asbestos removal and disposal  $ 6,730.00 

New access ladder  $ 1,200.00 

Removal of abandoned mechanical / electrical equipment and devices * $    3,000.00 
 

Construction Subtotal $802,500.00 
 
 
 
 

continued: 
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Reroofing and Related Work 
Waddell Elementary School 
163 Broad Street 
Manchester, CT 
JH1306C 

 

PROJECT BUDGET COST ESTIMATE   

April 15, 2013 
 
 

Construction Subtotal $802,500.00 
 

10% Contingency 
 

$  80,250.00 

Architectural / Engineering Fee $  18,700.00 

Industrial Hygienist Fee $ 4,500.00 

Printing, Testing, Legal, etc. $    6,000.00 

Project Total $911,950.00 

Projected State Reimbursement of 
81% of Project Total at 65.36% 

 
 

($482,801.00) 

Cost to Town of Manchester $429,149.00 
 
 

Note: 
 

1. This estimate is based on 2013 construction costs. The above estimate should be 
escalated by approximately 4% for each year of deferral. 

2. The estimate assumes a quarter inch roof pitch on the flat sections. 
3. The individual budget line items are not for stand alone projects. The entire project must 

be completed simultaneously to attain the line item values noted. 
4. Financing costs are not included in this estimate. 
5. The Architectural / Engineering Fee are for services provided by Jacunski Humes 

Architects, LLC. 
6. The Industrial Hygienist Fee is an estimate only, and not a proposal for services by 

Jacunski Humes Architects, LLC. 
7. The Projected State Reimbursement is based on the Connecticut Department of 

Education 2012-13 Reimbursement Percentage. 
8. Budget line items marked with an * are not eligible for State Reimbursement. 

 
 
 

G:BUDGET03 



15 MASSIRIO DRIVE SUITE 101 BERLIN, CONNECTICUT   06037 FAX 860 828-9223 TEL  860 828-9221  

 

 
             G – 2 (cont.) 
 
 
 

Reroofing and Related Work 
Bowers Elementary School 
141 Princeton Street 
Manchester, CT 
JH1306A 

 
 
 
 

PROJECT BUDGET COST ESTIMATE   

April 15, 2013 

Replace approximately 41,030  sq. ft. of existing BUR roofing 
with a new 30 year EPDM roofing system $732,390.00 

 

1,190  sq. ft. of masonry restoration  (above roof line surfaces) *  $  57,120.00 
 

Asbestos removal and disposal $ 6,800.00 
 

Painting of existing access ladder *  $ 500.00 
 

Removal of abandoned mechanical / electrical equipment and devices *  $    4,000.00 
 

Construction Subtotal $800,810.00 
 
 
 
 

continued: 



JACUNSKI HUMES ARCHITECTS, LLC 15 MASSIRIO DRIVE SUITE 101 BERLIN, CONNECTICUT  06037  

Reroofing and Related Work 
Bowers Elementary School 
141 Princeton Street 
Manchester, CT 
JH1306A 

 

PROJECT BUDGET COST ESTIMATE   

April 15, 2013 
 
 

Construction Subtotal $800,810.00 
 

10% Contingency 
 

$  80,080.00 

Architectural / Engineering Fee $  18,700.00 

Industrial Hygienist Fee $ 3,500.00 

Printing, Testing, Legal, etc. $    6,000.00 

Project Total $909,090.00 

Projected State Reimbursement of 
87% of Project Total at 65.36% 

 
 

($516,938.00) 

Cost to Town of Manchester $392,152.00 
 
 

Note: 
 

1. This estimate is based on 2013 construction costs. The above estimate should be 
escalated by approximately 4% for each year of deferral. 

2. The estimate assumes a quarter inch roof pitch on the flat sections. 
3. The individual budget line items are not for stand alone projects. The entire project must 

be completed simultaneously to attain the line item values noted. 
4. Financing costs are not included in this estimate. 
5. The Architectural / Engineering Fee are for services provided by Jacunski Humes 

Architects, LLC. 
6. The Industrial Hygienist Fee is an estimate only, and not a proposal for services by 

Jacunski Humes Architects, LLC. 
7. The Projected State Reimbursement is based on the Connecticut Department of 

Education 2012-13 Reimbursement Percentage. 
8. Budget line items marked with an * are not eligible for State Reimbursement. 
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MANCHESTER PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

BUILDING & SITES COMMITTEE MEETING 

 

 

 

Wednesday, April 17, 2013 

5:30 p.m. at Central Office 

 

 

Agenda 
 

 
1. Roofing Projects                                                                                              Rich Ziegler 

 

 

 

                                                                                                                        

                                

Next Meeting:    Tuesday May 7, 2013 at 9:00 a.m. at Central Office 

 

 

 

 

“The Board of Education welcomes the public to attend its committee meeting as observers.  Public 
comments will not be recognized, however, written comments may be submitted to the committee chairs on items 
on the committee’s agenda.” 

 

 



 

 
 

Manchester Board of Education 
Building and Sites Committee 

 
Meeting April 17, 2013 

 
 

 
 
Attendees:   Michael Crockett, Neal Leon, Dr. Kisiel, Rich Ziegler 

                    
 

 
The committee met to discuss the status of the roofing projects.  The Architect’s estimates for all three roofs 
were reviewed. The approved referendum dollars for the roof projects cannot support all three schools. A 
proposed option would be to complete the roof replacement at either Verplanck or Bowers and Waddell.  
 
After a discussion of the current conditions of all three roofs the committee recommends the roof replacement 
option of Bowers and Waddell.   
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 

 
Richard E Ziegler 
Facilities Manager 
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