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Karl Brown 
Project Manager 
Massachusetts School Building Authority 
40 Broad Street, Suite 500 
Boston, MA 02109 
 
 
January 4, 2017 
 
RE: Preferred Schematic Report for Ipswich Winthrop Elementary School 
Project 
 
Dear Mr. Karl Brown: 
 
In accordance with the MSBA’s Feasibility Study Submittal Procedures, 
PMA has reviewed and coordinated the materials contained within the 
Ipswich Elementary School Project’s Preferred Schematic Report (PSR) 
submittal.   
 
PMA finds the submittal to be complete and certifies that that the Ipswich 
School Building Committee has officially approved the submittal and the 
materials contained within.  The formal approval of the School Building 
Committee was obtained on the evening of Thursday, December 29, 2016.  
Meeting minutes from this meeting are contained within the PSR 
submission. 

 
The District’s preferred alternative is the New-Build option as it best suits 
the requirements of the educational program and most effectively addresses 
the deficiencies of the existing facilities. 
 
We look forward to the MSBA’s review and are eager to begin Schematic 
Design Phase.  As always, please feel free to contact me with any questions 
or concerns. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Paul Queeney 
Project Manager 
PMA Consultants, LLC 
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3.1.1 Introduction 

 

A. Overview of the Process Since the PDP 
The Preliminary Design Program (PDP) concluded with (2) sites identified as the most 
viable for a combined 775 student PreK-5 facility. Both the existing (Winthrop) site and 
Bialek Park site were selected based on the District’s priorities for a down-town, 
walkable location that could best serve the students and community.  The Doyon site 
had been removed from consideration by the School Committee during the PDP phase. 
 
The Preferred Schematic Phase started just after the PDP submission on June 10th and 
was originally scheduled for a September submission, but questions regarding the 
Bialek Park site and strong opposition led by abutters and other community members 
resulted in the land being removed from consideration by the Board of Selectmen, who 
had controlling authority. At the time of this action, the Bialek Park site was perceived 
as the preferred location by both the School Committee and the School Building 
Committee. This resulted in the District’s request to delay submission of the Preferred 
Schematic Report, which was later rescheduled for January 2017. 
 
During the delay period (August-October), the SBC looked for potential other downtown 
sites that would be walkable and perhaps available to purchase for use as a school site, 
this effort did not turn up any viable properties and ultimately the SC and SBC voted to 
recommend that the new school be placed at the existing Winthrop Site which is under 
the control of the District, walkable and centrally located. Due to the limited size of the 
site and its ability to accommodate parking and vehicular circulation, the Town chose 
to add expanded traffic study services that would inform the feasibility study and help 
make determinations for final design/planning during Schematics. 
 
Between the late October and early January, following the School Committee’s vote to 
proceed, the design team developed Add/Reno and New Construction Options while 
engaging in several rounds of Faculty, Community and numerous Building Committee 
meetings. The Educational Leadership Team took on a primary role in branding and 
outreach, helping to focus the Faculty and Community meetings on engagement. The 
design team also met with local regulatory agencies, public safety, the Tri-Board (Board 
of Selectmen/Finance/School Committee) and the Winthrop site abutters.  
 

B. Summary of Updated Project Schedule 
An update of the overall project schedule includes the extension of this Preferred 
Schematic Report submission from September 28th 2016 to January 4th 2017. 
Following the MSBA review, the anticipated Facilities Assessment Subcommittee 
Meeting is January 18 or February 1st with a potential Board vote to Schematic Design 
on February 15th. The Schematic Design Submission is targeted for May 18th 2017. 
Other Key milestones include; 



Winthrop Elementary School – Ipswich, MA 
MSBA Module 3 Feasibility Study – Preferred Schematic Report 
 

 
Perkins Eastman / DPC  Section 3.3.1, page 4 
   

• June 28th 2017 - MSBA Board Vote on Schematics & Project Scope & Budget 
• October 24th 2017 - Town Vote on Project Scope & Budget 
• November 14th 2017 – Town Election 
• November 15th 2017 thru August 15th 2018 – Design/Constr. Documents 
• August 16th thru October 25th 2018 – Bid & Award 
• October 29th 2018 - Start of Construction 
• August 2020 - Move-In, for start of school in September 

 

C. Summary of Existing Conditions Evaluation Since the PDP 
Based on the existing conditions explorations during the Preliminary Design Program 
phase, Perkins Eastman/DPC recommended additional geotechnical exploration be 
performed within the proposed new footprints on the existing site. (4) Additional borings 
were performed revealing a significant layer of granular fill and groundwater elevations 
between 3’ and 5’ below finished grade. Due to the nature of fills, the engineer is 
recommending soil improvements at both the North and South ends of the site, which 
will be explored further in Schematic Design. 
 
Based on the Phase-I Environmental Study during the PDP, a Phase-II Study was 
recommended to explore the 10k gallon UST, potential ACM under the existing school, 
unknown building debris from the original school and incinerator ash burial. Drilling and 
monitoring wells were installed on 12/29 with results expected late January. 
 
The selection of the downtown site has also raised concerns over the potential for 
additional traffic congestion, an expanded and comprehensive traffic analysis was 
requested by the School Building Committee and is currently underway with VHB 
consulting. The Study will also identify potential off-site parking locations to address 
the limited ability to meet the needs on-site. 
 

D. Summary of the Final Evaluation of Alternatives 
The development of options during the first half of the Preferred Schematic Phase 
(thru mid-August) included an Add/Reno Option, (2) New Constr. Options on the 
existing site and (4) variations of New Constr. on the Bialek Park site.  
 
With elimination of the Bialek Park site from consideration and School Committee’s 
affirmation of the Winthrop site for the 775 student PK-5 school, the Bialek Options 
were effectively eliminated from consideration. The Final Evaluation of Alternatives 
included the Add/Reno (W3B) and preferred New Construction Option, which was 
expanded into (4) variants (W2A.1, .2, .3 & .4). 
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The variants were developed from Late October through December 2017 and over the 
course of many Committee, Community, Faculty and Abutter meetings, each 
effectively responding to concerns and preferences. With Option W2A.4 being the final 
iteration and having addressed virtually all the community feedback, it is no surprise 
that it was selected as the preferred alternative. 
 

E. Summary of the District’s Preferred Solution 
The Preferred Option (W2A.4) addresses virtually all the educational and community 
objectives, but comes with concerns for parking and traffic (as do all options for the 
selected grade configuration on the existing site), which will continue to be addressed 
via the expanded traffic and parking study. The District is also exploring options to 
increase bus ridership and pedestrian traffic (walking/biking). 
 
The Preferred Solution reconstructs the 
new school over the existing footprint 
and extends into the former front lawn 
and parking loop. The concept is 
reasonably phase-able with new 3-story 
academic wings able to be built in front 
of the existing school and away from 
existing classrooms (refer to section 
3.3.3 B for a detailed description of 
construction impact). The plan holds 
good solar orientation for academic 
wings as well as the administration and 
cafetorium. It is organized with clear 
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community/large activity vs academic zones, which helps to separate acoustic 
conflicts, allows better control with lock-off and potential energy efficiencies. 
 

 
 

 

OUTDOOR LEARNING 

FITNESS PATH/STOPS 

AMPITHEATER 

EXISTING BUILDING 

Community Zone 
Caf 

Admin 
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The Gym is located closest to fields, the Cafetorium is located with direct connection 
to playgrounds, Music is positioned to open up to the Stage, Art and Maker Spaces 
are central to academic areas and the Media Center is located nearby, but also within 
the community zone. 
 
The academic wings consist of 3 levels, each with a cluster of classrooms and special 
education space organized around a shared flexible learning area. The flexible 
learning serves as an identifying space for each grade, offers good visibility among the 
rooms. The academic wings also frame outdoor learning areas on-site. 
 

F. Copy of the MSBA’s PDP Review and District’s Response 
A copy of the MSBA’s PDP review comments and the District’s response is included in 
the Appendix of this Report. The majority of comments/response were focused on the 
Educational Program, which was requested to follow the new format. 
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3.3.2 Evaluation of Existing Conditions 
 
Based on the existing conditions information Perkins Eastman recommended 
additional Geo-technical exploration be performed within the proposed footprint on the 
Winthrop site.   
 
The initial geo-technical investigations focused on the Northern end of the site, as the 
design has developed it was decided to expand the test boring locations towards the 
south end of the site where the 3 story addition would presumably be located.  
 
A series of 4 additional borings were performed in the locations indicated on the inset 
map below.  
 
 

 
 
The borings indicate that there is a significant layer of Granular Fill present thru-out 
the site area, groundwater is present at an elevation between 3’ and 5’ below finished 
grade.  During several of the community presentations the issue of run-off volume from 
High Street at the Northern end of the site boundary was brought up, therefore we have 
arranged for a monitoring well to be placed at the rea of the existing building so we 
can gather and track information related to this community concern.   
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Due to the nature of the fills on the site the geo-technical engineer is recommending soil 
improvements at both the north and south ends of the site, this can be accomplished by 
either Vibratory Roller compaction or Rammed Aggregate Piers.  The design team will 
investigate the pros and cons for each at this site and will select the system that best suits 
the site, construction schedule and cost.   The remainder of the foundation system will be 
conventional spread and continuous wall footings.  
 
The Phase 1 report indicated a few areas for further exploration: 
 

• Unknown contamination from 10,000 gallon underground fuel oil storage tank 
• Potential ACM in the soils under the facility, specifically in the crawlspaces 
• Unknown incinerator ash burial site  
• Unknown building debris burial site at the footprint of the original School located 

on the South Lawn.  
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The geo-environmental engineer will begin further investigations into these areas on 
12/29/2016 as that was the earliest possible date to procure the services of the drilling 
team.   
 
The selection of the downtown site has also raised concerns over the potential for 
additional traffic congestion, a comprehensive traffic analysis is currently underway with 
VHB consulting.   
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3.3.3 Final Evaluation of Alternatives

A. Analysis of Prospective Site(s)
At the conclusion of the PDP phase (2) sites remained for the new combined facility, 
Bialek Park and the site of the existing Winthrop.  The Doyon site was removed from 
consideration due to the fact that the community and School Committee felt strongly 
that a centrally located walkable site was highly preferable and would best serve the 
community.   

Title searches during the early stage of the job to determine the status and ownership 
of the Bialek Park site revealed that the site was not a “park” by the definition required 
by the state under Article 97.  However, is was determined that the property could only 
be transferred by 2/3rds vote of the community and it was further determined that the 
board of selectman had to vote by majority to release the site from the towns control 
in order for it to move forward for community vote.    

During the community meetings the abutters to the Bialek site organized and opposed 
development of the site for a school, citing increased traffic, train traffic, unfulfilled 
promises from the High School project, loss of green space and playing fields – 
ultimately the selectman voted 3 to 2 to remove the site from consideration.  At the 
point the decision was made the site was the frontrunner for both the School Building 
Committee and the School Committee, this decision precipitated the request to the 
MSBA to delay submission of the PSR.  

During the delay period the SBC looked for additional potential downtown sites that 
would be walkable and perhaps available to purchase for use as a school site, this 
effort did not turn up any available properties and ultimately the SC and SBC voted to 
recommend that the new school be placed at the existing Winthrop Site which is under 
the control of the District, walkable and centrally located, however, it suffers in that it 
is a small site and the community must come to some compromises in developing the 
site when it comes to parking, drop-off and general circulation.   

Winthrop School 

The Winthrop School (Site) is located on the north side of Central Street, and shares 
the site with a fire station that is tucked into the south eastern corner at the Central 
and Manning Street intersection. The front of the Site has a slight to moderate slope 
heading towards the street. The lawn area at the front of the site, defined by the one 
way loop road, is the largest expanse of green space on the site and is populated with 
several mature trees. 

To the rear of the school there is a significant rise in grade up towards the rear property 
line. There is an existing jungle gym and playground areas at the rear of the school that 
was recently constructed.  
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To the west of the school is a small grassed area that serves a small playing field, 
however the slopes and limited area don't provide an ideal situation. Also to the west 
is walking path that connects out to Mineral Street. 

In the south west corner of the site, closest to the school, is a small man made 
decorative pond, with stone seating benches. According to Massachusetts Geographic 
Information Systems (MassGIS) database, the site is not bordering any Priority, 
Estimated Habitat areas, or vernal pools.  

A review of historical topographic maps, The Massachusetts Department of 
Environmental Protection (MassDEP) Searchable Sites Database, US EPA Envirofacts 
database, and information regarding current and former underground storage tanks 
(USTs) and aboveground storage tanks (ASTs) was conducted. In addition, a site 
inspection was performed to document any recognized environmental concerns.  

According to historical topographic maps the Site was built in 1956. The Site is not 
listed on MassDEP or the US EPA Envirofacts database. No current or former USTs or 
ASTs exist at the Site. There is no record of any hazardous releases or spills. No pits, 
ponds, lagoons or suspected landfill dumping was evident during the Site inspection.  

Site Program Improvements (Refer to Site W2A.4): 

Site program includes a separated car and bus drop off. Bus drop off is designed for a 
10 bus capacity and enters the existing driveway entrance, unloading at the front 
entrance of the school and exiting through a dedicated drive. Parent drop off wraps 
around the back of the school. Car que is in excess of 1,000 LF with a capacity for 50 
cars to stack. A preschool drop off for a minimum of 30 cars is located at the circular 
drive at the entrance.  

Staff and visitor parking is located in a main lot along the southeast side of the site 
with smaller lots for staff dispersed along the south and west portion of the site. 
Parking capacity is currently at 73 spaces. Emergency access is provided around the 
entire site with a minimum paved width of 20’. Loading is located near the kitchen at 
the east corner of the site.  

The site design features expansive entrance plaza and pedestrian pathways around 
the school as well as from Central Street, Mineral Street and Manning Street. Raised 
crosswalks are shown at all interior crossings. Safety bollards and accessible curb 
ramps are located at all crossings. Site design includes specialty paving at plazas and 
paved concrete walkways around the rest of the site. 

Site amenities include lighting in all parking areas, illuminated bollards at the entrance 
plaza and pedestrian lighting along all walkways. Benches and bike racks are located 
at the entrance plaza as well as select areas around the site.  

Exterior program includes the creation of a new flat field space located adjacent to the 
gym on the west side of the school. Hardscape play is designed around the west and 
south side of the school utilizing the emergency access road and includes area for 
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pickle ball, hopscotch, 4-square, and chalk drawing.  Structured play includes the 
existing playground which is maintained in place and expanded to accommodate the 
larger school size. A separate playground programmed for pre-school and kindergarten 
has also been added to the site design.  
 
Sustainable learning areas inclusive of two courtyards are created throughout the site 
and feature habitat creation, low impact design techniques and storm water best 
management practices. Existing pond area is enhanced and improved with pathway 
access a shade structure and benches for use as an outdoor classroom. Outdoor 
program also includes an amphitheater, raised vegetable gardens, greenhouse and 
composting space. 
 

B. Construction Impact for Each Alternative 
The Winthrop site that has been ultimately selected as the location for the new or 
renovated school is the smallest of the potential sites studied.  At 6.8 acres and 
located on one of the busiest streets in the community the site poses a number of 
challenges as it relates to the construction of the selected scheme.  
 
In any of the potential construction options there will be an operational elementary 
school on the site for the duration of the project.  In this case the existing building is 
set back towards the rear of the site, this means that any new development would 
occur on the front lawn of the existing building.  Development in this area will impact 
drop and pick off activities, traffic in the community, potentially police and fire access 
as well as the general education of the students.  
 
The project as currently envisioned has construction of the 3 story classroom wing 
occurring first, this building will be located roughly 30 feet from the existing facility 
which will remain operational during the construction.   Once the 3 story construction 
is complete the students in the current Winthrop will relocate to the new building, 
several classrooms at the first floor will be left incomplete and be used as a cafeteria 
space, lunch’s will need to be provided to the students in one of the following ways –  
 

• Brown bag lunch from home  
• Brown bag lunch provided by the district  
• Meals prepared and brought over from the High / Middle School  

 
We anticipate that this would continue for up to one year as the construction of the 
public services, gym and café wing is completed.  The students from the Doyon 
School would not come to the new facility until final completion, this means that only 
half of the population would be on the campus during the construction leaving ample 
room in the new 3 story classroom building for the swing space once it is completed.  
 
One of the major issues for this site before, during and post construction is the arrival 
and departure sequence required.  The current zoning and long range planning for the 
community seem to indicate a desire for a downtown school, more walking and public 
transit and less cars and less parking.  There is no doubt that the sequence of arrival 
and departure will be challenging during the construction process, we intend to look at 
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the potential for drop off and pick up happening on Manning Street at or near  the fire 
house.  One could look to Mineral Street as a potential but the abutters living on that 
street have made it clear that they are not interested in any solution that impacts their 
street.  

For an Add/Reno option the phasing would be similar, the project would begin with the 
construction of the 3 story classroom wing, students would relocate from the existing 
Winthrop into the new building and renovations to the Winthrop would follow.  Again 
the major issue for this phasing scheme is arrival and departure.   

In regards to the Doyon students, in concept the students at the Doyon will remain at 
the Doyon campus until substantial completion for the entire project.  Once the 
building is complete the Doyon student would transition to the Winthrop site, in as far 
as the Doyon site post the completion of the new school.  Ipswich as a community 
struggles to provide adequate structured playing fields for the community, during the 
study phase one of the major issue for each site was the potential reconstruction of 
playing fields to replace those that we may have taken during a site selection process, 
in selecting the Winthrop site we have not impacted the towns playing field but in fact 
have opened the potential for additional field space at the Doyon site.  We could 
envision the following for the Doyon site: 

• Demolition of the building, develop playing fields and satellite parking for the
new Winthrop School.

• Demolition of the building, develop playing field for the community.

Fields at the Doyon could be developed by funds set aside previously by the community 
to develop play field and open space.   

In any scenario the phasing of the construction of the project will impact the 
community, staff and students at the current Winthrop for a bit over 2 years, in some 
communities that face similar issues, for example, Brookline, Newtown, Cambridge, 
Boston the city/town governance will make a decision regarding the issues and the 
community is expected to conform to the new “normal” in this community the team will 
have to get buy in and acceptance from the community at large for the phasing.    

In the add/reno and new construction options on the Winthrop site, a new academic 
wing. 
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C. Conceptual Building and Site Drawings(s)

Add/Reno Scheme – this design builds a 3 story classroom addition to the existing 50,000 square foot 
facility, the most significant issues with this project is that it does not achieve the educational 
adjacencies that the owner is looking for, the long narrow hallways in the existing building create a 
condition where the students and staff would need to traverse multiple stairways to move from wind to 
wing.  The existing buildings orientation compromises the ability to maximize daylight, the proposed 
height would exceed the zoning due to the gym stacked over the café, this also creates challenges for 
acoustics, universal design and security.  The exist buildings floor to floor will make installation of new 
mechanical systems challenging and the envelope of the existing building would remain as an inefficient 
mass wall.  
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W2A.1 – this scheme introduces the 3 story classroom wing and sets up the facility with ideal 
educational adjacencies creating the flexible classrooms clusters that the district is looking for.  This 
option stacks the Gym over the Café in an effort to minimize the on-site footprint, this means that the 
height will exceed the zoning requirements.  The orientation is ideal for daylight. 

 
 

 
 
 



Winthrop Elementary School – Ipswich, MA 
MSBA Module 3 Feasibility Study – Preferred Schematic Report 

Perkins Eastman / DPC Section 3.3.3, page 9 

W2A.2 – this scheme continues the 3 story classroom wing and sets up the facility with ideal educational 
adjacencies creating the flexible classrooms clusters that the district is looking for.  This option puts 
both the Gym and the Café on the first floor, this reduces the height to below the maximum allowed by 
the zoning.  Having both the Café and the Gym on the first floor zones the building well for community 
use and universal design.  The gym location in this scheme is good for community access and better for 
construction phasing but not ideal for loading / delivery to the café nor is it adjacent to the fields that 
are most used by the gym classes.  Much like the previous scheme the orientation is ideal for daylight, 
the design also introduces the articulation of the classroom wing allowing it to conform a bit better to 
the site and break down the experience of traversing the building.  
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W2A.3 – this scheme continues the 3 story classroom wing and sets up the facility with ideal educational 
adjacencies creating the flexible classrooms clusters that the district is looking for.  This option puts 
both the Gym and the Café on the first floor, this reduces the height to below the maximum allowed by 
the zoning.  Having both the Café and the Gym on the first floor zones the building well for community 
use and universal design.  In this scheme the gym has been moved to the field side and the café has 
been relocated to the east.  This creates better adjacencies for the gym, now directly off the fields and 
the Café, now directly adjacent to the existing playground space.  It also keeps loading and delivery on 
the eastern side of the facility keeping large vehicles from going deeper into the site. 
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W2A.4 – this scheme is very similar to W2A.3, the primary differences here are as follows: 

• The pre-K has been relocated adjacent to the main admin suite.  This means the smaller 
children have less distance to walk to the common use spaces, it also takes the smallest 
children and relocates then further from Central Street. 

• The Art rooms have been moved to the second floor to place them more centrally to the 
classrooms, they also have nothing above them allowing for higher ceilings and a more distinct 
connection between the two building visually.  

• The Media Center has been relocated to allow the Art rooms to inhabit the center bay, it is now 
located in better proximity to the public zone. 

• A portion of the mechanical space has been located at the 2nd floor – envisioned as a 
penthouse to house units serving the public zones.  
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D. Outline of Structural Systems

Basic Loading Criteria 

APPLICABLE CODES AND STANDARDS 
780 CMR 8th Edition Massachusetts State Building Code 

DESIGN CRITERIA  
Minimum Live Loads: 
Offices  50 psf 
Classrooms  50 psf 
Reading Room 60 psf 
Storage (Light) 125 psf 
Corridors (First floor)  100 psf 
Corridors (Above first floor) 80 psf 
Lobbies 100 psf 
Stairs  100 psf 
Library  150 psf 
Snow Loading: 
Pg (Ground Snow Load) 50 psf 
Ce (Exposure Factor)  1.0 
Is  (Importance Factor) 1.1 
Ct (Thermal Factor)  1.1 
Roof Snow Load (Pf = 0.7Ce x Ct x I x Pg), 42.4 psf minimum for local. 
Wind Loading Data: 
Basic Wind Speed 780 CMR: 105 mph 
Exposure Classification: C 
Building Category:  Type III 
Importance Factor (Iw): 1.15 
Earthquake Data: 
Occupancy Category Type III  
Importance Factor (Is): 1.25 
Seismic Use Group SUG-II 
0.2 Second Spectral Response Acceleration (Ss): 0.340 
1.0 Second Spectral Response Acceleration (S1): 0.074 
Soil Site Class ( to be determined ) D (assumed) 
Response Modification Coefficient R=3.0 
Seismic Design Category  C 

Structural Systems Criteria 
The proposed work currently being evaluated includes feasibility designs for complete 
replacement of the Winthrop elementary school and a feasibility design for additions 
and alterations to the existing school. The following narrative is broken into two parts 
to address structural systems for both new school design options and addition and 
alteration design option. 
The structural systems and recommendations provided in the following report shall be 
used in conjunction with the Architectural, Civil, Geotechnical, Mechanical, Electrical 
and Plumbing narratives, drawings and reports. 
NEW SCHOOL DESIGN OPTIONS 
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Basic Structural Systems: 
There are two basic massing areas in the proposed design, a single story structure for 
general student services, and a multi-story structure for classroom and learning areas. 
In addition the mass of the multi-story structure will change elevations to follow the 
natural contour of the site.  
All areas of the structure will be designed as a non-combustible unprotected building 
frame. The fireproofing of structural steel will be limited to areas that support fire-rated 
assemblies that can’t be supported from the slab on grade level.  
The building is located in an area that has higher seismic and wind design criteria. 
Based on initial design data a seismic design category of C will be required. A site 
classification better than the assumed value of D will reduce the seismic design 
category to B. Additional geotechnical investigation will define the soil class. The basic 
wind speed of 105 mph is below the threshold for wind-born debris regions as defined 
in ASCE7-05. 
Resistance of lateral forces, wind and seismic will be provided by braced or moment 
resisting steel frames with response modification coefficient R=3.0 for systems not 
specifically detailed for seismic resistance.  
The single story structure will use braced steel frames while the multi-story classroom 
wing will use a combination of moment and braced frames of steel. Moment frames 
will be configured along the long axis of the building to allow more exterior wall 
openings in the classroom spaces. Braced frames will be located along the short 
direction of the building plan in between classroom spaces. Double walls shall be 
detailed at the brace locations.  
Building expansion joints will be provided at appropriate points in the structure to allow 
for control of thermal and dynamic performance characteristics. At a minimum a 
building expansion joint is anticipated between the single story and multi-story 
structure. 
For schematic design estimating steel tonnage for school structures similar to the 
proposed design are typically 15 pounds per square foot which includes joists, girders, 
columns, braces and connections of the primary structure.  
Following is a description of the major structural components, by area, for use in 
planning and estimating. 
Structural Demolition: 
Complete demolition and offsite disposal of the existing building structures will be 
required to allow for construction of the proposed building structures. Concrete 
foundations shall be completely removed and subsoils shall be prepared to receive 
new foundation systems.  
The upper structural systems of the existing 1960’s ear building consists of cast-in-
place concrete frame with cast-in-place concrete floor and roof slabs. A large portion 
of the first floor is constructed with a framed concrete slab over a crawl space. The 
1980’s addition consists of a steel frame structure with pre-cast plank floors and a 
steel frame roof. Exterior and interior walls are primarily masonry block with exterior 
walls clad in brick veneers. 
Foundations: 
Preliminary Geotechnical information for the site was provided during the site selection 
process. Four borings were taken in the south side of the site and geotechnical 
recommendations indicate 7 to 10 feet of fill material that will need to be removed and 
replaced with controlled structural fills under new building foundations and slabs. 
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Existing drawings indicate spread footings founded on existing soils with a minimum 
soil bearing capacity of 1 ton per square foot. A follow up geotechnical investigation of 
the subject property should be prepared to confirm requirements for the building 
foundation. 
For schematic design it would be reasonable to anticipate foundations will consist of 
spread footings supported on suitable existing undisturbed soils or on controlled 
structural fill over suitable existing undisturbed soils. Foundations will be designed as 
reinforced concrete with exterior walls and piers stepping with finish grades that slope 
across the site. Bottom of footings shall be extended below local frost depth of at least 
4 feet. Interior columns will be supported on piers and footings to allow for under slab 
plumbing and electrical systems. 
First Floor Slab at Grade Level: 
New interior slabs shall consist of 5” thick concrete slabs over insulation and a vapor 
retarder on a 12 inch layer of 3/4 inch broken stone over a geotextile fabric on 
controlled structural fill. All concrete slabs shall be reinforced with welded wire fabric 
and contain a moisture vapor reduction admixture. All slabs on grade shall be saw-cut 
and have the joints filled with semi-rigid joint filler. 
Boiler and electoral rooms shall be provided with housekeeping pads for mechanical 
equipment, pumps, variable frequency drives, tanks and boilers. Slabs will be pitched 
to floor drains and trenches for condensate and maintenance operations.  
Depressions shall be provided as needed for wood flooring, walk off mats, kitchen 
equipment and mud-set tile. Elevation changes shall be constructed with concrete 
cheek walls, with steps and ramps supported on grade. 
New Floor Structures: 
Typical elevated floor slabs shall consist of 4 1/2 inch thick normal weight concrete 
slab reinforced with 6x6-W2.9xW2.9 welded wire fabric over 2 inch 18 gage composite 
steel deck, total slab thickness 6 1/2 inches. The concrete slab system shall be 
supported on composite steel beams and girders connected to wide flange steel 
columns. Slab edges shall be formed with light gage pour stops with reinforcing 
provided at slab edges, corners and over girders. 
New Roof Structures: 
Low pitched roof structures with a minimum 1/4 inch per foot slope shall consist of 1 
1/2” galvanized Type B roof decking supported on open web steel joists or wide flange 
steel beams. 
Decking over roof areas in acoustically sensitive areas such as the cafeteria, music 
and gymnasium spaces shall be 1 1/2” deep acoustic deck with a perforated flat 
bottom sheet. 
In general ducted roof top mechanical equipment shall be curb mounted. Air cooled 
roof mounted chillers shall be mounted on an elevated steel frame with vibration 
isolation. Vision screens shall be provided with a structural steel frame to support 
architectural panels or louvers.  
Openings for shafts, roof top equipment, exhaust fans and roof drains shall be framed 
with structural steel to support the surrounding deck and the weight of the equipment. 
Perimeter steel angles shall be provided for support of the roof deck edge and blocking 
for roofing and fascia trim. 
New Masonry Walls: 
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All exterior and interior non-load bearing walls will be reinforced and attached to the 
primary structure in accordance with the requirements of 780 CMR. Stair towers and 
elevators shall be surrounded with self-supporting fully grouted reinforced masonry 
walls. 
Minimum concrete masonry partition thickness shall be 6 inches, nominal, to allow for 
the required code vertical reinforcement. 4 inch thick masonry will need to be limited 
to veneer applications backed with masonry or metal studs.  
New Exterior Walls: 
Exterior walls consist of non-structural curtain wall type systems of windows, and light 
gage metal studs backing masonry veneer and metal panel systems.  
Lintels and associated hardware that support masonry above openings in exterior walls 
shall be hot-dip galvanized, Relief angles are not anticipated based on the height of 
the proposed structure.  
Window systems spanning greater than 15 feet shall be provided with horizontal steel 
girts on the interior face to provide a lateral tie back for transferring wind loads to the 
primary steel frame. 
 
ADDITION AND ALTERATION SCHOOL DESIGN OPTION 

Basic Structural System Existing 
The building arrangement consists of an original 60’s era building with classroom 
cafeteria and gymnasium spaces and a later 80’s era addition of a library classroom 
wing.  
The 60’s era building is a two story cast-in-place concrete frame structure which can 
be classified as construction Type IIA non-combustible protected. The 80’s era building 
is a two story steel frame structure with concrete plank floors and open web steel roof 
joists and can be classified as construction Type IIB non-combustible unprotected. 
Both buildings contain masonry interior and exterior walls. 
 
A majority of the interior walls in all of the existing building areas are being reconfigured 
to meet new program requirements resulting in a work area, as defined by IEBC, 
greater than 50 percent of the existing building. The extent of this reconfiguration will 
require a full analysis of the existing buildings gravity and lateral-force-resisting 
systems. Based on the era of the building it is highly anticipated that a new or 
reinforced lateral framing system will need to be engineered into the existing frame to 
satisfy the code requirements.  
 
All NEW Masonry walls under existing roof deck areas will be reinforced and 
proportioned to provide a defined path to resist lateral loads. These walls will be 
supported with new foundations consisting of a continuous footing.  
 
All Existing masonry walls to remain are anticipated to be left unreinforced and shall 
be anchored to existing steel framing and existing foundation elements. The 
connection points will require removal and replacement of portions of the existing 
masonry to install anchoring devices and grout at 24 inches on center. 
Structural Demolition: 
Selective demolition of the existing building structures will occur at the South East 
corner to accommodate the new program space. Interior slabs will require selective 
removal and reinforcement to allow new mechanical systems to feed the spaces with 
updated services. 
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Interior masonry partitions will be removed and reconfigured. 
Existing Foundations: 
At the perimeter of the existing building additional a new continuous concrete 
foundation shall be installed to support the new exterior wall envelope system. A 2 foot 
deep concrete curb pinned to the existing foundation wall with rebar set in drilled holes 
with epoxy is anticipated to satisfy this requirement. 
Existing Slab on Grade: 
Trenching for new MEP work shall be infilled with concrete slab on grade flush with 
existing substrate and properly prepared for new floor finishes. Trenching will not be 
feasible in the 1960 wing, due to the grade floor being a framed concrete system over 
a crawl space. 
Existing slabs shall be saw-cut and removed at new masonry wall locations as needed 
to install new footings and slabs. 

Existing Masonry Walls: 
All existing exterior and interior unreinforced masonry walls will be attached to the 
primary structure in accordance with the requirements of 780 CMR. 
Existing Roof Structures: 
Existing roof structures shall be re-supported with new steel framing adjacent to new 
additions. Shoring and manipulation of the existing framing components will be 
required. 
Reinforcement for new mechanical systems, openings for roof drains and support of 
new perimeter blocking will be required. 
Existing Lateral Bracing Systems 
1960’s Era Building 
Lateral bracing system is not defined on the drawings reviewed. However based on the 
construction type and detailing shown in the original drawings the concrete frame will 
have an inherent moment frame effect due to the interaction of the column to slab 
connection. Masonry infill panels will also provide a minor contribution to the lateral 
capacity of the structure. 
1980’s Era Building 
Existing drawings indicate the use of steel brace frames to resist lateral loading due to 
wind and seismic forces. The bracing is comprised of flat plate cross bracing with 
design loads identified. 
Basic Structural Systems - Addition: 
The addition is a multi-story structure for cafeteria, gymnasium, administration, 
classrooms and learning areas. The structure will change floor elevations to follow the 
natural contour of the site. Special consideration of the floor structure will be required 
to accommodate the second floor gymnasium space. 
All areas of the structure will be designed as a non-combustible unprotected building 
frame. The fireproofing of structural steel will be limited to areas that support fire-rated 
assemblies that can’t be supported from the slab on grade level.  
The building is located in an area that has higher seismic and wind design criteria. 
Based on initial design data a seismic design category of C will be required. A site 
classification better than the assumed value of D will reduce the seismic design 
category to B. Additional geotechnical investigation will define the soil class. The basic 
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wind speed of 105 mph is below the threshold for wind-born debris regions as defined 
in ASCE7-05. 
Resistance of lateral forces, wind and seismic will be provided by braced or moment 
resisting steel frames with response modification coefficient R=3.0 for systems not 
specifically detailed for seismic resistance.  
The multi-story addition will use a combination of moment and braced frames of steel. 
Moment frames will be configured along the long axis of the building to allow more 
exterior wall openings in the classroom spaces. Braced frames will be located along 
the short direction of the building plan in between classroom spaces. Double walls 
shall be detailed at the brace locations.  
Building expansion joints will be provided at appropriate points in the structure to allow 
for control of thermal and dynamic performance characteristics. At a minimum a 
building expansion joint is anticipated between the existing and new addition. 
For schematic design estimating steel tonnage for school structures similar to the 
proposed design are typically 15 pounds per square foot which includes joists, girders, 
columns, braces and connections of the primary structure.  
Following is a description of the major structural components, by area, for use in 
planning and estimating. 
New Foundations - Addition: 
Preliminary Geotechnical information for the site was provided during the site selection 
process. Four borings were taken in the south side of the site and geotechnical 
recommendations indicate 7 to 10 feet of fill material that will need to be removed and 
replaced with controlled structural fills under new building foundations and slabs. 
Existing drawings indicate spread footings founded on existing soils with a minimum 
soil bearing capacity of 1 ton per square foot. A follow up geotechnical investigation of 
the subject property should be prepared to confirm requirements for the building 
foundation. 
For schematic design it would be reasonable to anticipate foundations will consist of 
spread footings supported on suitable existing undisturbed soils or on controlled 
structural fill over suitable existing undisturbed soils. Foundations will be designed as 
reinforced concrete with exterior walls and piers stepping with finish grades that slope 
across the site. Bottom of footings shall be extended below local frost depth of at least 
4 feet. Interior columns will be supported on piers and footings to allow for under slab 
plumbing and electrical systems. 
New First Floor Slab at Grade Level - Addition:  
New interior slabs shall consist of 5” thick concrete slabs over insulation and a vapor 
retarder on a 12 inch layer of 3/4 inch broken stone over a geotextile fabric on 
controlled structural fill. All concrete slabs shall be reinforced with welded wire fabric 
and contain a moisture vapor reduction admixture. All slabs on grade shall be saw-cut 
and have the joints filled with semi-rigid joint filler. 
Boiler and electoral rooms shall be provided with housekeeping pads for mechanical 
equipment, pumps, variable frequency drives, tanks and boilers. Slabs will be pitched 
to floor drains and trenches for condensate and maintenance operations.  
Depressions shall be provided as needed for wood flooring, walk off mats, kitchen 
equipment and mud-set tile. Elevation changes shall be constructed with concrete 
cheek walls, with steps and ramps supported on grade. 
New Floor Structures - Addition: 
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Typical elevated floor slabs shall consist of 4 1/2 inch thick normal weight concrete 
slab reinforced with 6x6-W2.9xW2.9 welded wire fabric over 2 inch 18 gage composite 
steel deck, total slab thickness 6 1/2 inches. The concrete slab system shall be 
supported on composite steel beams and girders connected to wide flange steel 
columns. Slab edges shall be formed with light gage pour stops with reinforcing 
provided at slab edges, corners and over girders. 
 
New Roof Structures - Addition: 
Low pitched roof structures with a minimum 1/4 inch per foot slope shall consist of 1 
1/2” galvanized Type B roof decking supported on open web steel joists or wide flange 
steel beams. 
Decking over roof areas in acoustically sensitive areas such as the cafeteria, music 
and gymnasium spaces shall be 1 1/2” deep acoustic deck with a perforated flat 
bottom sheet. 
In general ducted roof top mechanical equipment shall be curb mounted. Air cooled 
roof mounted chillers shall be mounted on an elevated steel frame with vibration 
isolation. Vision screens shall be provided with a structural steel frame to support 
architectural panels or louvers.  
Openings for shafts, roof top equipment, exhaust fans and roof drains shall be framed 
with structural steel to support the surrounding deck and the weight of the equipment. 
Perimeter steel angles shall be provided for support of the roof deck edge and blocking 
for roofing and fascia trim. 
New Masonry Walls - Addition: 
All exterior and interior non-load bearing walls will be reinforced and attached to the 
primary structure in accordance with the requirements of 780 CMR. Stair towers and 
elevators shall be surrounded with self-supporting fully grouted reinforced masonry 
walls. 
Minimum concrete masonry partition thickness shall be 6 inches, nominal, to allow for 
the required code vertical reinforcement. 4 inch thick masonry will need to be limited 
to veneer applications backed with masonry or metal studs.  
New Exterior Walls - Addition: 
Exterior walls consist of non-structural curtain wall type systems of windows, and light 
gage metal studs backing masonry veneer and metal panel systems.  
Lintels and associated hardware that support masonry above openings in exterior walls 
shall be hot-dip galvanized, Relief angles are not anticipated based on the height of 
the proposed structure.  
Window systems spanning greater than 15 feet shall be provided with horizontal steel 
girts on the interior face to provide a lateral tie back for transferring wind loads to the 
primary steel frame. 

E. Summary of Utilities  

The Winthrop School (Site) is located on the north side of Central Street, and shares 
the site with a fire station that is tucked into the south eastern corner at the Central 
and Manning Street intersection. The front of the Site has a slight to moderate slope 
heading towards the street. The lawn area at the front of the site, defined by the one 
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way loop road, is the largest expanse of green space on the site and is populated with 
several mature trees. 
 
To the rear of the school there is a significant rise in grade up towards the rear property 
line. There is an existing jungle gym and playground areas at the rear of the school that 
was recently constructed.  
 
To the west of the school is a small grassed area that serves a small playing field, 
however the slopes and limited area don't provide an ideal situation. Also to the west 
is walking path that connects out to Mineral Street. 
 
In the south west corner of the site, closest to the school, is a small man made 
decorative pond, with stone seating benches. According to Massachusetts Geographic 
Information Systems (MassGIS) database, the site is not bordering any Priority, 
Estimated Habitat areas, or vernal pools.  
 
Water Service 
A water main is available along Central Street. 

Sewer Service 
A sewer main is available along Central Street. 

Gas Service 
A gas main is available along Central Street. 

Flood Plain 
Based on the NFIP, FIRM map for the area, there are no flood plains associated with 
the site.  
 
Basic Site Utilities Outline   
All services are available in sufficient quantities along Central Street, we have met with 
the applicable town departments and thru these discussions have developed the 
preliminary utility service plan shown below.  
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F. Major Building Systems 

I. INTRODUCTION 
 

The following report describes the HVAC systems and the Electrical Systems for the 
proposed new elementary school project. 

 
II. SYSTEMS DESCRIPTION(S) 
 

A. HVAC 
 

Design Considerations 
 

This new elementary school will have an approximate floor area of 123,000 
square feet and house a population of 775 children in grades Kindergarten thru 
Fifth grade and 125 staff. The building will consist of 46 classrooms, Art, Media, 
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Music, and other teaching areas, Cafetorium and full service Kitchen, Gym (2) 
and Administration. The future long term energy usage of these HVAC systems 
represents a significant monetary investment and prudence should dictate that 
the selection of the various HVAC system be made with an aggressive long term 
point of view of promoting energy conservation and sustainable design to the 
fullest extent possible.  
 
The present basis of design is to provide year round air conditioning for the 
entire building including Gymnasium.  
 
A review of the available construction budget and future operating costs should 
be made to determine that all expenditures associated with the construction 
and operation of these types of HVAC systems is understood and acceptable. 

 
Central Systems 

 
A central HVAC plant containing both heating and air conditioning central 
equipment may be the most effective way to house and operate the major 
components of the HVAC systems. This plant should be centrally located within 
the main building  
 
The estimated building cooling load is 375 tons based on a heat gain 325 
SF/ton. The estimated building heating load is 3,700 MBH based on a heat loss 
of 30 BTUH/SF. 
 
Heating – The basic central heating system shall consist of three (each sized 
for 1/2 of total load), high efficiency, modulating natural gas fired condensing 
boilers, each with a capacity of 2,000 MBH, vented to the exterior. For 
condensing boilers to operate at their greatest efficiency, the entire hydronic 
heating system shall be designed to operate with lower temperature hot water; 
the maximum return water temperature at the boiler inlet shall be less than 
135 deg F, this return water temperature will be reset based on outdoor air 
temperature. This lower temperature hot water will require larger heating coils 
at all air handling equipment and terminal heating units. This system will also 
include dual (2), base mounted pumps piped in a lead/lag configuration, with 
an approximate flow rate of 275 GPM, provided with variable speed drives to 
reduce the speed of the motor and amount of water flow through the piping 
system when full system capacity is not required resulting in energy savings.  
 
Rebates from the local gas utility company may be available for the high 
efficiency HVAC components described above.  

 
Air conditioning – A central chilled water plant with roof mounted air cooled 
modular chillers assembled with a common piping manifold with a total cooling 
capacity of 375 tons, This system will also include dual variable speed chilled 
water pumps (750 GPM flow rate) piped in a lead/lag configuration, all located 
in the central plant. The exterior air cooled chiller will be a source of noise and 
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the associated sound power levels should be reviewed by a sound consultant 
to determine if any mitigation measures will be required.  
 
The majority of the academic and support spaces shall be provided with chilled 
beams. The chilled beams shall be ceiling mounted, 4-pipe active type induction 
units installed in multiple units per room. These units will receive conditioned 
and filtered fresh air from energy recovery 100% outdoor air roof mounted 
units. 
 
These systems shall be equipped with all necessary appurtenances for a typical 
installation, included but not limited to air separator, expansion tank, chemical 
treatment, isolation valves, vibration isolation, etc.  
 
Ventilation – Fresh air shall be provided to all spaces from roof mounted, energy 
recovery ventilation units with enthalpy heat exchanger, supply, and exhaust 
fans, pre and final filters, chilled water cooling coils and a hot water coils. These 
units will deliver outdoor air through galvanized metal ductwork, tempered to a 
neutral temperature to the spaces below through the active chilled beams and 
then a ceiling register will return/exhaust air back to the unit for energy recovery 
and then exhausted out of the building. A total of 2 units shall be provided. CO2 
sensors will provide a demand control strategy to modulate the delivery of 
outdoor air volume for energy cost savings, motorized zone dampers will be 
provided to open and close based on the space occupancy status. 
 
Piping – The building hydronic piping system shall consist of three separate 
piping distribution systems (4-pipe chilled beam, hot water, and chilled water) 
to serve all building heating and air conditioning needs. A 4-pipe chilled beam 
system will allow for the maximum flexibility to simultaneously heat and cool 
separate spaces as the same time as required by varying space uses and 
outdoor temperatures and sun exposures. During the spring and fall shoulder 
season, there may be days when some areas of the building temperature 
control requirements may swap from heating to cooling (or vice versa) during 
the day because of the change in outdoor temperatures or be affected by the 
movement of the sun which the changeover system may not be able to maintain 
the desired space temperature. 
 
The chilled beam (CB) piping system will be a 4-pipe arrangement with hot water 
supply and return (CBHWS/CBHWR) piping and chilled water supply and return 
(CBCWS/CBCWR) piping providing water to each chilled beam.  Each room or 
area served by the chilled beams will be provided with a single hot and chilled 
water control valve for automatic temperature control of the space. Condensate 
sensors will be installed on the chilled beam supply piping in each room to shut 
off the flow of water if condensate starts to form to prevent water damage to 
the building. The CB cooling system will consist of a plate and frame heat 
exchanger (HX) sized to provide 56 deg water to each CB and a pair of pumps. 
The HX will be connected to the main chilled water piping system from the 
central chiller. The CB heating system shall be connected to the central hot 
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water piping system with a pair of pumps and 3-way mixing valve set to provide 
130 def F. water to each CB. 
 
The hot water pipe loop will deliver 160 deg F water from the boilers to all RTU’s 
W/ ERV, AHU’s, VAV’s, chilled beam heating loop and terminal heating units.  
 
The chilled water piping loop will deliver 42 deg F water from the chillers to the 
RTU’s W/ ERV,  AHU’s, and chilled beam cooling loop heat exchanger. 
 
Each of the three pipe loops will be provided with a pair of full sized base 
mounted pumps arranged in a lead/lag manner with automatic alternation for 
even wear.  
 
Insulation - All piping and ductwork insulation shall be low-emitting and shall be 
certified by the manufacturer and an independent laboratory that their product 
has been certified by SCS Indoor Advantage Gold program, or the GGEI Children 
and Schools program. Piping insulation shall have a minimum thickness of 1.5”, 
ductwork insulation 2” minimum thickness. 
 
Kitchen 
   
Provide kitchen exhaust system and make-up air unit for each kitchen hood. 
The exhaust fan shall match the exhaust capacity of the associated kitchen 
exhaust hood and shall be rated for kitchen exhaust operation. Provide new gas 
fired, make-up air unit for each kitchen exhaust hood. The make-up air unit shall 
match the exhaust capacity of the associated kitchen exhaust hood (80% of the 
exhaust).  
   
Administration, Media Center, Cafeteria 
 
Each space shall be heated and air conditioned with conditioned air from 
rooftop air conditioning units with energy recovery (RTU w/ ERV) with supply and 
return ductwork distributed throughout the building. Each room or zone will be 
provided with a variable air volume box (VAV) with hot water reheat coil. The 
RTU will heat or cool the supply air as required to maintain a discharge 
temperature set point of 60 deg F (adj) to the VAV box. On a call for heating the 
VAV box shall throttle back to its minimum cfm position and modulate the 
heating coil hot water control valve as required to maintain space temperature. 
On a call for cooling the VAV box shall modulate between minimum and 
maximum cfm airflows as required to maintain space temperature. A wall 
mounted thermostat will provide temperature control. A demand control 
strategy to modulate the delivery of outdoor air volume to the building will be 
provided for energy cost savings. The actual quantity of outdoor (fresh) air will 
vary from 33% to 100% of the scheduled minimum outdoor airflow quantities. 
RTU shall start at the 33% level and then if the ducted return air CO2 levels 
rises above set point or if classroom or similar type area CO2 level rises above 
set point for a set duration of time then the outside and return air dampers shall 
modulate to allow greater quantities of outdoor air into the unit as required to 
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maintain the desired CO2 set point. The RTU supply fan will modulate fan speed 
with VFD as required to maintain a differential pressure set point in the supply 
ductwork (1.0” SP adj) as needed to provide the required airflow to the most 
remote VAV box. The return and exhaust fan speed shall modulate as required 
to track the supply fan. 

 
Gymnasium (2) 
 
Each space shall each be heated and cooled with hot and chilled water provided 
from the central plant. A rooftop mounted air conditioning unit with economizer 
control, supply and return fans, chilled water and hot water coils shall provide 
conditioned air to the space below. CO2 sensors will provide a demand control 
strategy to modulate the delivery of outdoor air volume for energy cost savings, 
motorized zone dampers will be provided to open and close based on the space 
occupancy status. It is our understanding that the Gymnasium will be used for 
various school assemblies and the base system will be sized for an occupant 
load of xxx people.  
 
The Gymnasium shall be provided with overhead high volume low speed (HVLS) 
destratification fans (3) to provide improved circulation and a degree of 
evaporative cooling when large amounts of people are present. Each of these 
variable speed fans would be in the 12 foot diameter range, suspended from 
the structure above and protected with a wire cage for safe operation. 
 
Miscellaneous Spaces 
  
Vestibules, entryways and stairwells shall be heated with hot water cabinet unit 
heaters. Heaters will be wall or ceiling mounted, exposed or concealed as 
required by building architectural configuration. 
 
Mechanical rooms, loading docks and storage rooms will be heated with hot 
water unit heaters suspended from the overhead structure controlled by local 
thermostats. Electric rooms shall be heated with electric unit heaters also 
controlled with local thermostats.   
 
All new elevator machine rooms shall be provided with electric wall mounted 
heaters and ductless mini split air conditioning units as required to maintain 
space temperature conditions set by local codes.  
 
Each machine room/hoist way shall be ventilated to the outdoors and provided 
with automatic dampers designed to automatically open upon detection of 
smoke, loss of power or high ambient temperatures. 
 
Building Automation System 
 
A new central Building Automation System (BAS) shall provide direct digital 
control (DDC) of all HVAC equipment and systems. All rooms and areas shall 
have individual temperature controls and incorporate occupied/unoccupied 
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temperature setback control strategies. This system shall allow full monitoring 
and remote temperature set point control from the head end of the system. 
Temperatures, flows and energy usage including historical data bases are best 
measured and controlled with this DDC system.  
 
The BAS shall be provided with a remote viewing station. This new building 
automation system will allow significant opportunities for educational tie-ins 
with the student population.  
 
Sound Control 
 
All new, central HVAC equipment shall be installed with vibration isolation 
hangers or support rails. All new unitary HVAC equipment with rotating 
components located above the ceiling in sound sensitive areas (classrooms 
etc.) shall be installed with vibration isolation hangers. All new main supply and 
exhaust ducts shall be provided with duct mounted inline sound attenuators or 
sound lining. A sound consultant should be engaged to review all sound levels 
and determine other appropriate sound attenuating methods as the design 
progresses. 
 
HVAC Equipment 
 

  The main pieces of HVAC equipment are listed below. All sizes and quantities 
are approximate and are to be used for estimating purposes only. 
 
 
Equipment Qty Capacity (each) 

BOILERS 3 2000 MBH  

CHILLER 1 375 TONS 

HOT WATER PUMPS 
BASE MOUNTED 

2 275 GPM  
6” PIPE MAIN 

BOILER PUMPS 3 135 GPM 
4” PIPE 

CHILLED WATER PUMPS 
BASE MOUNTED 

2 750 GPM  
6” PIPE MAIN 

CHILLED BEAM HOT 
WATER PUMPS 
BASE MOUNTED 

2 750 GPM 
8” PIPE MAIN 

CHILLED BEAM CHILLED 
WATER PUMPS 
BASE MOUNTED 

2 750 GPM 
8” PIPE MAIN 

CHILLED WATER HEAT 
EXCHANGER 
PLATE AND FRAME 

1 3250 MBH 

CHILLED BEAMS 35
0 

8’0” LONG 
3/4 TON COOLING 
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CLASSROOM ENERGY 
RECOVERY VENTILATION 
UNITS 

3 5000 CFM SUPPLY 4500 CFM EXHAUST 
30 TONS COOLING  
140 MBH HEATING 
30” x 20” SUPPLY AND RETURN DUCT 
MAINS 

MEDIA CENTER 1 3000 CFM 
7.5 TONS COOLING 
110 MBH HEATING 
32” x 16’ SUPPLY AND RETURN DUCTS 

GYM AIR HANDLING 
UNIT - LARGE 

1 6000 CFM 
15 TONS COOLING 
210 MBH HEATING 
36” x 20’ SUPPLY AND RETURN DUCTS 

GYM AIR HANDLING 
UNIT - SMALL 

1 3000 CFM 
7.5 TONS COOLING 
110 MBH HEATING 
32” x 16’ SUPPLY AND RETURN DUCTS 

CAFETERIA AIR 
HANDLING UNIT 

1 6000 CFM 
15 TONS COOLING 
210 MBH HEATING 
36” x 20” SUPPLY AND RETURN DUCTS 

KITCHEN EXHAUST FAN 1 3000 CFM 
20” x 14” DUCT 

KITCHEN MAKEUP AIR 
UNIT 

1 2500 CFM 
200 MBH HEATING 
24” x 16” DUCT 

 
 

Ground Source Heat Pump (Geothermal) 
 
Consideration was given to providing a geothermal condenser water heat pump 
system. However due to the small site and lack of area to located the wellfield, 
this system was determined to be unfeasible. This type of well field would 
require approximately 140 to 160 boreholes at average depth of 500 to 600 ft. 
with a footprint of 56,000 to 64,000 sq. ft. A horizontal type (slinky) well field 
was also considered but the amount of available open space at the site was 
considerably less than necessary. A horizontal system would require a footprint 
in the range of 180,000 to 210,000 sq. ft. 
 
Diesel Fuel Storage and pumping system for engine generator 
 
Assuming the emergency diesel engine generator is located on the high roof will 
require  diesel fuel double wall storage tanks (up to 600 gallons – assume 
inside the building) with duplex fuel pump set and fuel lines to roof engine 
generator. 

 
B. ELECTRICAL 

 



Winthrop Elementary School – Ipswich, MA 
MSBA Module 3 Feasibility Study – Preferred Schematic Report 
 

 
Perkins Eastman / DPC  Section 3.3.3, page 27 
   

Telecommunications Service Provisions 
 
Assume utility companies’ telecommunications services will originate from their 
service connection point with concrete encased underground 
telecommunications ductbank. Provide (4)-4” conduits; assume (1) one for 
telephone service, (1) one for cable TV service, (1) one for Town fiber service, 
and (1) one for fire alarm municipal loop routed to the building’s main 
telecommunication equipment room. If any of the services are not applicable, 
the empty conduit will be utilize as a spare. 
 
Normal Power Electrical Service 
 
Coordinate with the local Electric Company for estimated utility back charges, 
assume a line item allowance for cost estimating purposes. 
 
The preliminary electric service is based on connecting 12 watts/sqft for the 
approximate 123,000 sqft building, therefore Whole building (including exterior 
lighting) = 123k sqft x 12 watts = 1,476 kW. Assume an underground 
secondary electric service - one 2500amp 480Y/277V, 3-Phase, 4-Wire 
secondary electric service to terminate on a metal, front accessible only, main 
switchboard  with 2500amp frame/2500amp insulated case fixed mount LSIG 
adjustable digital trip with zone interlocking selectivity main breaker, integral 
TVSS with minimum  240kA, utility CT cubicle and customer digital metering 
display. Feeder breaker distribution sections shall be assumed to be (2) 42” 
wide per section, group mounted, front accessible rear aligned with all feeder 
breakers LSIG optimized for zone selective interlocking with the  main breaker 
for selectivity purposes. Switchboard shall be minimum 100KAIC, however 
maybe subjected to higher levels based on the power system study. 
 
Power Distribution Intent 
 
The main electric room shall be located above the flood zone. Within the main 
electric room, it will contain the main switchboard and assume (3) three 
distribution panels (1) one to serve lighting panelboards, (1) one to serve 
receptacle panelboards, and (1) to serve mechanical equipment and 
panelboards. Assume the main switchboard will also serve, at 480V, the 
following equipment: 

• Distribution panels 
• Large mechanical equipment 
• Elevators 
• Automatic transfer switches (normal power side) 
• Kitchen distribution panel 

 
Assume (2) two stacked electric rooms on each floor. Assume the following in 
each electric room: 

• 400amp MLO with feed-thru lugs, 480Y/277V, 3-phase, 4-wire, 42 
circuit panelboard (1st floor only). Furnish with (3) 150A-3P circuit 
breakers to serve 75kVA transformer on each floor. 
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• 75kVA dry-type transformer 
• (2) 250amp MCB, 208Y/120V, 3-phase, 4-wire, 120 circuit 2-section 

panelboards  
• 100amp MLO with feed-thru lugs, 480Y/277V, 3-phase, 4-wire, 42 

fusible panelboard with integral TVSS 
• Heavy-duty 200AS/150AF fused disconnect switch for primary side of 

transformer (2nd and 3rd floors only) 
• Emergency life-safety 200amp MLO with feed-thru lugs, 480Y/277V, 3-

phase, 4-wire, 42 circuit fused panelboard.  
 
Normal /optional standby/ panel boards shall be copper bus with door in door 
type trims, and molded case circuit breaker. 
 
Emergency panel boards shall be fused type with copper bus and door in door 
type trims UL listed and factory certified for full selectivity coordination with 
upstream overcurrent protection devices. 
 
Assume minimum 100KAIC for 240V class panel boards. All panel boards to 
have integral buss mounted TVSS 160kA with disconnecting means. 
 
Refer to HVAC, Plumbing, Fire Protection, Architectural, Civil documentation for 
equipment requiring electrical power. 
 
A power system study for the complete electrical system distribution equipment 
will be a submittal item and included in the O&M manuals 
 
Assume Uninterruptible Power Systems for the following areas 

 
Telecommunication Main Equipment Room – (6) 2KVA rack mount UPS with 5 
minute run time. 

 
Solar PV Provisions 
 
Assume that the electrical distribution to have provisions for future solar PV tie 
in to the Main Switchboard with feeder spare breaker reversible feed and empty 
2-4” conduits provide under contract from the designated roof solar PV back to 
an exterior safety disconnecting point (for Electric Utility ability to shut off solar 
PV back feed) near the utility transformer location or designated location by the 
utility, and another 2-4” conduits from that location and stub into the main 
switchboard feeder section for future conductors and tie in to the spare 
breaker. 
 
Refer to Architectural program information and the Solar PV Consultant for any 
future design build solar photovoltaic (PV) system. Electrical shall allow for 
provisions for future PV system interface.   
 
Lighting Systems and Controls 
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Refer to Architectural programming information which may supersede the 
following design assumptions. 
 
All LED lighting fixtures shall be Design Lights Consortium certified. 
 
LED lamp modules shall comply with IES LM-79 and LM-80 requirements with 
minimum color rendering index (CRI) 82 with minimum rated life of 50,000 
hours per IES L70. 
 
Color temperature shift shall be comply with ANSI C78 377A for LED binning 
with further sub-binning restrictions of chromatic to be at or below the visual 
threshold of perceivable color variation not exceeding the 3 step MacAdam 
Ellipse line that crosses the black body locus as indicated on the LM79 report.  
 
Refer to the Architectural or Lighting Consultant documentation of lighting 
systems description. If information is not available, assume the following for 
cost estimating purposes:  
 
1. Common area main lobby lighting assume to be Architectural grade 

decorative LED lighting fixtures supplemented with LED downlights 
along the perimeter of the lobby and LED track lighting to highlight wall 
mounted items.  
 

2. Classrooms, Art rooms, Library, Main Office lighting shall have linear 
pendant direct indirect (70% up/ 30% down) architectural grade high-
efficiency LED lighting fixtures for 40 to 50FC average maintained. 
Provide automatic shut-off occupancy sensors dual technology PIR 
ultrasonic type with relay packs, room controllers and low-voltage 
manual wall station ON/OFF and dimming controls by the entry door. 
Classrooms/Art rooms with perimeter windows that allow natural day 
light contribution shall have fixture mounted photocell sensor for group 
dimming per row parallel with perimeter windows.  
 

3. Cafetorium area lighting shall have Architectural grade high-efficiency 
decorative LED lighting with multi-mode preset scene controls and 
adjustable dimming capabilities using low voltage relay panel system.  

 
4. Stage area lighting shall have Architectural grade decorative LED track 

lighting with multi-mode preset scene controls and adjustable dimming 
capabilities using low voltage relay panel system. 

 
5. Gymnasium lighting shall have high bay style high-efficiency LED fixtures 

switched in groupings to offer general multi-lighting level switching using 
low voltage relay panel system.  
 

6. Private office rooms and conference rooms lighting shall have 
direct/indirect LED troffers or pendant direct/indirect where there is at 
least 9’-6” ceiling heights. Provide wall mount occupancy sensor dual 
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technology automatic shutoff controls with bi-level switching and 
daylight sensing capability.  

  
7. Common corridor lighting shall be recessed ceiling high-efficiency, 

direct/indirect LED volumetric style troffers in corridors for 20-25FC 
average maintained.  
 

8. Back of house, storage rooms, janitor’s closets, electric rooms, 
mechanical rooms, and any other similar miscellaneous rooms or 
closets to assume a LED surface strip light for exposed ceiling areas 
and/or 2x2 acrylic lens troffer for ACT ceiling areas. Provide occupancy 
sensor or digital timer wall switch for automatic shut off controls. 

 
9. Exit signs assume to be AC only, die-cast with green lettering. Any exit 

signs located on the exterior shall be weatherproof type outdoor rated. 
 

10. All LED exit signs and selected lighting fixtures designated for 
emergency life-safety lighting in egress pathways shall be wired to the 
generator’s emergency lighting system.  

 
11. Provide network lighting control relay panel system with integral digital 

time-clock, modem for off-site controls, PC interface and fire alarm 
interface, exterior photocell over-ride. The master panel shall be located 
in the main electric room and satellite panels shall be located in electric 
closets. Assume satellite panels in the 1st floor electric closet, 2nd floor 
electric closet and 3rd floor electric closet. All relay panels shall be 
networked with CAT5E cable in 1” conduit. ON/OFF manual control 
stations shall be located at main office, faculty entrance, each egress 
stair enclosure on the corridor side. Ceiling mounted occupancy sensors 
shall be provided in the common corridors and common areas. Intent 
will be to have the common corridor and common area lights turn ON 
with time schedule. The occupancy sensors will enable through the relay 
panel system. If no one is in the corridors, the lights will dim down to 
50% light output. Once the occupancy sensor is triggered, the lights will 
come on to 100% light output.  The lights will turn OFF with time 
schedule after school hours. Once OFF, the lights can be turned ON via 
the manual switch station that will keep the lights ON for the length of 
the set time delay.  

 
Exterior Lighting and Controls  
 
New exterior lighting will be full cut-off type. Assume 20’ pole mounted LED 
dimmable luminaries to illuminate parking and driveway, with poles spaced 
approximately 60 to 80’ apart. Assume 10’ pedestrian type pole mounted LED 
dimmable luminaries along walkways.    
 
Assume full cut-off LED dimmable decorative wall trapezoid over exit doorways. 
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There will be multiple levels of exterior lighting to allow better flexibility to 
control amount of lighting levels at night during night events and also selective 
reduction and/or OFF when building is not occupied. 
 
Provide 0-10V dimming controls via the building lighting control relay panels 
with exterior photocell over-ride, to allow various modes of lighting depended 
on occupancy and time of night.  
 
Intent will be for exterior lights to turn ON with set time schedule. The exterior 
photocell will keep the lights OFF until it drops below the set footcandle setting. 
Each pole light will be equipped with integral occupancy sensor. When no 
movement is sensed, the pole fixture will dim down to 50%. Once the occupancy 
is triggered and senses movement, the pole fixture will come on to 100% light 
output. The relay panel can be programmed for time schedule to turn OFF pole 
lights after a specific time.  
 
Provide handholes adjacent to building where conduits exit the building. 
Provide addition handholes as required due to length of run.  
 
Power Distribution Circuitry 
 
Assume Type MC Cable THHN/THWN 600V in concealed areas for 20amp 
branch circuitry for lighting and wiring devices, use EMT conduit for exposed 
areas and where Type MC is prohibited by Code. 
 
Assume rigid galvanized steel (RGS) conduit for exterior exposed, under slab 
and 5’ from footings, with XHHW-2 600V conductors. 
 
Assume PVC SCH 40 underground, and copper conductors with 600V 
THHN/THWN insulation for branch circuits, 600V XHHW-2 insulation for 
feeders. 
 
All emergency and life-safety feeders will be type mineral insulated (MI) Cable.  
 
All conductors to be copper. 
 
Provide thru-wall seals for all conduits penetrating the foundation wall. 
Conduits that penetrate the foundation wall shall be RGS. 
 
Fire Alarm System 
 
Fire alarm system shall be an addressable fire alarm general voice evacuation 
system that complies with 780CMR and NFPA 72 requirements. The system 
shall include, but not limited to: networked fire alarm control panel, digital 
amplifiers, master box, knox box, digital dialer, rotating beacon, remote 
annunciator panels with one way microphone, double-action manual pull 
stations with stopper covers, photoelectric smoke detectors, fix-temp/rate-of-
rise heat detectors, monitoring of building fire protection system flow, tamper 
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and pressure switches, kitchen CO detection systems, kitchen ANSUL systems, 
duct smoke detection, fire/smoke dampers, notification appliances, etc. 
 
Carbon monoxide (CO) detection shall be provided per 780CMR and NFPA 1 
requirements. Provide CO detectors in all classrooms, duct mounted type for 
roof mounted fossil fuel burning equipment and CO detector in rooms 
containing fossil fuel-burning equipment. All CO detectors shall be monitored 
by the fire alarm system.   
 
The fire alarm system will be monitored by a central station via UDACT dial out 
for alarm, supervisory and trouble conditions, in addition to dedicated 
municipal masterbox via a 4” conduit with IMSA cable connection to street 
municipal fire alarm loop. 
 
Fire alarm remote annunciator panel with microphone pickup and paging zones 
at the building main entry designated location as approved by the local Fire 
Department.  
 
Manual pull stations will be located within 5’ of all egress doors and at the 
stairwell entrances to each floor. 
 
Fire alarm notification appliances shall be combination type adjustable watt tap 
speaker/ADA strobes located throughout all areas including, but not limited to; 
common corridors, mechanical rooms, classrooms, art rooms, cafetorium, gym, 
kitchen and other similar common spaces. Audibility and intelligibility of voice 
evacuation will require less spacing of speakers and lower watt tap settings in 
large open areas. Assume corridor and common areas speaker/ADA strobes at 
30’ spacing, every classroom to have minimum of one speaker/ADA strobe for 
every 45’x45’ of classroom space.  
 
System type smoke detectors will be provided throughout all corridors, 
stairwells, elevator machine room and lobbies, electric rooms and 
telecommunication rooms for early warning purposes. Heat detectors shall be 
provided in janitor’s closets and mechanical rooms to avoid nuisance alarms. 
All electrical and communication rooms will have smoke detector remote 
indicator outside the door.  
 
Duct smoke detection systems will be provided for HVAC air handling units 
producing greater than 2000cfm on the supply and return side. System shall 
consist of system type photoelectric smoke detector and duct housing, 
equipment shut-down relay, sampling tube and key switched remote test 
station. 
 
The fire alarm system will monitor the pull stations, smoke detectors, heat 
detectors, sprinkler system flow and tamper switches and duct smoke 
detectors. Signaling line circuits shall be Class ‘A’ and the notification appliance 
circuits shall be Class ‘A’. 
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The activation of a manual pull station or an initiating device will activate the 
building fire alarm notification devices and will transmit an “alarm” signal to the 
fire alarm control panel and annunciator panel. 
 
The fire alarm system shall be monitored constantly via UL certified central 
station and municipal masterbox. The system shall be provided with a battery 
back-up rated for a minimum of 20 hours stand-by and 15 minute alarm backup 
capacity. 
 
Knox box will be provide at both the fire department primary building entrance 
and exterior entrance into the fire protection service room. 
 
Assume entire building general evacuation notification for alarm conditions.  
 
Emergency Responder Radio System: 
 
Retain a qualified and experienced design build vendor to design, furnish, 
install, connect and test the Emergency Responder Radio Coverage system that 
is acceptable to the local Emergency Responders (Ipswich Fire Department) 
and in compliance with 780 CMR, NFPA 72 requirements, and local Emergency 
Responders requirements.  
 
Provide two (2) dedicated 120volt 20amp branch circuits from the emergency 
power distribution to complete power installation to the equipment. 
 
Provide fire alarm system supervisory monitoring of primary Emergency 
Responders  Radio equipment status for loss of AC power, signal loss, low 
battery indication and battery charger, with a remote annunciator status 
located in the main vestibule entrances. 
 
The design build vendor will need to be the primary equipment amplifier 
manufacturer’s certified dealer and factory trained service representative, that 
has the resources to support a project of this scale, qualified and experienced 
with the local Emergency Responder radio system requirements and able to 
offer full Maintenance Service Agreement to maintain such a system.   
 
Two Way Elevator Communication System: 
 
Provide a two-way communication system with call stations at each elevator 
landing and base station located adjacent to the fire alarm annunciator panel 
at the fire department primary entrance. The two-way communication system 
shall meet the requirements of Massachusetts State Building Code 780 CMR 
1007.8. 
 
Wiring Devices and specific programming needs   
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Refer to architectural programming/user group documentation for any specific 
wiring devices requirements. If such information is not available or limited, 
assume the following to supplement the design criteria 
 
In all classrooms and special resource rooms, assume duplex receptacle wiring 
device every 12’ on blank walls. Teacher’s desk location should have double 
duplex receptacle wiring devices.  
 
Coordinate with Architect if Classrooms/Art rooms will have computer PC 
workstation and smart board. If so, provide power, data, and A/V at each PC 
workstation and smart board. 
 
For offices, guidance, counseling rooms, assume double duplex receptacle at 
desk location and one duplex receptacle on the other walls. Assume dedicated 
circuits for copiers, laser printers and similar office printing equipment. 
 
In main Office, teacher’s/staff room, library provide duplex receptacles at work 
stations plus dedicated duplex receptacles for copiers and laser printer 
locations.  
 
One (1) duplex receptacle every 50’ along corridors, gym, cafetorium, 
auditorium and other open areas. 
 
Assume convenience GFCI duplex receptacle in restrooms, janitorial, 
mechanical and electrical rooms, and where located within 6’ from a sink.  
 
All non-locking type 125V, 15A and 20A receptacles shall be listed tamper-
resistant. 
 
Automatic Receptacle Control   
 
Assume 50% of all duplex receptacles in private offices, open offices and 
classrooms to be automatically switched off when the space in which they are 
located are not occupied via occupancy sensors and relay packs.  Assume that 
each bottom half of the duplex receptacle to be labeled accordingly. 
 
Alternate Power Source (On site Diesel Engine Generator) for 527CMR 12:00 
Article 700 Emergency and Article 702 Optional Standby Power  
 
Assume an exterior mounted, self-contained custom sound attenuated 
weatherproof non-walk in enclosure NFPA 110 Level 1 Class 24 Type 10 EPSS 
175KW 480Y/277V 3 phase 4 Wire diesel engine. Provide radiator mount load 
bank for automatic load test NFPA 110 with regenerative power absorption 
features. Assume to extend exhaust stack 10’ above the highest roof line. 
Assume 5 years extended warranty on the generator set.  
 
Coordinate with Architect and Structural Engineer if exterior engine generator 
is mounted on high roof, include all necessary structural supports to seismic 
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secure to structure. Provide day tank and fuel controls to interface with HVAC 
fuel supply system.  
 
Coordinate with the Architect and the Acoustical Sound Consultant for exterior 
wall acoustical treatment with enough height above the generator roof 
enclosure to block off and attenuate acoustical noise to the property line to 
meet Town of Ipswich sound ordinance purposes. Recommend that a cost line 
item to be identified for such treatment. 
 
Coordinate with the Architect and the Environmental Air Pollution Consultant for 
any further diesel engine generator silencer exhaust emissions treatment 
required. Recommend that a cost line item to be identified for such treatment. 
 
There will be separate output circuit breaker feeds for 

 
1. Emergency Life Safety power distribution 

 
2. Optional Standby power distribution 

 
Assume all automatic transfer switches shall be 100KAIC for withstand and 
closing rating.  
 
Assume egress emergency lighting and fire alarm on emergency power 
distribution with separate emergency automatic transfer switch ATS-E (assume 
100Amp due to withstand and closing interrupting short circuit rating). 
 
Assume the following building loads will be desired to be on optional standby 
power backup in event of a prolonged utility power failure. (Assume 200Amp 
due to withstand and closing interrupting short circuit rating).  

 
1. Telecommunication Systems 
2. Paging/Intercom Systems 
3. Central Clock System 
4. MDF/IDF Equipment and Cooling Systems 
5. Security/Access Control Systems 
6. Building Management Systems 
7. Central heating plant – boilers, circulator pumps, controls, boiler room 

motorized dampers 
8. Domestic Water Demand System 
9. Kitchen Refrigeration Equipment – refrigerators and freezers 
10. Minimal Food Prep in Kitchen 
11. Main Office Lighting, Receptacles and HVAC Systems 
12. Toilet Room Automatic Sensors 
 
 Lightning Protection System 
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Provide a complete design build UL Master Label Lightning Protection 
(traditional lightning rods) System with interior concealed down leads and 
grounding with bonding to main electric service grounding. 
Integrated Electronic Security Systems 
 
Provide electronic security systems that are capable of standalone operation 
mode and are also in integrated mode for Intrusion Alarm System, Network IP 
Video Surveillance and IP Access Controls with a single unified Quad Core Intel 
XEON server platform software based intuitive user interface management 
system similar to Genetec Security Center unified platform with Omnicast IP 
Video Management System and Synergis IP Access Control (local factory 
contact Jarrod Fullerton 603-455-2452).  
 
Assume that such head end equipment will be located in a secured 
administration room with (2) 42” wall mount video output monitors for camera 
video surveillance and (2) 24” wall mount video output monitors for client 
applications on dedicated client Workstation Computer Intel i7 2600 processor 
with Video/RAM/Solid State Drive to support highest bit rate for video 
surveillance and access control features.  
 
In addition provide (2) 42” wall mount video output monitors in main office for 
camera video surveillance display for staff administration use. 
 
Monitors shall be 1080p 120HZ refresh rate LED video HDMI flat panel type 
with full adjustable tilt wall brackets. 

 
1. Intrusion Alarm System 

 
Intrusion Alarm System shall consist of a microprocessor based 
controller unit with addressable motion detectors in common corridors, 
addressable door magnetic contacts on all perimeter doors and keypad 
controller at selected staff entry/exit locations 
 
Main Office, Library, Kitchen shall have separate intrusion partition 
zones with separate keypad controller to able to arm independently. All 
wiring shall be in metal conduit.  Include remote monitoring for first year. 
 
The intrusion alarm system shall be fully integrated with the Network IP 
Video and IP Access Controls system for capture in event of intrusion 
alarm condition, similar to Bosch G series 

 
2. Network IP Video Surveillance System  

 
Provide digital network IP video surveillance system 

 
a. Assume (24) fixed and (6) PTZ cameras in security smoked 

domes in main entries into the building, corridors. 
 



Winthrop Elementary School – Ipswich, MA 
MSBA Module 3 Feasibility Study – Preferred Schematic Report 
 

 
Perkins Eastman / DPC  Section 3.3.3, page 37 
   

b. Assume (4) fixed day/night color cameras in security smoked 
domes for Selected Administration office space. 
 

c. Assume (4) fixed day/night color cameras in security smoked 
domes for Library Room, Computer Lab and Security Room. 
 

d. Assume (6) pan/tilt/zoom (PTZ) color/auto B/W with low light 
cameras in building mount exterior weather proof security 
domes for exterior sweep views of around the building structure, 
interior courtyard/parking areas,  and exit ways.  
 

e. Assume (4) PTZ color/auto B/W cameras light pole mounted 
exterior weather proof security domes locations to aim towards 
the building and parking areas. 

 
All cameras shall be Power over Ethernet TCP/IP based, ONVIF 
complaint, multi-stream, solid state CCD 1/4" 1080p 1920x1080 
resolution color , true day/night automatic adjustment, precision iris 
(interchangeable 3-12mm or 9-22mm similar range), automatic focus, 
remote field of view settings via software, vandal resistant UV treated 
polycarbonate smoke dome.  
 
Assume surveillance system will be dedicated TCP/IP intranet system 
using rack mount OFNP Fiber backbone transceivers integral Category 
6 POE 8 port switches (number of 8 port switches to be determined on 
number of cameras feeding back to the respective TR) located in each 
of the outlay (6) Telecommunication Rooms and homerun OFNP Gigabit 
Ethernet backbone for each 8 port switch back to the Security. Office 
head end Rack mount Fiber enclosure patch , with rack mount Network 
Digital Video Recorder and Web Server Equipment with at least 
recordable video 60TB hard Drive storage in RAID 6 configuration, 
CD/DVD burner and dedicated 2KVA rack mount UPS for 10 minute 
battery run time at full load. 
 
The system shall be fully integrated with the Intrusion and Access 
Controls capture in event of intrusion alarm condition. 

 
3. IP Access Controls System 

 
Provide Access Control door controllers at all entry/exit perimeter doors, 
interior classroom corridor wings doors, stairwell doors, main office, 
library and kitchen.  
 
All access controlled doors intended to have manual means to always 
free egress exit out.  
 
Provide multi technologies proximity card reader with pin keypad on the 
unsecured side with Request for Exit devices to shunt the alarm and 
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Door Status contacts for each controlled door(s) along with power 
connections to door hardware locking mechanism. 

 
Audio/Visual System Provisions 

 
Coordinate with Architect and the Audio/Visual Consultant for related 
audio/visual scope that would require electrical power, fire alarm interface, 
paging/intercom/clock system interface, empty conduit telecom provisions for 
A/V programming in Assembly areas and related classrooms. 

 
Telecommunications Voice Data Video Infrastructure Systems 

 
Provide complete ANSI/EIA/TIA 568. C Category 6 compliant voice/data/video 
structured premise cabling systems  
 
Provide Building Entrance Facilities and Main Equipment TR Room for incoming 
telecommunications services.  
 
Provide (3) 4” vertical sleeves for telecommunications needs, fire stop all 
penetrations. 
 
Assume in the Main TR (MTR)  three 19” 2 post seismic rated  racks fully 
populated with Category 6-48 port patch panels, fiber enclosures, 
vertical/horizontal wire management, TVSS power strip with receptacles on 3” 
centers and 10” vertical wire managers for all Category 6 voice data work area 
outlet terminations. All video terminate on 2GHz Splitters on backboard. 
 
Assume each upper floors to have stacked Telecommunications Room (TR) with 
up to two  19” 2 post seismic rated  racks fully populated with Category 6-48 
port patch panels, fiber enclosures, vertical/horizontal wire management, TVSS 
power strip with receptacles on 3” centers and 10” vertical wire managers for 
all Category 6 voice data work area outlet terminations. All video terminate on 
2GHz Splitters on backboard. 

 
All data and voice cabling/work area outlet assumed to be Category 6, 4 pair 
UTP. Assume voice to be VOIP technology 
 
All CATV video cabling assume to be HDTV quad shield copper RJ6 with RJ11 
trunk. 
 
Provide a Telecommunications Grounding system with TMGB located in BEF 
room and TGB in each telecommunications room (TR) interconnected between 
the ground bars and the main service equipment ground. 
 
Provide Flexible basket Cable management tray in corridors for telecom cabling 
support with 3 -4” horizontal sleeves above accessible ceiling between TR and 
accessible corridor.  Fire stop all sleeves. 
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In each Classroom, assume at least (3) 2data/1voice Work area outlets, (1) 2 
F connector video outlet. (2) 1 data Wireless Access Points on the ceiling and 
(1) 1 data for ceiling network projector 
 
In private offices and similar rooms, assume at least (1) 2data/1voice Work 
area outlet per workstation/seat and at least one more (1) 2data/1voice Work 
area outlet for printer/network equipment. In Admin Offices with multiple staff, 
assume additional (1) 1 data Wireless Access Point on the ceiling for every 4 
desks.  
 
In all corridors, assume (1) 1 data Wireless Access Point every 50’ feet and at 
all breakout spaces. 
 
In every occupied room, assume at least one (1) 2data/1voice Work area outlet 
 
Each work area outlet shall be double gang 2 ½” deep outlet box with single 
gang trim with 1” conduit (pathway provisions to corridor accessible ceiling)   
 
Library - assume at least 1 data at each seat location, (1) 2data/1voice Work 
area outlets at Staff desks, 40’ along perimeter wall, (1) 2 F connector video 
outlet, (1) 1 data ceiling mount Wireless Access Point for every 200SF, (1) 1 
data for every ceiling network projector 

 
Telecommunications Grounding System 

 
Provide complete grounding system for the broadband incoming services and 
TMGB/TGB grounding bars at each Telecommunications Room with # 2 in 
bonding in metal conduit raceway. 

 
Master Clock/Paging/Intercom System 

 
Provide a Master Clock/Paging/Intercom System VoIP networked based with 
atomic synchronized clocks, paging and hands free 2 way intercom speakers, 
ceiling paging speakers in common corridors and restrooms, call button 
stations  in classrooms, art rooms, labs, shops, teacher rooms, study 
conference rooms, and gym( with suitable ball guard).  

 
Provide Main Office administrative console and secondary handset in 
Principal’s office, with interface to the Owner’s telephone system. Paging 
feature shall mute local sound system where desired.  

 
Paging shall be able to be programmed customized for zones specific, pre-
programmed messages and live messages, auto call re-route, emergency lock 
down mode and other features similar to Rauland Telecenter VoIP.  

 
Sub metering System 
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Provide a complete electric sub metering system that is interfaced with the 
Building Energy Management system (BMS) 

 
1. Provide Digital Meter on Main Switchboard for tie in to building 

BMS system and the digital sub metering system below. 
 

2. Provide digital sub metering system with individual electronic 
meters networked wired together with a common head end 
Computer and energy data collection/monitoring/analysis 
software (similar to Emon Dmon) , with sub meters at:  

a. Lighting Distribution Panel 

b. Receptacle Distribution Panel 

c. Mechanical Distribution Panel 

d. Kitchen Distribution Panel 

e. Feeders serving the Chiller 

f. Feeders serving the Elevators 

g. Automatic Transfer Switch for Life-safety 

h. Automatic Transfer Switch for Optional-Standby 

 
Active Data Electronics and Network Voice Over IP Telephone System Provisions 

 
Provide telecom rack space provisions for Owner’s Active Data Electronics and 
Network Voice Over IP Telephone System. Coordinate with Architect for FF&E 
budgetary line item. 
 
Plumbing System 
 
1. General: 

 
a. The proposed new school will be approximately 123,000 gross sf 

and will have a 3-story classroom wing. 
 

2. Description: 
 

a. The building will be provided with a 4” domestic water service.  A 
reduced pressure backflow preventer and water meter will be 
provided at the water service entrance. 

 
b. The building will be provided with a gas-fired hot water heater for 

domestic hot water heating.  Multiple instantaneous gas hot 
water heaters will be evaluated during design. 
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A hot water recirc line and hot water recirc pump will be included 
in the design. 

 
c. The building will be provided with a new sanitary sewer 

connection. 
 
The kitchen will be provided with a separate kitchen waste line 
and outdoor grease trap. 

 
Interior grease traps will be provided in the kitchen at the 3-
compartment pot sink and other grease producing fixtures. 

 
d. Vent piping will be combined and terminated on the roof. 

 
e. The building will be provided with a storm drainage system. 

 
f. A natural gas service will be provided to the building to serve the 

gas-fired hot water heater(s), gas cooking appliances and the 
space heating plant. 

 
g. A water sub-meter will be provided to measure water use in the 

kitchen. 
 

h. A small rainwater harvesting system will be provided to collect 
rain water for use at a small garden courtyard. 

 
3. Fixtures/Equipment: 

 
a. Water closets will be ultra low flow 1.1 gpf, wall-hung, back outlet 

type with exposed, AC powered, automatic sensor operated 
flushometers. 

b. Lavatories will be vitreous china with AC powered, automatic 
sensor operated faucets, 0.25 gpm low flow type. 

 
c. Urinals will be ultra low flow 0.125 gpf, wall-hung with exposed, 

AC powered, automatic sensor operated flushometers. 
 

d. Drinking fountains will be two station, wall-hung type, 
handicapped accessible and provided with bottle filling feature. 

 
e. Janitor’s sinks will be a 24”x24” floor mounted mop sink with 

exposed faucet and mop hanger. 
 

f. Floor drains will be provided at backflow preventers, toilet rooms, 
mechanical rooms and at the sprinkler riser station.  Each floor 
drain will be provided with a trap and trap primer. 
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g. Wall hydrants will be provided along the exterior wall. 
 

h. A cold water hose bibb will be provided in each mechanical room 
and in each bathroom. 

 
i. Backflow preventers will be provided at the make-up water 

connections to the heating plant and the cooling plant. 
 

j. All Plumbing products shall be approved by the State Plumbing 
Board. 

 
4. Materials: 

 
a. Domestic cold water, hot water and hot water recirc piping shall 

be Type-L copper with soldered or ProPress joints. 
 

b. Sanitary, vent and storm piping 3” and larger shall be cast iron 
drainage, waste and vent type with clamp type no-hub fittings.  
Piping 2” and smaller shall be Type-L copper. 

 
c. Gas piping shall be Schedule 40 steel with threaded fittings for 

piping 2-1/2” and smaller and welded joints for piping 3” and 
larger. 

 
d. All cold water, hot water, hot water recirc and all above ground 

horizontal and vertical rainwater leader piping shall be insulated 
with 1” thick fiberglass sectional pipe insulation having all 
service jacket. 

 
Fire Protection System 
 

1. Description: 
 
a. The entire building will be provided with a new wet sprinkler 

system with piping and heads to provide automatic coverage 
throughout all areas in accordance with the requirements of 
NFPA 13 (2013 Edition). 

 
2. Wet Sprinkler System: 

 
a. Building will be zoned by floor with maximum floor zone of 

40,000 sf. 
 

b. Each zone control to consist of a supervised isolation valve, 
check valve, flow switch, and test and drain assembly. 

 
c. Sprinkler system piping shall be hydraulically sized according to 

the following criteria:  
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 Light Hazard Occupancy Areas  

   225 SF / Head 
   0.10 GPM/SF over hydraulically most remote 1,500 SF 
   100 GPM hose stream allowance. 
 

 Ordinary Hazard Occupancy Areas  

   130 SF / Head 
   0.15 GPM/SF over hydraulically most remote 1,500 SF 
   250 GPM hose stream allowance. 
 

d. All sprinkler piping shall be seismically braced as required by 
Code. 

 
3. Fire Service: 

 
a. Building to be provided with a new 6” fire service. 

 
b. A double check valve backflow preventer will be installed on the 

fire service. 
 

4. Standpipes: 
 

a. Standpipes will be provided in each egress stairwell in 
accordance with the requirements of NFPA 14 (2013 Edition). 
 

5. Fire Dept. Connection (FDC): 
 
a. A FDC will be provided and located at the front of the building. 

 
6. Materials: 

 
a. All 1” wet sprinkler piping shall be Schedule 40 steel pipe with 

threaded fittings. 
 
b. All 1-1/4” to 2” wet sprinkler piping may be either Schedule 40 

steel piping with threaded fittings or Schedule 10 steel piping 
with grooved couplings. 

 
c. All 2-1/2” wet sprinkler piping shall be Schedule 10 steel piping 

with grooved couplings. 
 

d. All sprinkler heads shall be quick-response, glass-bulb type 
heads. 

 
e. Sprinkler heads to be semi-recessed style in areas with 
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suspended ceilings. 
 

f. Sprinkler heads in mechanical rooms and other spaces without 
hung ceilings shall be upright or pendent, as required by location. 

 
g. The double check valve assembly (DCVA) will be equal to Ames 

2000SS and be provided with monitored isolation valves in 
accordance with the requirements of NFPA 13 (2013 Edition). 

G. Proposed Total Budget 

The estimators for Perkins Eastman and PMA Consultants provided construction cost 
estimates for the 4 options selected by the SBC (W3B, W2A.1, W2A.2 & W2A.3).  PMA 
built 3011 total project budgets for the options using the higher of the 2 estimator’s 
construction numbers for each scenario.  The Town Manager for Ipswich as well as the 
SBC chair (also a member of the Town Finance Committee) have contacted the town 
bonding agent to preliminarily discuss the potential cost for each option, thus far costs 
have been presented in ranges as the SBC understands that the costs will fluctuate.  
The potential tax impact on the median home was calculated and presented for the 
options, the tax burden for the 775 option is anticipated to be between .92 and .96 
per 1000 of assessed value, this equates to a $400 to $450 increase yearly on a home 
valued at the median of $457,000.  The following represent the proposed Total Project 
Budget as of the writing of this report: 

• Base Repair - $18,889,706 

• W3B – $60,865,137 

• W2A.4* - $66,687,466 

*the estimates for the 3 new build schemes vary by ½ of a percent or less, it was the 
estimators and design teams feeling that the final scheme would be within that range 
of deviation and likely trend lower due to the more compact footprint.  

H. Permitting Requirements  

We have met with the Town’s Planning and Zoning officials in regards to the proposed 
project to understand the requirements for the project as it is currently envisioned.   
 

• It is recommended that we hold a preliminary site review planning meeting with 
all the town departments to elicit feedback from town departments and ensure 
that we are in sync with the towns departments prior to filing.  This is due to a 
number of reasons, such as -  

o Ipswich is served by a Municipal Power Company  
o Water is a serious concern in the community and the Water Department 

must be included in any and all discussions 
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o Parks and Cemetery Department and DPW both take on added 
responsibility at the school sites to support the staff for snow removal 
and general grounds maintenance 

• After the Site Planning review meeting it is recommended that we meet with the 
towns “Design Review Board”. (Section 9K of the ZBL)  This board is an informal 
group that meets on an as needed basis. 

• DMW director approval would be required under the stormwater management 
by-law.  

• Demolition Delay would not be required as the towns’ by-law sets the age of the 
structure to be demolished at 75 years or older and Winthrop does not meet 
that requirement. 

• Curb Cut Permit – Central street is under the control of the Town of Ipswich, 
therefore we would require a curb cut permit from the DPW, the duration of this 
permit is 1 week. 

• After all the above meetings and permits are complete we would submit to the 
planning board, we are told to anticipate (2) sessions with the planning board 
and set aside 10 weeks for the entire process for a project of this size.   

 
At this time we are aware of only a single potential variance / relief that may be 
requested: 
 

1) Section VII – B of the ZBL allows for parking at the school to be calculated as 
(1) spot for each classroom and (1) spot for each (2) additional employees at 
the facility, the facility has 48 classrooms and an as yet undetermined number 
of support staff.  At the Doyon and Winthrop combined there are approximately 
140 to 150 parking spots and the community has been very vocal about 
providing a like number at the new facility.  This request would require relief 
from the current town by-law.  We may also need a variance for the distance 
from parking to the facility which is stipulated at 300 feet.   

 
Zoning 
 
The school is located within the Intown Residence (IR) Zoning District as delineated on 
the Town of Ipswich Zoning Map. Town owned educational facilities are permitted in 
all districts. 
Zone: Min Area Min. 

Width 
Min. 
Frontage 

Front 
Setback 

Side 
Setback 

Rear 
Setback 

% Bldg 
Area 

% Open 
Space 

RRA 8,000 90 50 20 10 20 40 30 
Available 383,328 420 415    153,331 114,998 

 
Natural Heritage & Endangered Species Program 
 
The site is not bordering any Priority, Estimated Habitat areas, or vernal pools.  

I. Design and Construction Schedule  
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Design Schedule – All schemes assume that Perkins Eastman begins design work on 
or about 11/15/17, we anticipate that Design Development will take 17 weeks 
(11/15/17 thru 3/14/18) for all schemes.  For Construction Documents we anticipate 
22 weeks (3/15/18 thru 8/15/18) for schemes W2A.2, W2A.3 and WA2.4 and 26 
weeks (3/15/18 thru 9/19/18) for the Add/Reno scheme WB.3.   Filed Sub Bidding 
8/15/18 thru 9/20/18 for schemes W2A.2, W2A.3 and WA2.4 and 9/19 thru 
10/25/17 for scheme WB.3. 

Construction Schedules – These vary depending on the overall phasing but are 
estimated as follows: 
 
W2A.2, W2A.3 and WA2.4 – approximately 20 months for the phased construction 
with an additional 5 months for final demolition and site work.  
 
WB.3 – approximately 22 months for the phased construction with an additional 4 
months final site work.  
 
 

 
 
FS/SD/ Town Vote Schedule  
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DD/CD and Construction Schedule 

 

J. Preliminary Design Pricing 

  

Option Base Repair / Code Upgrade  

Code Upgrade / Renovation – the existing facility suffers from many of the common 
issues found at facilities of similar age, some of the more significant issues are as 
follows : 
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• Lack of a sprinkler system  
• ADA / AAB access issues thru-out  
• Hazardous Materials  
• Inadequate ventilation  
• Failing systems e.g. roof, mechanical, electrical and plumbing   

One of the major issues for any code upgrade project is the fact that the Winthrop is a 
building designed to house ½ of the population, therefore renovation does not meet 
the community vision nor will it ultimately meet the long term program.  Planning issues 
aside the building was not constructed to accept modern HVAC systems, introduction 
of these systems in a building with 10’-6” floor to underside of deck could prove to be 
impossible if not extraordinarily challenging.  

Addition / Renovation -  

The add/reno scheme attempts to utilize the existing building to the greatest extent 
possible by adding a 3 story classroom wing to increase the number of students from 
the Winthrop’s current number to 775.  It meets the objectives of the educational 
program but with significant compromises in the overall space planning and layout, the 
existing building is two story and is disconnected from the new wing forcing students 
and staff to go up and down stairs to move from wing to wing.  The existing building is 
also linear and fairly narrow in its layout, this creates a compromised solution in 
regards to teaming and flexible learning space.  It was ultimately decided that the 
add/reno scheme does not substantially meet the educational objectives in a cost 
competitive fashion, the total project cost are within a plus/minus 10% delta from the 
new construction making the compromises too costly for the net return to the 
community versus a new build option. 

New Construction -  

All the new construction options allow the community to create their ideal learning 
environment, match the program and create the level of educational flexibility that the 
district is looking for over the next 50 years.  The district is intent on being able to 
change the mode of teaching by grade and by level and adapt as education continues 
to evolve, the new construction scheme allows the district the maximum flexibility and 
is only nominally more expensive then the Add/Reno, the plus/minus 10% swing in 
total costs with the potential unknowns of a renovation and inherent compromises 
found within the reno scheme justify the decision for the community to opt for the New 
Construction option for a 775 student school.   
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3.3.4 Preferred Solution 

  

A. Educational Program 
The Educational Program that follows has been updated according to the MSBA’s 
PDP review and the District’s response. An architectural description is provided for 
each section (in blue italics), to help articulate the design strategy to meet the 
Educational Program objectives. 
 
 
Overview and Objectives 
 
The Ipswich Public School District has a rigorous plan in place for the implementation 
and alignment of 21st Century Learning. Through the District’s Successful Habits of 
Mind, Powerful Learning and STEAM work, Ipswich Public Schools strives to create 
and foster a learning environment that prepares all our students to be successful in 
their future college and career endeavors. 
 
Ipswich Public Schools have identified the following six Successful Habits of Mind. 
These Successful Habits of Mind are the District’s 21st Century learning 
expectations, and are embedded in curriculum and instruction: 
 

1. PERSEVERANCE: With perseverance we persist through challenges, manage 
pressure and maintain an optimistic outlook. 

2. COLLABORATION: Through collaboration we demonstrate mutual respect and 
shared responsibility as we work with others to accomplish a task and achieve 
shared goals. 

3. CRITICAL THINKING: Through critical thinking we reason abstractly, concretely, 
quantitatively, and resourcefully for a purpose. 

4. CREATIVITY: With creativity we imagine and explore possibilities, challenge 
existing structures and develop novel thoughts and forms of expression. 

5. SELF-MANAGEMENT: With self-management we take responsibility for our own 
behavior and success by setting goals, organizing our resources and revising 
our strategies based on self-reflection. 

6. COMMUNICATION: Through communication we exchange ideas using a variety 
of formats while considering the audience. 

 
Through the integration of these Habits, Ipswich Public Schools supports students in 
developing the skills they will need to be successful in our rapidly changing world. 
 
By integrating Powerful Learning tenets into curriculum and instruction across the 
District, IPS works to ensure high student achievement in rigorous, vibrant and joyful 
learning environments. 



Winthrop Elementary School – Ipswich, MA 
MSBA Module 3 Feasibility Study – Preferred Schematic Report 
 

 
Perkins Eastman / DPC  Section 3.3.4, page 4 
   

 IPS has developed the following descriptors of Powerful Learning for its students: 
 

● Engaging in meaningful, authentic, and challenging tasks. 
● Thinking deeply, taking risks, and demonstrating.  
● Being supported in an environment that fosters confidence and 

competence. 
● Taking ownership of their learning, making appropriate choices, and 

engaging in self-reflection. 
● Working independently or with peers as valuable members of the 

learning community. 
 
There are several instructional mediums Ipswich Public Schools Department invests 
in in order to bring our 21st Century Vision to fruition.  Ipswich is committed to taking 
an integrated approach to education by focusing on STEAM (Science, Technology, 
Engineering, Arts and Mathematics) in our Kindergarten through Grade 12 education 
program.  Project-based Learning is central to the district’s instructional approach 
where students work with the teacher, other adults and each other to solve real world 
problems. Ipswich Public Schools District uses a local commitment to build a 
Sustainable Community as a platform for elementary education.  This commitment to 
sustainability has created lasting partnerships between the schools and local 
organizations.  Finally, education in Ipswich reflects a commitment to all students 
accessing a rigorous curriculum.    A co-teaching model that pairs a regular education 
teacher with a special education teacher supports all students in the classroom.  
These and other instructional strategies create a learning environment that builds 
strong content knowledge and Habits of Mind in a Powerful Learning environment. 
 
“STEAM” is the avenue in which the Habits and Powerful Learning align with content 
in Ipswich Public Schools. This integrated approach to learning demands instructional 
space that supports students engaged in Design Thinking hands-on, minds-on 
projects.  Our work with local STEAM businesses has created partnerships that are 
mutually beneficial.  Students need space to construct a water filtration system, build 
a rain-making machine or assemble a musical instrument out of household items.  
These instructional spaces must accommodate Maker Spaces where students can 
think, wonder and create, using eclectic materials.  Instructional space must support 
small group work, individual learning and rich inclusive collaboration.   The space 
within and without the school building should be seamless to support an active and 
fluid learning environment. 
 
Ipswich Public Schools envisions our new building enhancing the District's 
commitment to Project-Based Learning in our instructional spaces.  Project Based 
Learning enables our students to build knowledge and skills by working on extended 
projects that require investigation into complex problems.  This is another area where 
collaborative relationships with the community help bring interesting projects to 
fruition.  These projects include student active investigation seamlessly using 
technology in a constructivist setting.  Dynamic space for building/creating, 
researching and collaborating on real-world problems is essential to the success of a 
Project-Based Learning school. Projects need space for creation, presentation and 
display. 
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Sustainability education is a perfect medium for the real-world problem solving that 
the Ipswich Public School District is committed to integrating into our children’s 
education.  Learning space within the classroom and expanded to the outdoors will 
help support the projects associated with sustainable education.  Our current Farm to 
School initiative, a joint effort between the school and local citizens, has created 
gardens at each district school.  Students need easy access to the outdoors to tend 
self-created vegetable gardens, analyze local vernal pools and explore the local 
ecosystem.  Classrooms and common spaces must have the flexibility for eager 
students to analyze, construct, discuss and monitor sustainable projects.  The school 
building can also be an active learning tool with transparent spaces committed to 
sustainability. From planting and water filtration design to food preparation and 
nutrition, the gardens are an active learning lab for inquiry. The cafeteria can support 
recycling and reusing; the boiler system can reflect high efficiency; the roof can 
house solar panels; and, the walls and floors can be made of recycled materials.  All 
these building systems can be used as learning opportunities for sustainable-minded 
students and teachers.  
 
Over the past few years, the Ipswich Public School District has allocated/re-allocated 
significant funding to support a co-teaching model.  The collaborative effort between 
professionals creates a dynamic adult learning environment.  Our co-teaching model 
creates a classroom experience for students where a regular education teacher and 
a special education teacher share lesson planning, instruction and assessment 
responsibilities.  This collaborative approach to supporting all students enables each 
student in the class to access a challenging curriculum.  The co-teaching approach 
demands additional space to fully realize the model’s potential.  Two teachers, 
facilitating several differentiated small student groups, will be problematic in an 
average sized classroom. 
 
Over the past three years, the Ipswich Public School District has devoted time and 
resources to developing internal professional capacity for high level collaboration.   
Teacher leader positions were created in Professional Learning Community 
facilitation, curriculum development and instructional technology integration.  Over 
seventy teachers district-wide are trained as leaders in these areas to help facilitate 
highly effective professional collaboration.  This commitment to collaboration extends 
to the student and parent community.  Our new facility must support internal 
professional collaboration with the space for teachers to meet and work together to 
build a world-class school system for our students.  Additionally, high quality space is 
needed to work and meet with parents in a private and secure area.  Effective 
collaboration is at the center of our work and must be supported by the appropriate 
space. 

 
The Ipswich Public School District is on a dynamic journey to create an effective 
learning environment, designed to prepare our students for success in this century.  
Our new building must support hands-on, minds-on, project-based learning.  
Technology should be accessed by students and professionals in a seamless way.  
Instructional space must be flexible enough that in the future it can meld to support 
new instructional strategies and student groupings.  Building walls should be 
permeable to give access to a rich outdoor learning environment.  
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In summary, the Ipswich Educational Program seeks to create a more dynamic, 
flexible and collaborative environment that utilizes beneficial adjacencies, zoning for 
safety and community vs academic uses, creates small learning clusters, uses 
controlled visibility and connections to outdoors to enhance teaching/learning. Large 
classrooms are proposed to accommodate project-based activities and co-teaching 
within general classrooms. Some classroom square footage is also used to create 
shared pull-out (flexible use) spaces for distinct ‘neighborhoods’ of learning.  
 
Shared ‘Maker Spaces’ are located centrally, on each floor with academic 
classrooms and near the Art Rooms and Media Center to support collaborative 
project work and STEAM activities. The two academic wings also form a courtyard 
that is intended to serve as an outdoor learning lab with relatively direct access from 
the stacked Maker Space core. 
 
 
Grade and School Configuration 
 
The Ipswich School Committee, acting on input from the community, decided to 
maintain the PreK-5 grade configuration that has existed in the District for many 
years.  In numerous open meetings, the community, especially elementary school 
parents, expressed strong support for our current elementary school grade 
configuration.  Parents want to ensure that the strong neighborhood school culture 
that exists in our current elementary experience, is preserved in the new school 
building.   Parents appreciate the powerful relationships that are built over time while 
their children traverse through their elementary school experience.  Student grouping 
will have to be thoughtfully constructed to ensure relationship continuity and 
strength.  
 
The objective is to have the new building support the strong elementary school 
culture parents have come to expect.  The school configuration must support the 
nurturing learning environment which has become the hallmark of our elementary 
schools without restricting our ability to innovate as education changes.     
  
Ipswich Elementary Schools are currently structured in grade level-based cohort 
groups and generally clustered, whenever possible, in adjacent and/or facing rooms.  
At times, when the grade level cohort exceeds the recommended class size, another 
classroom section is added.  Since common practice is to cluster grade level 
classrooms together, this addition can require moving multiple rooms each year in an 
effort to keep classrooms together.   
 
Grade level classrooms are serviced by support staff in a variety of ways.  In co-
teaching classrooms, general education and special education teachers occupy one 
classroom with their students.  Small group instruction predominates and any 
available space may be used to accommodate required special education instruction.  
These spaces include, but are not limited to, a section of the classroom, some 
portion of a hallway, the library, or one of two “learning labs”, a classroom specifically 
designated for special education pull out services. For the most effective instruction 
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with minimal transitions, future facilities should possess flexible small group work 
spaces close to the clustered cohort.  Classrooms should be larger in overall size, 
properly allowing for simultaneous small group instruction by two professionals as 
well as adequate professional work space. 
 
Special education services may also be required for students not in co-teaching 
classrooms.  Students are pulled out to one of two learning labs.  The learning lab 
classrooms are partitioned into small work areas by non-fixed partitions and 
bookshelves.  Configurations currently result in four to seven working spaces within 
the overall classroom. While every attempt is made to limit the number of small 
groups using this space at one time, there are times during the day when all 
partitioned areas are occupied, resulting in many distractions. This format is 
particularly challenging for students with hearing impairments. FM systems are not 
installed in these learning lab classrooms.  In a new or renovated building, small 
group instructional spaces built into classrooms and located near classroom clusters 
would eliminate the overcrowding and the school-wide scheduling of these spaces.  
 
Remedial instruction by math and reading specialists is the most restrictive of 
general services due to the fact that a limited number of these professionals service 
all grade levels. Reading remediation requires small group instruction outside of the 
classroom.  Currently, this instruction takes place in a room off from the library, a 
classroom or a hallway.  The lack of consistency in location restricts quick access to 
appropriate instructional reading materials and student tools. It is recommended that 
reading instruction occurs in an established location in any new or renovated 
building.  Remedial math instruction suffers the same challenges although, more 
often, support occurs within the classroom or in the immediate hallway area. Since 
both math and reading specialists also serve as impromptu instructional coaches for 
their peers, access to a collection of instructional materials is important, not only to 
their teaching effectiveness, but also to their ability to remain responsive to their 
peers. 
 
The over-arching desire to maintain a wide grade span (PK-5), minimize transitions, 
seek short and long-term equity and foster a more walkable school with greater 
accessibility resulted in selection of a single school model located in the down-town 
area. The major educational concern in selecting a combined Pk-5 school model is 
the perceived loss of personalization and culture of a small school environment. 
 
One of the primary objectives in planning a single school for 775 students is to 
create scaled clusters of learning which will help foster connections and 
collaboration. PK students will experience an intimate 2-room setting located 
adjacent to the main-entry, while Kindergarten students are in two-room clusters 
with alcove entry areas along the main corridor.  
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First grade rooms are organized in 3 room groupings on the main floor (one grouping 
in each wing), with ample special education nearby and accessible to all. Grades 2-5 
are located in 6 room teams in each wing, each floor above with integrated special 
education rooms. 
 
The design team was also 
challenged to create a plan that 
could evolve over-time and remain 
flexible to function in multiple 
organizational models.  
 
This is achieved in the form of 
classroom clusters (neighborhoods) 
organized in two wings and sized to 
accommodate a grade in each wing, 
on each floor. Select rooms within 
each cluster can convert from 1200 
to 900sf and vice/versa, allowing a 
mix of room sizes (or grades) to 
occur. 
 
The diagrams on the right show how 
the plan configuration can support a 
grade-level arrangement (grade per 
wing), a two house model (one each 
wing) or mixed/ungraded teams 
where each floor/wing might have 
grades K-5 or each room with mixed 
grades. 
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As noted previously, large classrooms are proposed to accommodate project-based 
activities and special education/co-teaching within the rooms. Some classroom 
square footage is also used to create shared pull-out (flexible use) spaces within 
each cluster. 
 
Classrooms are listed at 950sf, with 50sf each used for flexible learning/pull-out 
space for each cluster and 100sf added to each room accommodate special 
education and co-teaching within. 
 
 
Class Size Policies 
 
On average, class size in grades K-5 is 22, with three sections at each grade level 
(at each school). Pre-school classes are full day with age groups alternating days in 
the week. The average pre-school class consists of 15 students. Class 
configurations reflect our inclusionary model of instruction. Like many elementary 
classrooms, students in grades K-4 remain under the tutelage of the same general 
education teacher(s) throughout the day; although combined grade level instruction, 
meetings and events are frequent. Fifth grade students share discipline-specific 
teachers, moving to different classrooms throughout the day.  Music, physical 
education and art instruction is part of each child’s instructional program; however, 
the amount of instruction varies by grade level and discipline. 
  
Many classrooms include two adults. Over the last three years, there has been a 
strategic approach to creating co-taught classrooms, moving from 
paraprofessional use to general education/special education teaching partners.  
 
Co-teaching comes in many forms: “One Teach, One Observe,” “One Teach, One 
Assist,” alternating teaching, parallel teaching team teaching and station teaching. 
This allows for a fluidity of co-teaching methods for Special Education teacher and 
regular education teacher in the classroom to best support their students’ needs. 
At Winthrop School, students experience forms of co-teaching when classes are 
combined for a common experience and teaching is fluidly presented by multiple 
teachers. This model is also evidenced when academic workshop blocks are 
structured with Title I teachers and/or Special Education teachers, teaching and 
rotating small groups for instruction. At both Winthrop and Doyon, students 
experience co-teaching in the form of students receiving instruction from the 
classroom teacher, supported by teaching assistants or other support personnel. 

 
During the 2015-2016 school year, general education/special education pairs can 
be found in multiple classrooms. The special education teacher shares the daily 
instruction with the regular education teacher. As a strategies specialist, the 
special education teacher’s skilled and consistent involvement benefits all 
students in a grade level. Co-teaching keeps the highest skilled professionals 
actively engaged with all students. This type of co-teaching is another model of the 
student support services available. In the coming years, the District will continue to 
move towards a full co-teaching model. This necessitates the need for elementary 
classrooms to accommodate two teachers, their materials and their belongings 
along with flexible classroom instruction areas. 
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Small group instruction and personalized learning is not only a priority, but it is also 
a professional agreement in our culture.  As the co-teaching model emphasizes, 
supporting students at the point of instruction and differentiating instruction to 
meet individual student needs occurs constantly throughout the day.  Math and 
Reading Specialists, the English Language Learner Teacher, and even therapists 
such as Certified Occupational Therapy Assistants and Speech and Language 
Pathologists often work within the context of the classroom, instructing a small 
group of students on grade level and personalized learning objectives. Classrooms 
are equipped with group flexibility in mind. Whenever possible, remedial and special 
education instruction on individualized educational goals occurs inclusively.  For 
instruction that must occur outside of the classroom, small group instructional 
spaces are used. Currently, these spaces are inadequate, overcrowded and 
undersized; however, the goal for the future is to develop these spaces in close 
proximity to classrooms. Fully equipping these spaces with instructional materials 
and technology is a requirement. 
 
The proposed class size/room count is based on 775 students in 6 grades (K-5), or 
129 per grade. This results in 6 rooms per grade averaging 22 students each, 
which matches the District’s objectives, but is two more than the MSBA Guidelines. 
This is due to the Guideline calculation method, which divides the full enrollment by 
23 students, regardless of grade, resulting in 34 rooms. 
 

 
 
 
School Scheduling Method 
 
Scheduling, the challenge for any school, is driven by several factors.  First and 
foremost, all attempts are made to allow grade level teams of teachers, including any 
support staff, to meet regularly in consultation on students and curriculum.  Since 
elementary schools rely on specialists’ classes to provide this meeting time, a grade-
specific specialist block is ideal.  Specialists, in turn, are scheduled to allow for a 
team meeting time of their own.  The school day can be divided into seven forty-five 
minute blocks. Of these blocks, one majority of one block must be used for 
specialists’ planning time.  Early release time every Thursday, resulting in dismissal 
at 1:50pm as opposed to 3:05pm, also means that two blocks on Thursdays are 
unavailable.   
 
Challenges arise in a variety of forms.  Limited space options (i.e., cafeteria use), 
shared building staff (i.e., instrumental music teachers and physical education 
teacher), differing requirements of time in specialists’ classes (i.e., thirty minute 
kindergarten blocks versus forty-five minute specialist blocks for older students) and 



Winthrop Elementary School – Ipswich, MA 
MSBA Module 3 Feasibility Study – Preferred Schematic Report 
 

 
Perkins Eastman / DPC  Section 3.3.4, page 11 
   

varied offerings (chorus and instrumental instruction for intermediate grades) 
mandate variations in daily/weekly schedules. The end result of these restrictions 
means that schedules are developed, first to ensure all classrooms receive 
consistent instruction times meeting the time allotment established by the district, 
second, with an eye on available space and, lastly, with regard to staff availability. 
 
Lunches are scheduled to include a recess and currently are scheduled in thirty 
minute blocks for students in grades 1-5.  This rotating schedule continues for two 
hours.  Specifically, seven potential 45 minute blocks are available, but restrictions 
exist due to the current limited lunch seating.  Recess precedes lunch for grades 1-5 
with the first lunch seating at 11:15 am. Students have 15 minutes to eat, well under 
the current recommendations for meal times.  As one grade level exits, another grade 
level enters, causing considerable congestion and restrictions in our ability to 
consistently compost and recycle, programs that are important to our sustainability-
minded community. Kindergarten and preschool children are scheduled in the 
cafeteria for a full thirty minutes to allow for constant supervision, required by 
national accreditation, and to minimize noise for our youngest learners. Lunches 
conclude at 1:00 pm.   
 
At Winthrop, the student-run school store occupies the stage one day per month for 
the entirety of the lunch period. Transfer patterns are highly restrictive during these 
times since exiting grade levels generally line up and exit out the stage doors.  
 
A new or renovated facility will greatly enhance our ability to more efficiently provide 
lunch to a greater number of students in a shorter scheduled time period.  Currently, 
lunch times come close, or just barely meet the minimum number of minutes 
required for student lunch time.  These restrictions in time are a direct result of 
undersized and multi-use cafeteria spaces. At this time, lunches begin at 11:15 and 
end at 1:15.  No time is factored in for the transition from recess to seated eating or 
exiting the cafeteria.  One of the most frequent parent and student complaint is how 
rushed students feel at lunch time. During this time period, specialists are unable to 
use the cafeteria as a teaching space, creating scheduling challenges. 
 
A new or renovated facility that appropriately and safely seats half of the student 
body at one time would allow more time available for students to eat their lunch at 
each seating and reduce the limitations on the cafeteria as a teaching space.  
Lunches would be scheduled for forty-five minutes.  Two grade levels would begin the 
lunch session with fifteen minutes for recess prior to lunch, five minutes for 
transitioning to lunch, twenty minutes to eat with peers, and five minutes to transition 
out of the lunchroom.  One grade level would begin by transitioning directly to lunch 
and follow eating with a fifteen minute recess.  This structure would moderate the 
number of students on the playground at one time. Two such blocks would fit 
naturally into a daily schedule already comprised of forty-five minute blocks.  Since 
specialists, like all professional staff, require a lunch time and a planning time, the 
two forty-five minute lunch blocks offer the perfect time to fulfill the specialists’ 
needs without jeopardizing student instructional time in specialist classes.  
 
Ideally, scheduling in a new or renovated building would be driven primarily by 
educational goals, i.e. team meetings and student collaboration, rather than building 
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restrictions.  With proper acoustics and space, the number of lunch rotations could 
be reduced to two seating with the recess, lunch transition block scheduled for forty-
five minutes, fitting more appropriately within the overall school schedule.  Safety 
and supervision concerns for our youngest learners should be considered in deciding 
when, where and with whom they eat lunch. 
 
The existing school schedule, although not broken into distinct periods is 5 days x (7) 
45 min time blocks (–2 for early release Thursdays) = 33 available for room use. The 
potential schedule developed by the District (shown below and in the PDP Response) 
has the same 33 blocks, maintains common planning time for each grade as well as 
specialists, but also addresses the lunchtime concerns by incorporating a 2 seating 
schedule with ample transition time. 
 

 
 
The design response is to provide a cafeteria sized for ½ the student population, 
which matches the MSBA Guidelines. The classroom clusters, previously described 
as a method to create small learning neighborhoods also serves the professional 
learning communities, encouraging teacher collaboration and convenient access for 
common planning. 
 
 
Teaching Methodology 
 
Ipswich Elementary Schools have, over many years, developed a culture of 
continuous improvement.  Teaching methods, student resources, curriculum and 
assessment are always under critical review with an eye to current best practice, 
research and evolving philosophy.  Evidence of this responsive culture can be seen in 
our project-based, global learning methods, Learning Cycles curriculum review 
process and our co-teaching model.  Our collaborative efforts are focused on 
expanded global, transdisciplinary learning.  

 
Transdisciplinary learning demands infusion of critical project-based learning 
components, such as student voice and choice, with 21st century skills, and a high 
level of transference.  In this innovative environment, students are active participants 
in creating new knowledge, designing unique solutions to complex real-world 
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problems.  Students are producers, not consumers. “Unlike disciplinary-based 
learning, interdisciplinary learning and transdisciplinary learning offer 
multidimensional perspectives and methods through quality interactions between 
disciplines” (Gibbons et al., 1994.)* The following chart represents this interactivity 
between learning modes and student/teacher roles. 
 
 

 
  (Park and Son, 2010)*  
 
To this end, the structure of describing the teaching methodologies for isolated 
disciplines is outdated, providing a weak, blurry picture when a more robust, filling 
response is more true to the instructional continuum. The response, however, has 
been provided as prescribed. 
 
Among the design features that help support evolving teaching and learning 
methods, including project based, transdisciplinary and global learning are large 
classrooms that include sinks, whiteboards on each wall, ample storage and flexible 
learning/pull-out space for project work, collaboration and presentation. Technology 
integration is also critical to support presentations and learning inside and out of 
classrooms along with access to global information and resources. 
 
 
Grouping Practices 
 
Current trends in education, with access to available technologies, highlight the 
growing individualization of learning. With student interest as a driver, students are 
engaging in highly personalized learning.  From reading instruction to research, 
writing to scientific explorations, teachers use a variety of tools to create conditions 
of “just right” learning for each child.  While individualization is much more likely in 
today’s classrooms, schools remain our society’s social organization.  Collaborative 
learning completed in groups of varied make-up, is a persistent common element in 
all classrooms. 

 
In Ipswich Elementary School, personalized and small group instruction are the norm.  
Through the use of a variety of assessments, student achievement is monitored with 
daily tailored instruction the result.  Groups are fluid, sometimes comprised of 
heterogeneous learning needs while, in the next moment, organized homogeneously. 
Since student need is the filter for group formation, groups can range in size, most 
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commonly comprised of three to six students. These small groups meet in a variety of 
spaces, many times based on availability. These spaces include, but are not limited 
to, a section of the classroom, some portion of a hallway, the library, any open 
classroom or one of two “learning labs”, a classroom specifically designated for 
special education pull out services. 

 
In co-teaching classrooms, general education and special education teachers occupy 
one classroom with their students.  Areas on the floor, in corners of the classroom or 
groups of clustered desks and/or tables serve as meeting places.  Distractions are 
plentiful.  For the most effective instruction with minimal transitions, future facilities 
should possess flexible small group work spaces close to the clustered cohort.  These 
spaces should include more classroom space, properly allowing for simultaneous 
small group instruction by two professionals as well as adequate professional work 
space. Fewer spaces would be required for special education pull out services using 
this model, allowing for more square footage to be designated to classrooms. 
 
Among the design features that help support varied groupings are large classrooms 
and flexible learning/pull-out space. Additionally, the selective use of operable walls 
is anticipated to allow two-room, 2,000sf space for large group activities (potentially 
a full grade at 15sf per person). The stage is planned to have a high-quality acoustic 
partition separating it from an adjacent music room, to allow separate uses as well 
as combined group activities. Likewise, the Gymnasium and Cafetorium will be 
outfitted with operable dividers for use as multiple teaching stations, separate lunch 
spaces or large group, full school functions. 
 
Flexible furnishings are also a key component of varied group accommodations. The 
furniture selections will be based on flexible use for different teaching/learning 
styles, modalities and groupings. 
 
 
Classroom Instruction -- Pre-Kindergarten 
 
The focus of preschool is and should always be learning through play.  Children learn 
about the world and life through various play situations.  In a preschool setting, they 
need a space that can foster play across a variety of realms including science, math, 
literacy, art and music.  The space needs to be accessible to young children so that 
learning can be student-driven with adult facilitation.  This means low tables, stable 
chairs, bathroom access in the room, multiple sinks that are low enough for young 
children and a variety of organization units that are child friendly, but can be moved 
around when necessary to accommodate a new classroom set-up when needed.  
Flexible walls and furniture are a must.   
 
Preschool classrooms should have easy access to the outdoors and have tools and 
resources readily available to be used for play and exploration. Young children need 
space to move around and also a place to relax when school gets overwhelming.  
They learn through their senses and love to touch everything. The ideal situation 
would be adjacent preschool classrooms that enable classes to work together at 
times.  In addition, preschoolers benefit from having easy access to the older 
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students in the building as well so that they can continue to have “buddy” activities.  
Ample square footage would allow the classrooms to be organized into various play 
areas so that students can explore and learn independently.  In an effort to build 
persistence and support interests, it is ideal if projects can be left for several days 
without disruption and/or clean-up. 
 
Pre-K rooms are located on the ground floor, adjacent to the main entry/lobby, 
cafetorium, and music rooms and in close proximity to the gymnasium for easy 
access and connections to indoor and outdoor arts and play. Each room will be 
outfitted with multiple sinks, including one within a dedicated toilet room. Flexible 
furniture will be explored to create multiple learning and play zones within the room 
and the design of window patterns and carpet-tile areas will be coordinated to 
further connect the students with the outdoors. 
 
 
Classroom Instruction -- Primary (K-2) 
 
Long-lasting, positive impressions of formal schooling are made in the earliest 
years of one’s life.  Similarly, parents form persistent opinions, based on initial 
interactions with a school community.  Our early childhood programs, comprised of 
our three and four year old integrated preschool and our nationally-accredited 
kindergartens, embody the “positive feelings” responsibility.  Designed for active, 
play-based and project-based thematic learning, our early childhood programming 
seeks to grow the child as well as to inform the parent.  Center-based instruction 
ensures active student engagement, blended with small group play-based 
instruction.  Frequent gross and fine motor practice intertwined with social and 
academic skills means that our classrooms are filled with learning, laughter and 
friendships.  Moveable, flexible spaces with easy to clean surfaces, numerous 
adjacent bathrooms and storage space complement outdoor learning spaces that 
foster observations of the child’s world.  Technology, in limited use, reinforces, 
motivates and expands the opportunities for direct observation and exposure. 
Future, updated programming would require two-way mirrors for observation in 
selected learning spaces, adjoining parent/teacher community space for family 
resources, parent nursing, student assessment and/or special education-related 
services. 
 
The key word is accessibility, in both pedagogy and philosophy, as well as in the 
physical design of the building. Educators envision their students accessing 
curriculum in increasingly independent ways. We believe that students learn best 
when environments provide information in a way to promote children to construct 
knowledge. Students should be able to design and lead projects, interact with 
community in relevant ways, work collaboratively with peers and engage in backyard 
science by studying the immediate natural environment outside their school and 
greater community. 
  
Elementary school students and teachers need access to real materials; they need 
tools for learning, as opposed to textbooks.  They need storage for those materials. 
Students will need their own personal storage space to promote more independence. 
Learning spaces must be flexible, with moveable walls that help create spaces and 
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furniture that is functional for a variety of purposes. All classes should have access to 
the outdoors and an outdoor classroom setting that has weatherproof storage. 
Project spaces within the classroom will be crucial in order to promote a fully 
integrated STEAM approach. 
 
Supervision of our most vulnerable students is always of concern.  The balance 
between promoting independence and continuous supervision is a difficult one to 
maintain. Areas must be both accessible and with unrestricted views.   
 
Active, play-based instruction at early ages requires rooms equipped for movement, 
flexible furnishings for a variety of configurations, including moving them out of the 
way, sinks and a clean, comfortable setting that accommodates use of tabletops, 
floors and alcoves. Views to outdoors, proximity to Arts, Media and Maker Space and 
ample storage for supplies and project work are priorities. The feasibility study plans 
are not typically detailed enough to illustrate all of these qualities, but does show 
large rooms and the associated adjacencies. The design intent is to further provide 
proper storage cabinets, flexible furnishings, carpet-tiled area rugs and visual 
connections inside and out to support these objectives. 
 
Rooms are not intended to have direct exterior access, but will share controlled 
access to outdoor learning and play. The outdoor connections are envisioned as 
mud-room like vestibules that can accommodate boots, jackets and gear during foul 
weather times. 
 
Accessibility in pedagogy means that the learning environment must accommodate 
different learners and differentiated instruction. Classrooms and furnishings are to 
accommodate varied groupings, learning modes/activities, 1:1 instruction and 
individualized quiet work. The lower grades are planned to have small group rooms 
adjacent to each 2 or 3 classrooms. 
 
Technology is a key component and the planning will include infrastructure for a 1:1 
student devices, but equally important are the basics of quality lighting, acoustics, 
thermal comfort and indoor air quality. The planning process has prioritized good 
solar orientation as a key component, and will include light shelves and solar 
screening. Sloped ceilings, with high quality light reflectance and acoustic properties 
are intended, along with a mechanical system selection that is assessed for acoustic 
quality as well as effective heating/cooling and energy efficiency. 
 
 
Classroom Instruction -- Intermediate (Grade 3-5) 
 
Academic rigor is an essential component of a robust curriculum that is 
appropriately challenging, includes quality instruction to stretch students’ minds, 
and utilizes authentic assessments to monitor and measure students’ progress. A 
rigorous academic environment is not only a learning community for students but 
also for teachers. Both are encouraged to be risk-takers, active thinkers, and 
doers. This environment creates lifelong learners, who are capable of 
independent reflection, self-evaluation, and reasoning. Ultimately, academic rigor 
produces learners who demonstrate mastery of challenging and complex 
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concepts; they show initiative and ownership of their own learning; they can 
critically think and problem-solve; they have the capacity to collaborate and lead; 
and, they possess agility and adaptability. 
 
As such, we envision that academic rigor in the future will necessitate a flexibility 
of learning environments. We imagine being paper-free and, in this, that 
technology is available one-to-one to students to best support their learning 
needs. Additionally, learning will best occur in small groups and students may 
have individualized learning plans. Spaces within a classroom should 
accommodate varied groupings and necessitates space and furniture that is agile 
and can be reconfigured. We will need the ability to reconfigure space and 
furniture. For example, rigorous learning calls for break-out spaces between two 
or three classrooms for small groups to work, with the inclusion of transparency 
(windows) for teacher’s monitoring and supervision of students. 
 
A project-based approach to learning with transferable skills/habits such as critical 
thinking, collaboration, perseverance, self-management, communication, and 
creativity can be seen in all classrooms. Currently, it is in our marsh and pond field 
studies, Invention Convention, STEAM Expo, Biography Day,  Authors’ Week and 
musical and artistic creations, to name a few. Our goal is to extend these 
opportunities and embed them within everyday instruction. We want learning 
designed with the key elements of project-based learning: 

●     Student choice and voice in learning 
●     In-depth inquiry 
●     Driving questions 
●     Significant content 
●     embedded 21st Century skills 
●     Revision and reflection 
●     Public audience to which students present their work in real-world 

settings. 
 
As such, Ipswich elementary schools strive to infuse curriculum with Project-Based 
Learning (PBL), and to see this as a needed area of flexibility of the building’s design, 
especially when considering the District’s emphasis on continuous innovation. In 
order for students to participate in PBL, we need STEAM and Project-Based break-out 
spaces where students can create, test, and apply engineering to new ideas. This 
space would allow and facilitate students to construct their own understandings of 
concepts. Throughout, storage and counters for ongoing projects to be stored are 
needed. Our focus on sustainability guides that students would need access to 
outdoor learning spaces. Since student demonstration of mastery through 
presentation is a major assessment component of PBL, we imagine needing space in 
the future to display student work, both physically and digitally, throughout the school 
in both public and classroom spaces. Students (as well as teachers) need access to a 
projection system. 
 
Overall, teaching and learning in the intermediate grades depends upon teachers’ 
and students’ ability to use tools and spaces with flexibility. We envision: 
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● Convertible spaces and furniture to accommodate small group work and 
individual work 

● Collaboration beyond classrooms through technology 
● Additional cubby storage in classroom for student supplies rather than pencil 

boxes and clutter on tables  
● LOTS of plugs/usb charging stations for students and for teachers 
● Small group instructional spaces both within and near the classroom. 

 
The design qualities described for the primary grades (K-2) apply to the intermediate 
(grades 3-5), with the exception of small group/pull-out spaces that are intended to 
be more open/flexible rather than enclosed. The feasibility-level plans show identical 
classroom clusters and proportions with the exception of walled-in small group space 
vs open. 
 
 
English Language Arts/Literacy  
 
The pervasiveness of required English Language Arts/Literacy instruction can be 
seen in the Massachusetts State Frameworks, incorporating the Common Core State 
Standards. 
 

 “The standards in this Framework set requirements not only for 
English language arts (ELA) but also for literacy in history/social 
studies, science, and technical subjects. Just as students must learn to 
read, write, speak, listen, and use language effectively in a variety of 
content areas, so too must the standards specify the literacy skills and 
understandings required for college and career readiness in multiple 
disciplines.” (Massachusetts Frameworks for ELA and Literacy, 2011) 

 
In keeping with transdisciplinary instruction, the state Frameworks expect students 
to, not only acquire skills and knowledge, but to actively employ these skills in 
meaningful ways throughout their studies.   
 
In the Ipswich Elementary Schools the Readers’ and Writers’ Workshop model is 
employed.  This model incorporates student-driven interest, creativity and choice with 
tailored small group instruction and application across inquiry studies, projects and 
disciplines.  While a guideline of one to two hours is suggested for active exploration, 
practice and use of reading, writing, speaking and listening skills each day, 
instruction and use of these learning objectives occurs throughout the day. This 
philosophy of extensive use is in keeping with the stated ELA Guiding Principles. (i.e. 
Guiding Principle 8: An effective English language arts and literacy curriculum builds 
on the language, experiences, knowledge, and interests that students bring to 
school.) 
 
All core academic classrooms are designed interchangeably as high performance 
learning environments as described with ‘Classroom Instruction – Primary (K-2)’ 
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Mathematics 

 
As is the case with ELA, mathematics instruction is delivered through a workshop 
model.  Small group, tailored instruction is comprised of a mini-lesson, guided 
practice and application, often in the form of transdisciplinary projects based on real 
world problem solving.  Whether measuring elements of an engineering design to 
explore patterns in butterfly larva hatchings, students explore, create models, 
problem solve, and reason as they deepen their understanding of mathematics.  A 
guideline of one hour a day is suggested for explicit math instruction, practice and 
exploration but, as stated, application may occur within many projects, creations and 
situations. 
 
All core academic classrooms are designed interchangeably as high performance 
learning environments as described with ‘Classroom Instruction – Primary (K-2)’ 
 

 
Science 

 
Science, technology, engineering, arts and humanity, and mathematics all come to 
life in our science instruction.  Schedules support project-based learning/inquiry 
blocks throughout the week. Science is often at the heart of our transdisciplinary, 
project based instruction.  While exploring the energy cycle in local vernal pools, a 
fifth grader may plot the vernal pool closest to her home, estimate the volume of 
water the pool holds over the course of the year, investigate and classify the flora 
and fauna in the pool, research the historical use of the land surrounding the pool 
and design a bridge and a local public relations campaign to help reptiles cross the 
road closest to the chosen site. Her advocacy is informed by local and national 
organizations, her visual arts classrooms instruction, and experts interested in 
preserving the wildlife found in this elusive pools.  Within this robust area of study lie, 
not only the scientific guiding principles and every discipline, but the heart of a 
student’s interest and inquiry. Science instruction consists of carefully selected 
exposure to information and consistent guidance punctuated by questions.  
Collaborative group projects ensure extensive practice in 21st century habits and 
skills.  
 
Science occurs within general classrooms, but also benefits from use of nearby Arts 
and Maker Spaces. All core academic classrooms are designed interchangeably as 
high performance learning environments as described with ‘Classroom Instruction – 
Primary (K-2)’ 
 

 
Social Studies  

 
As is the case with Science, the instructional approach to Social Studies is a project-
based, critical thinking one.  Instruction mirrors that of Science with project blocks 
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and transdisciplinary learning forming the vehicle for transference and application.  
Like the example given for Science, at times it is hard to distinguish where one 
discipline begins and another ends. Collaborative group investigations, activities and 
readings are all designed to foster curiosity, probe different points of view and 
consider a variety of information sources. Small group and individualized instruction 
support and inform student engagement. 
 
All core academic classrooms are designed interchangeably as high performance 
learning environments as described with ‘Classroom Instruction – Primary (K-2)’ 
 
 
World Languages  

 
Currently, no World Languages are introduced at the elementary level in Ipswich 
Public Schools.  Underway, however, is an examination of how to incorporate culture 
studies into our curriculum as a component of global citizenship awareness.  
 
No design implications are anticipated, although access to on-line curriculum, 
content and resources will offer flexibility for future consideration. 
 
 
Specialized Learning/Therapies 
 
In Ipswich Public Schools, students come first which demands that all professionals 
take joint responsibility for every child. Therefore, we feel it is imperative that a team 
approach is used to take on the responsibility of meeting these needs by providing 
the most effective staffing, scheduling, materials, instruction, and equipment to meet 
the social, academic, physical, and emotional needs of our students. As such, our 
team of special educators recognizes that it is of great importance to educate IPS 
students with disabilities in the least restrictive environments, and that these least 
restrictive environments are dependent on the individual needs of each student. This 
demands flexibility when setting up programming and schedules for our students.  
 
Additionally, our diverse population requires a range of specialized programming, 
overseen by administrative Program Managers. Students with social/emotional, 
academic and medical challenges are fully included within general education 
classrooms for much of the day, but separate instructional space is required for 
pull-out services.  Enhanced Elementary Classroom programming includes ABA 
services from a Behavioral Therapist with BCBA involvement and oversight. There 
is a need for areas where staff can easily observe students in a behavioral cool-
down space. Therapies also require specialized spaces. A sensory room is currently 
shared with occupational therapy services and physical therapy.  Sufficient space 
is needed for appropriate access. Speech and language services include 
social/emotional pragmatics as well as strategies for students with hearing 
impairment. Such spaces require soundproofing and thoughtful space 
arrangement, not existent in the current configurations. Medical conditions that 
require nursing care throughout the day require privacy, bathroom facilities and 
space, limited and difficult to provide in existing conditions. 
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Community and family engagement are integral components of our schools.  
Meetings are frequent and encouraged.  Special education meeting spaces are 
limited, often conflicting with ongoing music instruction.  Confidential small group 
meeting areas are a priority in any new facility. 
 
Looking to the future of special education within the Ipswich Public Schools, we see 
our beliefs and best practices continuing with an even greater population of students 
with disabilities. We see the need to continue to use a team approach that includes 
parents, flexible staffing, technology and work spaces to meet the needs of our 
students. Our vision includes:  

● using a combination of co-taught classrooms, small groups, and one to one 
teaching to meet individual needs 

● using one to one technologies to provide interventions throughout the day for 
students within classrooms as part of daily instruction 

● using a resource library organized by curriculum standards and grade level 
with ready-made materials to deliver a modified curriculum immediately as 
the need arises 

● providing movement areas for students who are in need of sensory stimuli to 
maintain attention, decrease anxiety, and process information 

● providing parents the ability to do non-participant observations to learn 
strategies that are used with their child that can be used at home 

● providing structured opportunities for students to participate with peers during 
academic and non-academic times throughout the day for social thinking and 
leisure and recreation modeling to occur and begin to be generalized. 

 
We will need a building to support the ever-changing needs of our students. Just as 
our teaching approach must be flexible and responsive to what student/s we have 
from year to year, so must our building if we are to meet the individual needs of our 
student population. This can be accomplished by: 
 

● Having large enough classrooms that allow multiple adults to be working with 
children and space to have small groups working within the classroom 

● Having break out spaces attached classrooms or within a cohort of 
classrooms that can be used for small groups/one to one specialized 
programs to be taught (i.e. social thinking, reading, math, etc.) 

● Ensuring that both the breakout spaces and classrooms both have the same 
access to technology 

● Having a storage space for modified materials for each grade level 
● Having a quiet testing office for assessments to be conducted by school 

psychologist, speech pathologist, occupational therapist and physical 
therapist is a necessity 

● Having a private meeting space for IEP team meetings  
● Having an alcove (L-space) within the classroom for movement breaks to 

occur rather than having to walk down the hall to a sensory room 
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● Having an adaptive gym space available for students to utilize for recess when 
needed to and to receive physical therapy, adaptive physical education, and 
recreation therapy  

● Rooms/offices that are used by many students should be centrally located 
(almost like a pod with classrooms off of it) so that students do not have to go 
far for services and that the different staff members on a team are able to 
meet informally and formally. 

● Accessibility throughout the school for students with physical needs without 
the reliance of an elevator (in case of emergencies) 

● Accessibility in and out of the school for students with visual and physical 
impairments (including the playground) 

● Accessibility throughout the school for students with sensory/hearing 
impairments/difficulty processing setting up all spaces that keep in mind 
acoustics and sound systems needed 

 
General classrooms are sized larger to accommodate specialists and co-teaching 
within each room and are supplemented by adjacent pull-out/flexible learning areas. 
The feasibility plans have (8) classrooms worth of dedicated special education space 
dispersed on each floor, within each wing and the majority located at ground level. 
This reserves the proper amount of space and locations for integrated programs 
while make them highly accessible, where they are needed most. Of the 8 rooms; 

• (4) are grade-level Learning Centers (2 located with grades K-2, 2 with 3-5) 
• (1) is an OT/PT (including a sensory room) located nearest the Gym 
• (1) room represents (3) 300sf Title 1 spaces (Math, Literacy & Social Work) 
• (1) room is for (5) offices (Psych, Social, Behav, ELL, Speech) +2 Quiet Rooms 
• (1) room equates to the SPED office/secretary, records and IEP conference 

 
Special Education rooms are to be equipped with the same high-performance, 
technology and presentation capabilities as core academic classrooms, and all are 
intended to receive a sound reinforcement system that assists audio intelligibility of 
the teacher, students and media. All rooms will meet the increased code 
requirements for acoustic performance, including sound transmission levels of walls, 
doors and windows between rooms. 
 
The design seeks to accommodate all learners, including those with sight, hearing, 
cognitive and physical impairments through a universal design approach. This 
approach focuses on inherent equity and barrier free planning for physical, sensory 
and cognitive differences. In other words, a fully sloped corridor would be preferred 
over corridors with a separate stair and ramp, to provide equal access and common 
experiences for the able and impaired alike. This concept carries into the treatment 
of wall and floor finishes and colors that should be used to help accentuate changes-
of-plane with visual cues. Acoustic considerations include recognition of mechanical 
system noise, and even quieting the sound of rain on roofs and window sills. 
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Academic support programming spaces 
 

For academic special education services, two classrooms currently exist in which pull 
out instruction may occur, although up to six small groups may be forced to share the 
same space at one time.  The classrooms are called learning labs and are also used 
for students receiving speech and ABA services.  The lack of closed spaces in this 
area and heavy use can make hearing extremely challenging for students with 
hearing disabilities. In addition to the learning lab (learning centers), special 
education services may take place in a section of the classroom (this is particularly 
true in co-taught classrooms), some portion of a hallway, the library, or any open 
classroom. For therapies such as occupational and physical therapy, a co-taught 
method may be employed with service delivery a component of the physical 
education or visual arts classroom. In most cases, therapies must occur in 
specialized settings equipped with specialized student materials. Currently, both OT 
and PT services take place in the same small room which also serves as a sensory 
room for students with this need. Heavy use leaves little room for privacy and 
focusing challenges, even for the staff. 
 
Reading remediation, particularly in the early grades, requires small group instruction 
outside of the classroom.  Currently, this instruction takes place in a room off from 
the library, a classroom or a hallway.  The lack of consistency in location restricts 
quick access to appropriate instructional reading materials and student materials. It 
is recommended that reading instruction occurs in an established location in any new 
or renovated building.  Remedial math instruction suffers the same challenges 
although, more often, support occurs within the classroom or in the immediate 
hallway area.   
 
General classrooms are sized larger to accommodate specialists and co-teaching 
within each room and are supplemented by adjacent pull-out/flexible learning areas 
planned into each classroom wing corridor. The Media Center is centrally located for 
shared use and is intended to have multiple small group/meeting rooms within. 
 
In addition to the available pull-out/flexible learning, there are dedicated Math, 
Literacy and Social Work spaces as noted above. Separate OT/PT and sensory 
spaces are provided and are co-located, forming a full classroom sized suite.  
 
 
Student Guidance and Support Services 
 
We are fortunate to have a highly skilled school social worker in each of our 
elementary buildings.  The primary role of the social worker is to provide mental 
health and social pragmatics services to students, a tall order for over 400 
students!  The caseload and, thus, the schedule of the social worker flexes based 
on the intensity of student needs.  Students are referred for services several 
ways.  First, through the child find process, mental health and/or social 
pragmatics needs may arise. The social worker is responsible for all 504 
documentation and leads all team meetings under these regulations.  If an 



Winthrop Elementary School – Ipswich, MA 
MSBA Module 3 Feasibility Study – Preferred Schematic Report 
 

 
Perkins Eastman / DPC  Section 3.3.4, page 24 
   

individual education plan is required for identified areas of social/emotional 
weakness, goals and services are written to include the social worker as a 
provider. Services related to social pragmatics may also be facilitated by the 
speech and language pathologist.   (See additional information on support 
services the section(s) entitled RTI, Class size Policies and Teaching Methods). 

 
Students may also be referred to for daily check-ins, weekly meetings and 
monitoring by the classroom teacher and/or a parent.  These sessions are meant 
to stabilize a child’s social/emotional response to concerns, anxiety or problems 
whether school or home-based.  The intent of these services in a short-term 
support.  Should more intense services be required, the social worker consults 
with the parent, providing references and contacts for the most appropriate 
mental health services.  In times of extensive referrals, the school psychologist, 
on rare occasion, takes time out of her academic testing to provide support. 

 
Meeting with families to coach, guide and support them through challenges is 
also a component of the mental health team’s role.  The social worker facilitates 
coordination and reporting with outside agencies, the school and the family.  In 
times of family crisis or loss, the social worker, as part of the district’s mental 
health team, develops a community response and systems for support. 

 
As the “feelings teacher”, the social worker is also scheduled into classrooms to 
facilitate social/emotional growth.  From safety lessons for our youngest children 
to mindfulness practices in all classrooms, lessons are generally thirty minutes 
and structured in eight week cycles. The benefits of creating a respectful, 
empathetic culture while building relationships with families and students are 
clear, particular with regard to students actively seeking support when upset. 
 
(2) Separate Social Worker and (2) Speech spaces are anticipated to meet the 
demands of 775 students, along with (1) Psychologist and (2) Testing/Quiet Rooms 
 
 
RTI 
 
Teachers at Paul F. Doyon Memorial and Winthrop Schools provide instruction to 
students in a variety of teaching models: co-teaching, team teaching, flexible 
grouping, small group instruction, and individualized instruction. Teachers 
understand that every student learns differently, thus differentiated forms of 
instruction are essential for individual success.  As a result, teachers continually 
adjust instructional methodologies and practices to meet the diverse learning needs 
of every student. Response To Intervention (RTI) is the framework that affords 
teachers the opportunity to provide tiered levels of instruction to all students (tier one 
- the core classroom curriculum; tier two - strategic levels of instruction; tier three - 
intensive levels of instruction). Reading and Math Specialists provide service 
primarily at the Tier II level.  
 
Students struggling to acquire skills at a pace consistent with their peers are 
recommended for Tier II services through an established process.  Qualified students 
may receive remedial reading, writing and/or math instruction within the confines of 
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the day, often in small, homogeneous groupings.  At times, before school, after 
school or vacation week support is also offered.  As a targeted Title I school, Winthrop 
School’s remediation services are associated with targeted assistance grade levels 
(grade K-2 for reading; Grs 2-4 for math) and must occur outside of the classroom’s 
scheduled reading/math explicit instruction time period. Reading and math 
remediation for grade levels outside those targeted by Title I are delivered in a much 
more flexible manner, at times removing the student during a portion of an 
established lesson time. At Paul F. Doyon, while not tied to Title I funding, reading 
and math remedial services are identified and delivered in a similar manner.  

 
Remedial instruction by math and reading specialists is the most restrictive of 
general services due to the fact that a limited number of these professionals service 
all grade levels. Reading remediation, particularly in the early grades, requires small 
group instruction outside of the classroom.  Currently, this instruction takes place in 
a room off from the library, a classroom or a hallway.  The lack of consistency in 
location restricts quick access to appropriate instructional reading materials and 
student tools. It is recommended that reading instruction occurs in an established 
location in any new or renovated building.  Remedial math instruction suffers the 
same challenges although, more often, support occurs within the classroom or in the 
immediate hallway area.   

 
Since both math and reading specialists also serve as impromptu instructional 
coaches for their peers, access to a collection of instructional materials is important, 
not only to their teaching effectiveness, but also to their ability to remain responsive 
in their support of their peers.  Working spaces for these professionals would be best 
served if allowing for a large variety of instructional materials from which other 
teachers can borrow and explore. 

 
For students who require more explicit instruction for an identified learning disability, 
special education services are provided in a variety of ways. As inclusive schools, all 
our children experience the majority of their day in a general education classroom, 
including students who require alternative assessments for state testing.  Co-taught 
general education classrooms are found in many grade levels.  There designation is 
dictated by student need in any given grade level cohort.  Pull out services are 
provided for identified students, taking the place of explicit classroom instruction 
with regard to established identified student learning goals or, in the case of 
identified therapy needs, scheduled with consideration of the child’s overall learning 
and the therapist’s scheduled work day/hours. Services are delivered individually or 
in small groups in locations outside the classroom.   

 
For academic special education services, two classrooms currently exist in which this 
instruction may occur, although up to six small groups may be forced to share the 
same space at one time.  For therapies such as occupational and physical therapy, a 
co-taught method may be employed with service delivery a component of the physical 
education or visual arts classroom. In most cases, therapies must occur in 
specialized settings equipped with specialized student materials.  
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As is true of any pull out service, transition time disrupts, not only a child’s 
productivity, but creates gaps in scheduling efficiency for staff.  To make efficient pull 
out spaces, location to the general education classroom must be considered as 
should privacy and access to instructional resources/materials. 
 
Today’s variety of teaching models demands flexible structures. We envision a 
building design that will afford us the opportunity not only to equip our students with 
knowledge and essential skills for 21st century learning but one that also provides 
them with a bright, engaging, and equitable learning space. For instruction, we 
recognize the importance of a variety of flexible learning spaces: areas for student 
collaboration; areas for small group instruction; areas for quiet reflection; areas for 
presentation; areas for displaying student work; as well as areas for workstations 
with manipulatives. This “academic playground” will be a learning space that will 
encourage students to explore, take risks and find joy in their discoveries.  
 
Today’s teaching is a collaborative experience. We envision a building design that will 
afford us the opportunity to collaborate with colleagues.  Because teaching is ignited 
by continuous learning, professional development is critical for maximizing the 
impact of interventions. For professional growth, we recognize the need for 
appropriate space to convene meetings, offer trainings, engage in professional 
development sessions, and to review and analyze student work. It must be flexible to 
accommodate both large and small working groups. This professional space will 
encourage the collaborative development of curriculum, utilize assessment to inform 
instruction, and foster planning for team and co-teaching. 
 
Today’s digital literacies demand space that seamlessly integrate new and innovative 
technologies. Students and teachers need immediate accessibility to assignments 
and instructional materials from any location. We envision a building design that will 
afford us the opportunity to actively engage on interactive whiteboard-like wall 
surfaces. These could be written upon, should have the capacity to store the 
information, and then have the capability to retrieve work to be displayed again.  
 
The RTI student learning and professional working spaces will fuel a culture of 
learning. 
 
As noted, general classrooms are sized larger to accommodate specialists and co-
teaching within each room and are supplemented by adjacent pull-out/flexible 
learning areas. Flexible furnishings and creation of a quiet alcove/cubby area within 
each room is anticipated. The design intent is to do this using storage cabinets and 
mobile furniture to allow flexibility. Technology integration will allow access to 
resources, information and the ability to present inside and out of the classrooms. 
 
Separate spaces are provided for Math and Literacy specialists as noted previously 
and sized for both work space and storage of instructional materials. 
 
Display of student work/achievement is an important component of the building 
design. Classroom wings are to have dedicated display space(s) as an identifying 
element of each learning neighborhood. The school lobby has been identified for 
substantial gallery space that can serve to further connect the school and 
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community and, the main academic corridor (Kindergarten corridor) is envisioned as 
an experiential path, showcasing thematic student work and connections to the 
outdoor learning and play. 
 
 
Guidance/Mental Health 
 
Our School Social Worker is part of our district-wide mental health team with the 
established mission: 
 

Our mission as elementary school counselors is to maintain a 
safe, accepting and positive school environment. We strive to 
respond with professionalism and care to the social, 
emotional and academic needs of our students through 
comprehensive guidance activities and collaboration with 
parents, teachers and administrators. We will encourage the 
development of self- confidence and social competence that 
is embedded within a fundamental respect and appreciation 
for the differences of others. Our intention is to support 
educational success and prepare students with skills for life-
long learning. 
 

Ipswich elementary school Social Workers are working with an increasing number 
of students and facilitating both adult meetings in small groups (tables and 
chairs) and student meetings (with medium-sized groups of children often sitting 
on the floor). Social Workers need flexible space for these meetings, then, along 
with space for their desks and materials. Ipswich Social Workers need secure 
office spaces that assure confidentiality (phone calls, files, conversations) as they 
continue to work with an increasing caseload of students in crisis. Positionally, 
the Social Workers’ offices make sense to be located near Special Education 
teachers and/or the administration so that students are always “seen” by adults 
as the students are on their way to and from the Social Worker’s office. 
 
The role of the Social Worker is extensive with expansive possibilities always on 
the horizon. The Ipswich elementary student population continues to require 
more Social Worker services. Confidential counseling meetings with students, 
parents and staff and group social pragmatics instructional sessions require 
flexible spaces with ample, secure storage for confidential documents.  
 
Lastly, art therapy, often used with students, requires a sink and running water. 
Mindfulness practices include gross motor movement, not possible in the small 
office space currently being utilized. 
 
(2) Social Worker office/meeting rooms are provided along with a separate work 
space for medium-sized groups. The work space will be outfitted with a sink and 
presentation capabilities similar to a classroom. 
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Sustainability  
 
“When the environmental, economic and social needs of a society are met in the 
present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their needs.” 
-Sustainable Schools Project Shelburne Farms 
 
Sustainability permeates throughout Ipswich Public Elementary Schools in a “Healthy 
Me; Healthy Environment; Healthy Community”-themed vision. As such, we believe 
that through sustainability and sustainable practices, our students will make a 
difference. They are the Healthy Me ~ Healthy Community ~ and Healthy 
Environment. As such, sustainability education empowers students to realize that 
they have an active role and responsibility for their futures.  
 
Through “Healthy Me” education in sustainability, connections to food are deepened 
by providing students with the tools and equipment to experience the growing 
process from start to finish -- from how food is grown, harvested, and prepared -- from 
soil, to seed, to supper. Students are working with adult learners every step of the 
way.  Sustainability “Healthy Me” practices promote healthy nutrition by utilizing 
school gardens and a “Kid Kitchen” that is accessible to children, families and 
community. It develops positive life skills and healthy choices in the way we take care 
of ourselves.  
 
Through “Healthy Environment” education in sustainability, students are taught to 
respect nature and the natural world by engaging in opportunities to explore and 
study the natural environments around them. These practices motivate students to 
be mindful of our ecological footprints by providing hands on instruction in 
indoor/outdoor classrooms on topics ranging from recycling to water conservation, 
biodiversity, composting, and wind and solar power.  
 
Through “Healthy Community” education in sustainability nurtures students’ 
mindfulness and wellness while promoting students as stewards of their community. 
Here, students are provided with opportunities to engage with and give back to the 
community: maintaining school and community gardens and greenhouses that are 
handicapped accessible; promoting food access, recycling, and composting utilizing 
on-site facilities. Throughout, students are empowered to think critically about 
environmental and agricultural design and engineering: indoor hydroponic gardens; 
solar and wind energy; efficient watering and wastewater systems, composting and 
recycling systems. 
 
In order to provide Ipswich students with the education experiences outlined above, 
teachers and students need a building that supports sustainability education. 
Teachers and students need to be able to move with ease throughout the school, 
utilize outdoor spaces, including outdoor classrooms, and easily access and store the 
tools and materials needed to instruct students in sustainability education.  
 
The school building itself must serve as a learning tool and should include the 
following elements: 
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● “Messy Areas” - spaces where students and teachers are free to ‘get messy,’ 
have room to design and build, and bring the outdoors in–especially in the 
winter months 

● Accessible and clearly defined recycling systems/areas including a “Swap 
Shop” where students and families can reuse, recycle, and share clothing, 
books 

● A ‘GREEN’ design - alternative energy sources (solar, wind) that allow students 
to actively monitor energy usage; systems that support water conservation 

● A ‘Kid Kitchen’ that allows students to wash and prepare nutritious meals 
using the vegetables they’ve grown 

● A School/Community Garden, greenhouse, composting system, and 
tool/materials shed 

● Appropriate and ample storage for tools and materials 
● Movable signage/displays - the ability to change out sustainability related 

signs to engage and maintain students’ interest. 
 
Sustainable Education is one of signature programs within Ipswich Public Schools. 
The overall project is targeting LEED Silver or higher, but regardless of points to be 
earned, will use the school and site as teaching tools. The school will be planned for 
photovoltaics, with hopes of incorporating even small examples of solar and wind as 
teaching tools. Geothermal, grey & rain-water collection, sub-metering and plug-load 
management systems will be explored as the design develops. 
 
The landscape design includes outdoor learning spaces and will incorporate natural 
storm-water features, such as bio-swales and rain gardens to supplement the 
existing pond/habitat on-site. A natural amphitheater will be replicated into the 
hillside for use as outdoor classroom and performance. Student gardens are 
planned, with a composting system that is linked to the school’s composting and 
recycling program. 
 
The building will be designed to bolster the recycling program within the school, but 
also serve as a potential community resource for the Town. The design plans include 
the bulk recycling room as part of the main floor Kitchen/Custodial zone, which has 
discrete service/loading access, but is also adjacent to the Main Entry/Lobby and 
Cafetorium to allow a public interface and support potential community programs. 
 
Similarly the Cafetorium is designed to have a modest Food/Nutrition Lab (alcove) 
with domestic cooking equipment that can be used to teach food and nutrition as 
part of the school’s curriculum, but also potential community use/programs. The Lab 
is located adjacent to outdoor play areas that will include the student gardens, rain 
water collection and composting systems. 
 
 
Physical Education 
 
Ongoing community discussions seek to improve and expand Ipswich elementary 
schools’ athletic facilities. The community hopes this new Gym space will support 
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both student and the community with space that promotes healthy living.  Currently, 
limited and undersized gymnasium space requires the use of the less-than-safe 
cafeteria space, adjacent to the gymnasium, in order to accommodate multiple 
class instruction.  Outdoor use of both open space and the newly-constructed 
playground at Winthrop assist in ensuring that gross motor and cardio opportunities 
are integrated into daily instruction.  Storage space limitations and available space, 
not contingent on lunch schedules and other times when the cafeteria is occupied 
for a variety of reasons, must be addressed if programming is to be expanded to 
meet current expectations of health, wellness, and physical conditioning for lifetime 
fitness. 
 
The instructional methods in physical education class have developed from a more 
games-based approach to one in which skills and life-long fitness is highlighted.  In a 
forty-five minute class, students often start class with some form of aerobic warm-up 
activity such as tag or moving in patterns about the defined space.  Explicit 
instruction on a particular skill such as catching and throwing is followed by practice, 
offered at different challenge levels through the use of a variety of materials.  A 
cooperative learning game, one that often requires some consideration of strategy 
and employs skills that have been taught, is played.  Reflection on teamwork, healthy 
eating and measuring heart rates round out the class.  Physical education classes 
occur twice per week for all classrooms, not including any scheduled recess time.  
 
As such, Physical Education classes in Ipswich Public Schools will continue to 
evolve from a skill-based to a fitness emphasis. There will be an increasing focus 
on healthy lifestyles and healthy habits, peppered with fun ways to introduce the 
emphasis on fitness. This necessitates the availability of gym space to 
accommodate stations with options from which students may chose. Mirrors, dance 
space and a fitness area to be used for classroom instruction and health classes 
are also needed. This classroom should include hook-ups for technology and a 
projection systems to show visuals. It would also serve as an adjacent fitness area 
that can be multi-purposed--classroom instruction, dance, nutrition and health. 
Additionally, in order to accommodate the need for teacher planning schedules, 
multiple classes must occur simultaneously. We need to create safe environments 
with proper supervision, so that all students are able to actively participate in a 
fitness curriculum that incorporates choice, while being monitored by their 
teachers. Lastly, an adult shower would be very helpful for our teachers who bike or 
run to school. 
 
The use of outdoor space is also important to physical education in Ipswich 
Elementary Schools. This is aligned with our district’s focus on the outdoors and 
learning.  As such, we need outside spaces for instruction like work-out stations, 
walking paths, climbing spaces and outdoor fitness equipment. Our District’s focus 
on sustainability defines that these outdoor physical education spaces and 
materials should be “green” and earth-friendly (for example, a permeable court that 
is not black top, but still allows for basketball). This also guides that the gym spaces 
should have easy access to these outdoor learning and fitness environments. 
 
Lastly, the Ipswich community members have expressed much interest and need in 
having these physical education features be available for their use. This would be a 
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draw to the new elementary school, and encourage healthy living throughout our 
community. Availability to features such as outdoor fitness stations and walking 
paths as well as indoor features such as the ability to create a regulation-sized 
basketball court would be a draw and asset to the community.  
 
The requirement for (3) teaching stations is based on the 
simple demand of classes vs available time blocks (as 
shown in the chart below). Although the stations are 
traditionally 3000sf (based on a half-court gym at 84’ x 
50’ +8’ and 5’ clearances), the desire to integrate fitness 
equipment and cardio/dance as part of the program has 
led to a gymnasium space proportioned with (74’ vs 84’ 
main court) to afford a fitness alcove adjacent to the 
Health Instructor’s office. 
 

 
In addition to the playgrounds, hard surface play and fields/green space, a 
fitness/path is woven around the site and incorporates a series of fitness stations 
along the way.  
 
 
Music 
 
Music is an integral and important component in whole child development.  At 
Winthrop and Doyon, general music begins in Pre-K with 30 minute classes and 
expands to one 45 minute class per week for grades K-5. Additionally, 30 minute 
sing-alongs for kindergarten and first grade classes mirror 45 minute chorus 
classes for 4th and 5th graders. This range of instructional group size, from a 
single class to a grade level, combined with movement elements such as dance 
and rhythm concepts, drives the need for a large open space.  Choral music calls 
for easy-to-access risers, currently available when the cafeteria is not otherwise 
occupied. 
  
Instrumental music offerings at the elementary school level are the foundation to 
Ipswich Public Schools’ award-winning high school band and orchestral groups. 
Commencing in fourth grade, 98-100% of students take advantage of instrumental 
instruction. This high participation rate continues into fifth grade. Instrumental 
instruction, for both band and strings, occurs twice per week for 30-45 minutes. 
Small group instruction, often grouped by instrument type, occurs throughout the 
day at various times.  Scheduling spaces is challenging, often leaving groups to 
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practice in open areas such as the hallway, stage and/or library, and even in the 
principal’s office, regardless of the noise impact on other classes.  Large group 
band and orchestra are scheduled twice per week and is largely dependent on 
space availability at the time it is occurring. 
 
As shown, music is fundamental to an education in Ipswich Public Schools, where all 
students participant in general music.  Additionally, intermediate students have the 
opportunity to participate in chorus, band and orchestra. Unlike other cities and 
towns, instrumental instruction is part of the school day.  At any given time, 
orchestra, band, chorus and general music may be happening simultaneously.  
 
Music is central to the Town of Ipswich ethos and is not an extra in elementary 
education. Music is embedded into a child’s day.  With new STEAM initiatives, music 
will continue to be an embedded and central part of education.  Music education 
builds 21st century and innovation skills, such as communication, critical thinking, 
problem-solving and collaboration. As such, we need three spaces that can support 
our rigorous curriculum.  These three spaces must be sound proof, in order to run 
several music classes/ensembles at the same time.   Spaces such as these three 
must have proper storage, be acoustically designed for music (sound safety), sized 
appropriately for the number of students, have large open space for movement and 
exploration and for multiple configurations of ensembles/classes.  
 
Music exalts the human spirit.  Music provides opportunities for emotional 
expression.  The Ipswich music program has long been a great gift to the local 
community.  Ipswich citizens have become accustomed to attending top quality 
student performances throughout the year.  Giving tools to elementary school 
students to express themselves emotionally will benefit their whole child 
development.  Simply put, music is for everyone in Ipswich Elementary Schools and 
availability to features such as music and performance spaces would be a draw and 
asset to the community.  
 
Music rooms are located adjacent and connected to the Cafetorium Stage to best 
serve the needs of the program and function as back-stage green space for 
performances. This location also keeps them acoustically separated from academics 
and without programs overhead to afford higher ceilings as required. (2) Music 
Rooms are provided, with (3) anticipated to meet the needs of General 
Music/Singing along with Band, Orchestra and Chorus (see the calculations above 
based on the frequency of classes vs 33 available time blocks).  
 

The Stage will be used as the 3rd Music Room, but will require a high quality acoustic 
partition to separate it from the Cafeteria. Another partition will also be needed to 
connect the Stage to the Music Room behind, which will allow large group classes.  
 
 
Art 
 
The art department foresees a teaching style that fully embraces cross-disciplinary 
collaboration.  This would possibly include team teaching with science, technology, 
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math, social studies, literature, music, and/or theater.  With this cross-disciplinary 
approach, designed for more project-based learning, students would require more 
access to information, a better connection with outdoor spaces and their community, 
as well as a variety of materials that would encourage exploration and play. Large 
spaces for materials, technology, implementation of design work, and storage for 
finished work would also be essential.  In addition, multiple, small, user-friendly 
display areas would enable student sharing, reflection, and presentation of work. 
  
In order for a building to support this type of teaching, the art room should ideally be 
centrally located with access to the library and other information resources, as well 
as to the outdoors.  Bringing the outside into the classroom should be incorporated in 
the design.  The space should allow for 2D, as well as 3D work, providing individual 
workspace (and drafting tables) for students with flexible seating for a variety of age 
levels, and easy access (for students) to materials.  A defined meeting area, a place 
for visual projection and written board information, a place for mechanical technology 
(press, loom, etc.), a small area for electronic technology, a large material and paper 
storage area (for teacher access), a prep area with visual access to the classroom, an 
easily accessible and well ventilated kiln room with drying racks and room for glazes, 
a minimum of two-three sinks with counter space, and appropriate 2-D and 3-D 
storage for all students using the art room would be essential.  The room should also 
be equipped with a sound system.   
  
With the current proposal of two art rooms in the elementary building, the art 
department would like to suggest that these two rooms be located next to each other 
so that they could share teacher storage facilities and a single, large kiln room that 
could accommodate either one large or two medium size electric kilns.  This would 
allow for the maximum amount of classroom space for each room. 
 
(2) Art Rooms are provided, co-located at the mid-floor and central to all classrooms. 
The rooms will be designed as a suite having good visibility between and outfitted for 
2D and 3D work. An adjacent Maker-Space will allow a symbiotic relationship for an 
expansion of project work space and access to equipment and supplies. The location 
is adjacent to a main stair that connects to additional Maker Spaces above and 
below and, provides a connection to outdoors. 
 
 
Library/Media 
 
The 2015-2016 school year was the first in which our elementary schools were 
staffed by library media specialists in over seven years. The use of the library media 
specialist differed in each elementary building, scheduled to fit the needs of the 
students and staff.  These two different scheduling methods are the “hot debate” in 
the world of library media specialists as to which is the most effective with regard to 
meeting the needs of a learning community. 

 
At Doyon School, the library media specialist was used as part of the specialist 
rotation, providing much needed team meeting time for classrooms/grade levels.  
Each week, the library media specialist taught explicit lessons in accessing resources 
and information using both print and electronic resources.  Her instruction supported 



Winthrop Elementary School – Ipswich, MA 
MSBA Module 3 Feasibility Study – Preferred Schematic Report 
 

 
Perkins Eastman / DPC  Section 3.3.4, page 34 
   

grade level curriculum with the timely introduction of technology tools, stories and 
skills. All classrooms were scheduled for instruction with the library media specialist 
at least once a week.  

 
At Winthrop School, the library media specialist’s schedule developed based on 
needs of grade levels and classrooms.  For several months, she facilitated a book 
club in one grade while helping teach, record and edit green screen productions as a 
means to share information about planets in a different grade level.  In other months, 
the library media specialist taught questioning techniques, research skills and how to 
critically analyze websites for bias to both teachers and students.   

 
Both schools were pleased with the models employed indicating that different needs 
may have existed, and were met, by these variations.  As we move to a new or 
renovated facility, it is clear that the role of the library media specialist is limited only 
by scheduling, the facility and our imagination.  Makerspaces and Learning 
Commons are areas awaiting our exploration. 
 
Library programs in the future will promote information literacy through global 
connections and content creation. While books will always be an important part of 
the K-5 library, expanded technology resources (such as 1-to-1 devices) and a flexible 
learning environment (multi-purpose space with moveable furniture) along with a 
flexible library schedule will enable collaboration, creativity, and communication, 
linking classrooms locally and globally. Librarians will actively collaborate with 
teachers both in classrooms and in the library instructional space to develop lessons, 
provide resources, and make global connections.  
 
The library media specialists recommend that the total space allotted to the new 
library be divided into smaller areas, based on function. Separate spaces will afford 
easier library/media access for students and staff. Here are five areas of need that 
we feel should be designed as separate spaces: 

● instructional room with a storytelling/performance space and moveable 
furniture 

● a room for books and other resources with a checkout area and quiet reading 
area 

● seminar rooms for small group work  
● media production room including green screen (not directly part of the library, 

but will be used by library and classrooms) 
● Makerspace 

 
The Media Center is located on the mid-floor level over the main lobby to allow 
community access while maintaining the ability to close-off the academic wings. A 
portion of the square footage is distributed as (3) Maker Spaces, one located on 
each floor, while the main space will be zoned as reading room, computer lab, 
seminar/small group rooms, story-telling area, and a media production room with 
green screen. 
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Vocations/Technology 
 

Instruction in the use of technology occurs at the point of use and is embedded in 
purpose and student need. While a more structured typing program is taught to 
fourth grade students and practiced again in fifth grade, the majority of student 
technology instruction is embedded within use.  For example, prior to researching 
famous Americans as part of an ELA/history/visual arts/drama exploration, the 
library media specialist will give explicit instruction to students on how to access an 
age-appropriate database, introducing one source of information. 
 

No specific Vocational Technology space is included as part of the program. 
 
 
Technology Integration 
 
Ipswich Public Schools continues to invest in and integrate updated technology 
systems. Within the past five years, IPS has invested a considerable amount of funds 
and time into this technology updating and integration, the goal of which is to bring 
cutting-edge technology to every classroom in the district. The district embarked on a 
comprehensive technology improvement plan which transformed the school’s 
technology services. This plan included six core areas of technology, all needing 
improvement: infrastructure, account and file management, information services, 
technology support, applications and user equipment. Additionally, the district sought 
to effectively increase the professional development for classroom integrated 
technology. This included focused individual training, after-school workshops, vendor-
sponsored workshops, scheduled professional training, weekend technology 
integration courses and a technology tip blog for teachers.  
 
Towards this end, Ipswich Public Schools brought together a Technology Team in 
2013. This team included teachers, administrators and community members to 
research the steps necessary to bring a vision of technology integration to fruition. 
The team reviewed best practices in technology integration and made 
recommendations as to the infrastructure enhancements that would best built the 
foundation needed to fully integrate technology into learning and teaching district-
wide. 

 
During the committee’s review of the existing state of technology in IPS, it was 
determined that three components (servers, cabling/network equipment 
infrastructure and classroom devices such as laptops and smartboards) needed 
updating. The committee recommended the upgrading and replacing of network 
equipment, cabling and servers as a starting point. This included providing network 
equipment to replace obsolete (then) thirteen-year-old equipment, proving network 
equipment to connect the school to the town fiber MAN and providing wireless 
access in each building. 
 
In the years following, schools were equipped with the hardware needed to best 
support 21st Century learning and teaching. This included: installing projectors; 
supplying teachers and administrators with laptops; providing laptops, tablets and 
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charging carts for students; replacing desktop and lab computers; installing prints 
and attaining software site licenses. 
 
In more recent years, investing and integrating of technology has evolved to include 
providing teachers and students with modern, functioning hardware and software to 
harness the power of 21st Century tools and to provide students with a 21st Century 
curriculum. In this, IPS continues to invest in technology tools while supporting 
teachers in using their tools to enhance teaching and learning in the district. Specific 
hardware associate with this learning includes interactive projectors, iPads, 
Chromebooks, laptops, printers, document cameras and wireless digital pens. The 
development and integration of school-based Technology Specialist teacher leader 
roles, facilitated by the district’s Director of Technology Integration, serves as an 
avenue for teachers to gain support in integrating these new tools.  
 
Over the past four years, several teachers in one of our elementary buildings have 
written grants to acquire FM systems for classrooms, particularly those in which 
students with hearing loss were placed for the school year.  These grants range from 
local business grants to innovation grants offered by the school district.  Currently, in 
one school, one classroom at each grade level, K-3, and the general music classroom 
are equipped with an FM system.  Distribution is more random at the second 
elementary school. The research is quite clear that these systems help all students 
focus on the speaker and, with speaking and listening skills at the forefront of 
collaboration and community, it is our hope that any new or renovated facility will 
possess this systems in all learning spaces.  
 
Over the last three years, the Ipswich School District has invested heavily in 
updating technology systems and re-energizing professional development.  
Chromebooks, iPads and laptops are the tools that our students use each day as 
they write, explore, and apply literacy and math skills.  Recognized as a powerful 
learning tool with regard to personalized learning, teachers use technology in 
increasingly integrated ways.  There is, however, a sensitive awareness that not 
all families do have access to technology tools at home. Early morning computer 
use is encouraged during Breakfast Club. Technology tools are also available 
after school during Homework Club. 
  
Future technology needs can never be predicted as new innovations and uses 
arise each day. Currently, to support inquiry and outdoor learning, technology 
tools must be portable and durable. Flexibility and an adaptability to change in 
both philosophy and facilities design is the expectation. As such, teachers should 
be able to move throughout the school in different classrooms and areas and be 
able to present information multiple ways using a variety of technology. This 
means instant access to online tools in classrooms, hallways, playgrounds and 
throughout the school campus. Ample charging stations would be available and 
support a multitude of devices (i.e. iPads, laptops, Chromebook, tablets, 
document cameras). Students would have access to multiple creation tools and 
spaces that enable collaboration, experimentation, recording, and video 
recording. Makerspaces would be accessible to all teachers and students. 
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Makerspaces offer students a creative, educational environment where they can 
gather to create, invent, and learn. 
 
In the future, consideration will be given to ensure equity and accessibility 
particularly for families who do not have the tools needed to complete projects 
and activities. Families would be surveyed and a system would be created for 
providing families with hotspot cards and/or loaner devices. Library hours 
extended past the school day and a variety of technology (desktop, laptop, 
Chromebook, iPads, Kindles, charging stations, etc.) would be available for after 
school use. Student virtual help-desk would be utilized by teachers and students 
to support learning. As such, the environment would be mobile and allow for 
learning anytime, anywhere. For example, we must consider the possibility of a 
1:1 environment where students can rent to own a device or receive a loaner.  
 
Flexibility of the learning spaces should support the technology of the future. For 
example, modular furniture and window placement would enable teachers to view 
multiple groups of students in break-out spaces. It is likely that technology in the 
future will no longer be contained in a lab but embedded around the campus. 
Therefore, individual classrooms would be large enough to house mobile carts or 
charging stations without occupying teaching and learning space. And, devices, 
selected for purchase, would have ample battery power and storage to house 
videos and pictures while movies are in the process of being created. Lastly, it 
should be noted that while primary level elementary students have not yet 
mastered using a server or Google drive, we would expect intermediate 
elementary students to be able to do so. Students (as well as teachers) need 
access to a projection system. 
 
The new school will include robust infrastructure with fiber optics delivery into the 
building (refer to the systems summary as part of the Evaluation of Alternatives) and 
a fully wireless environment planned for 1:1 student devices. 
 
The media center will serve as the technology hub and is positioned to offer access 
to students in the morning and extended day. 
 
All classrooms, special education/small group, arts, music, media center and flexible 
learning areas and conference rooms will be planned with data-projectors, document 
camera capability, fully wireless computing and have access to lap top or tablet cart 
storage/charging areas.  
 
 
Teacher Planning and Room Assignment Policies 
 
Effective teacher planning and collaboration is the cornerstone of high quality 
education for children.  It is critically important for adult learners to be in a vibrant 
and joyful work setting. Ipswich Public School District has invested heavily in 
professional development, designed to build strong internal capacity in planning and 
collaboration.  Our new or renovated elementary school building must support 
teacher planning space in multifaceted forms.  Teachers must have individual space 
for quiet planning and professional reflection to fine-tune their craft to meet the 
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unique needs of their students.  Additionally, Ipswich teachers must regularly meet 
with vertical and horizontal teaching teams, requiring room to collaborate effectively 
in both small and large groups.  Finally, the District is committed to co-teaching which 
adds another dimension to the space needed for professional collaboration. Co-
teaching teams will need time in their open classrooms to reflectively and 
collaboratively plan instruction. Ipswich elementary teachers are well positioned to 
leverage individual and collaborative planning space to positively impact Ipswich 
students, if given an amendable schedule and flexible meeting spaces. 
 
Current facilities conditions, staffing and scheduling all impact teacher planning time 
and the space in which planning occurs. Every attempt is made to ensure the 
minimal contractual requirement of 150 minutes per week per teacher.  Because 
supervision of elementary students is a safety necessity, teacher planning time must 
occur when students are overseen by another adult. The most optimal way to 
schedule common planning time for classroom teachers is to schedule all grade level 
students in specialists at one time.  Optimally, this provides at least three common 
thirty-minute planning times per week for grade level teams. If scheduled in this 
manner, teachers are able to meet in an open classroom as students are located in 
specialists’ classroom such as the gym, music and art room.  Specialists meet 
collective only once per week, if the schedule allows. They meet in an open 
specialist’s space. 
 
Since some specialist staff are shared between schools in Ipswich, the optimal 
situation is frequently unachievable.  For some teams, even though contractual 
planning time is provided for each individual, these individual teachers are unable to 
meet with their peers.  Again, teachers are able to use their open classroom for 
planning if students are located with the specialist. 
 
With project-based and transdisciplinary learning the goal, planning between and 
among general education teachers, specialists and support professionals is a key to 
success.  Due to the sheer number of teachers involved and the lack of internal 
supports to provide for this gathering size, meetings of this type (curriculum planning, 
data analysis, vertical teams) are often not part of the daily schedule. Substitutes are 
hired and, if possible, an off-site meeting place, is reserved. Meetings lasting longer 
than a specialists’ class and held onsite require closing the library and canceling 
classes with the library media specialist or closing the teacher’s lunch room, forcing 
teachers to eat lunch in their classrooms. 
 
Collaborative planning also occurs with Special Education professionals. Required 
meetings with general education teachers not in co-teaching situations often occur in 
a corner of the library, an empty room, or the special education parent meeting area, 
provided no meetings are in session. To support a Special Education team meeting 
once a month, coverage is found within the building one hour prior to dismissal.  The 
meeting takes place in the parent meeting area.  Co-teaching meetings occur before 
and after school, and during common lunch and planning times, often in their open 
classroom. 

 
Ipswich Public Schools had made a dedicated investment in professional 
development. This includes both school-based professional development 
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opportunities for teachers, district-wide teacher leadership roles and also district-led 
professional development opportunities. Taken together, this plan of professional 
development provides both a district-wide aligned vision of teaching and learning and 
a school-specific opportunity for supporting teachers’ professional growth. 

 
Ipswich Public Schools funds three types of district-wide teacher leadership roles, 
each of which gives teachers compensated time to meet together outside of the 
classroom to engage in professional development work. These are the Compass 
Leader, PLC (Professional Learning Community) leader and Technology Specialist 
roles. Teachers in all three teacher leader roles engage in work-intensive “retreat” 
days as well as additional beyond-school time for professional development. 
 
The Compass Committee is a teacher leadership opportunity where teachers develop 
curriculum, implement it in their classrooms and share it in their schools. Major 
developments of the Compass Committee in the 2015-2016 school year involved 
continuing to implement a common Understanding by Design curriculum template, 
writing curriculum units featuring critical thinking and “thinking routines” and, also, 
bringing a curriculum validation protocol (which we call “Learning Cycles”) to schools. 
In Learning Cycles, teachers regularly meet in small groups to share their curriculum, 
using a variety of common protocol templates to give valuable feedback to 
colleagues’ curriculum. Learning Cycles were successfully piloted this year and 
culminated in cross-school curriculum sharing cycles and celebrations. 

 
The Professional Learning Community (or PLC) Committee provides an opportunity to 
teachers to receive training and support in effectively leading communities of their 
peers. Major developments of the PLC Committee in the 2015-2016 included 
practicing and implementing a variety of protocols, including looking at data, looking 
at student work and proposing solutions to dilemma protocols and practices. The PLC 
Committee also worked together to “tune” (give feedback to) a teacher-led model of 
PLC groups in which teachers would work together -- often cross-school and grade-
grade -- around common topics of inquiry. This “teacher-led” PLC model will be 
piloted in the 2016-2017 school year. 

 
The Technology Specialist role compensates teachers for being trained in and 
implementing classroom support for the use of technology. Major developments of 
the Technology Specialist team in the 2015-2016 school year included weekly 
workshops for teachers in a wide variety of “apps” and technology tools, such as 
green screens. Additionally, the Technology Specialist teachers were available at 
school-based levels to work one-on-one with teachers who might need support 
integrating technology into their classrooms. 

 
All faculty members participate in a district-wide PD day in the fall, during which the 
entire district meets together to work towards an identified element of our common 
district vision. In the fall of 2015, for example, the district met in October to receive a 
common district text (Making Thinking Visible) and to work in cross-school small 
groups of teachers to learn about “thinking routines.” This year’s curriculum focus 
was on critical thinking, and teachers throughout the district wrote a unit featuring 
critical thinking that was recorded in the common Understanding by Design district 
template. The elementary school teachers wrote their critical thinking units in cross-
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school grade level teams. Due to space restrictions in our elementary schools, these 
meetings occurred off-site.  

 
Lastly, Ipswich Public Schools hosts district-wide professional development each 
summer. In the summer of 2016, over 90 teachers will participate in these 
professional development opportunities. Available professional development 
includes an online course in writing TED Talks, an open-ended 21st Century 
curriculum writing course, a STEAM (Science, Technology, Engineering, Arts and 
Math) curriculum writing course and a Professional Learning Community training. 
Teachers work both independently as well as interdisciplinary and cross-grade in 
these professional development sessions. 

 
It should also be noted that Ipswich Public Schools invested in a district-level 
leadership role of Director of Teaching and Learning, starting in the 2015-2016 
school year. The person in this role aligns teaching and learning across the district 
via facilitation of the teacher leadership opportunities and also through the 
development and presentation of district-wide professional development 
opportunities. 
 
The current and future school schedule was planned by administrators to 
accommodate common planning time and the design clusters grade-level teams to 
encourage communication and collaboration. Teachers will use available classrooms 
for planning and effectively have ownership of rooms. Additional teacher work space 
is provided per MSBA Guidelines; one room is located on each floor, with the main 
floor utilizing work room space in the main office. A separate dedicated teacher 
lunch room is provided, centrally located on the upper floor. 
 
 
Food Service Program 
 
The Ipswich Public Schools prides itself on sustaining a well-run, district managed, 
food services program which provides nutritious and affordable meals to students 
and staff.  As participants of the National School Breakfast and Lunch Program, the 
district adheres to the guidelines, set by the USDA, which regulate school food 
service programs.  On average, the District provides 55 breakfasts and 268 lunch 
meals per day to our elementary students.  A debit card point of sale system is used 
throughout the district to account for meal sales. 
 
At both the Winthrop and Doyon Elementary Schools the cafeterias are used for 
breakfast and lunch periods, school-wide and grade level concerts and public events, 
and for the Extended Day Program.  The kitchens at both schools are antiquated, 
insufficient in area, and are furnished with outdated equipment.   
 
The new school should be configured with a dedicated, full service kitchen and 
cafeteria space.  The kitchen should be equipped with state of the art equipment that 
supports scratch cooking and considers food preparation for students with food 
allergies.  There should also be a dedicated area where students can participate with 
food preparation.  With such a strong Farm to School and sustainability community 
connection, community use such as nutritional cooking classes for children and 
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families, using local produce, is of high interest. In this area, Ipswich students can 
learn basic cooking techniques, be educated about nutrition, explore new foods and 
work with local chefs.  The goal is to empower Ipswich students to develop healthy 
eating habits through the use of whole foods.  The new facility should also provide 
opportunities for recycling and sustainability initiatives. 
 
A full-service kitchen is planned for the new school, including breakfast and lunch. 
An accessory Food Lab is planned within the Cafetorium to function as a teaching 
tool for students and bolster community use. The community connections unique to 
Ipswich include several working farms, one being the oldest in the Nation, that 
participate the Farm to School program. The cooking lab will also have access to the 
student gardens and composting system. 
 
 
Transportation Policies 
 
The District provides bus transportation for all students in grades K-12.  For regular 
education students and in accordance with M.G.L. Ch. 71, Sec. 68, a fee is charged 
to all secondary students and to those elementary students (K-6) who reside within 
two miles from their school. Transportation for Special Education students is either 
provided by district vehicles - to both in and out of district schools, or by outside 
transportation vendors. 
 
Eight bus routes are utilized to transport students to the Winthrop and Doyon 
elementary schools.  Four hundred and forty-nine elementary students are registered 
to participate in the transportation program.  Many students are dropped off and 
picked up daily at both the elementary schools, causing both safety and traffic 
concerns.  School staff, including a crossing guard at the Winthrop School, provides 
supervision on school property at arrival and dismissal times. The congestion at 
dismissal time on both properties negatively impacts the traffic flow on the streets 
which abut the properties. 
 
Innovative design will be required to manage the traffic flow around the new 
elementary building. Since students come to school from so many varied ways, 
differentiated drop off and pick up areas should be employed.  Areas for buses and 
vans, off-set queuing lanes for parents, and separate entrances for those who walk 
and ride bikes to school should be developed into the building plan.  Every 
consideration should be made to ensure students safety and to minimize traffic 
congestion on the school site and neighboring community.  
 
A bus loop/queue is provided for up to 10 buses, anticipating a potential increase in 
ridership over the eight that exist now. The targeted car queue is 50, based on the 
observed totals that form at each school combined. The current plans utilize the 
access loop around the building for the car queue and will closed to traffic during the 
school day. Pedestrian traffic was observed at approximately 50 walkers, but the 
District would like to encourage more walkers/bikers by encouraging a more 
walkable school. The design team has started discussions with Safe-Routes to 
School and will continue 
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Functional and Spatial Relationships 
 
The overall plan of the Ipswich Public Elementary School is to be configured and 
oriented to create effective indoor-out connections and to maximize controlled use of 
natural daylight in core academic spaces. The plan is to be organized with logical 
zoning for after-hours/community use to allow access in a flexible, but controlled 
manner. The administration is to be positioned for natural visibility and control of the 
main entry/approach, as well as for the active after-hours programs. Ideally, natural 
visibility would extend out to the parking and play areas, but may be subject to site 
constraints. 
 
Students should recognize a clear, main entry. Additionally, the building should have 
an independent pre-school entrance and separate, discreet service/delivery area. 
Nested in the objectives for access is the need to keep buses and cars separate 
while leading students into a recognizable main entry while also allowing direct 
pedestrian access from the school to outdoor spaces without crossing vehicular 
pathways. Furthermore, the school and grounds are to be organized to encourage a 
welcoming, walkable and communal environment. 
 
Academically, the desire is to create a school that is scaled and comfortable with a 
neighborhood feel. The goal is to place kindergarten, special education and general 
classrooms in a way that allows for multiple organizational groupings. The intent is to 
keep preschool separate, preschool and kindergarten on the first floor and maintain 
integration of special education spaces. OT/PT spaces are to be located with the 
gymnasium; Learning Centers are to be dispersed school-wide. A mix of break-out, 
small group and one-on-one spaces are to be integrated and adjacent to academic 
areas. 
 
The media center, as the heart of the school, is to be located centrally and easily 
accessible to academic classrooms. The art rooms are intended to be centrally 
accessible, near or adjacent to the Media Center but will also benefit from having 
convenient outdoor connections and views. The music programs would ideally be 
convenient to art and academics, but also require acoustic separation (inside and 
out). The music rooms will benefit from being located in the backstage zone to allow 
use as green rooms and for use of the stage for music programs. 
 
The cafeteria is intended to have a direct and visible connection to outdoor 
play/recess that facilitates effective oversight and natural supervision as one of the 
primary extended learning spaces (morning and afternoon). The cafeteria and kitchen 
should also have relatively direct access to the outdoor gardens, composting and 
proposed or future greenhouse. Portions of the cafeteria and the kitchen 
recycling/receiving rooms will be planned for potential community and enrichment 
programs that may include spaces such as a Second-Hand Shop (gently used clothes 
and supplies available to all), Gardening, and Food Lab and as a Composting 
Recycling Drop. 
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Storage closets are to be located convenient to the lobby and cafeteria to foster 
additional and flexible uses for FRIES (parents organization), SLP (student 
leadership), EDP (extended day), and DEEP/ACE (enrichment) programs. 
 
The plan options are being developed and assessed in-part by their ability to provide 
semi-direct and convenient access to outdoor play. The plans will be developed to 
show glass window/walls, doorways and direct corridor connections to play space, 
including enlarged vestibule space that can function as secure access point and 
mud-room zone that may include coat hooks, boot trays and small storage space. 
 
Outdoor Classrooms are proposed to best support the elementary schools’ 
sustainable learning program and help achieve one of several priority design goals* 
in making good outdoor connections and promote stewardship. The outdoor 
classrooms are intended to be a series of spaces for classroom gathering, 
experimenting and quiet/contemplation. They will be planned for raised garden beds, 
composting, rainwater collection, rain-chains, bio-swales, sundials, anemometer and 
time lapse photography, butterfly bushes, bird houses, feeders, rotting logs and other 
natural learning elements. 
 
The design plans for the new school is based five major organizational layers;  

1. Zoned for community vs academic uses and lock-off layers 
2. Solar orientation for controlled, quality daylight and energy efficiency 
3. Classrooms are clustered in learning neighborhoods with flexible 
4. Special Education is integrated with classrooms, dispersed per age 

appropriate services and easily accessible as shared resources 
5. Connected to the landscape and outdoor learning/play 

 

 
 
Key adjacencies built into the plans are; the Gym is located closest to fields, the 
Cafetorium with direct connection to playgrounds, Music direct to the Stage, Art and 
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Maker Spaces are central to academics and the Media Center is somewhat central, 
but also within the community zone. 
 
 
Security and Visibility Requirements 
 
The Ipswich Public School Department will do an overall assessment of the new 
building Security Program. A security consulting firm will also conduct interviews with 
the IT Department as well as the Ipswich Police Department to identify the needs and 
requirements for full integration, operation and control with the security systems. 
These interviews will be critical in assessing the requirements associated with the 
infrastructure and the backbone on which that system will function. An assessment 
will be provided for the new building facility, identifying the measures recommended 
to protect all assets in the building. The security plan will balance a desire for 
unrestricted flexible learning spaces (including outdoors) with reasonable security 
measures.  A security plan will be in place that addresses: 
  

● Personnel, Liaisons and Supporting Procedures 
● Visitor Screening Measures 
● Video Surveillance Measures 
● Access Control Measures 
● Natural Surveillance and CPTED measures 
● Internal and External Response Measures 
● Existing Security Systems Integration and Function (Hardware, Software, IT 

and Networking) 
● Parking Lots and General Site Security 

 
(PE/DPC) Confirmed, both the Police and Fire departments have been an engaged in 
the process thus far in order to develop the site program requirements as well as 
understand some of the potential constraints and issues that may be present at 
alternate sites under consideration. 

 



Winthrop Elementary School – Ipswich, MA 
MSBA Module 3 Feasibility Study – Preferred Schematic Report 
 

 
Perkins Eastman / DPC  Section 3.3.4, page 45 
   

The scope of active systems (access controls, intrusion/motion detection, cameras 
and surveillance) is summarized in the Systems Narratives as part of the Evaluation 
of Alternatives, but will continue to evolve as the design progresses. Passive planning 
measures for feasibility includes a single main entry that is clear and controllable, 
and administration positioned up-front with good visibility inside/out, particularly of 
public zones and the entry/approach. The school has layers of lockable wings and 
teacher areas positioned for passive supervision.  
 
 
Other Comments 
 
All (6) PreK and (6) Kindergarten rooms will have single user toilet rooms within their 
1200sf room area as required by building code and age-level logistics. All (30) 
general academic classrooms are intended to have sinks within each room to best 
support project based activities, particularly related to sustainability and STEAM 
experiences.  The sinks will not only benefit clean-up, but also offer a much needed 
water source with potential bubbler or bottle filler integrated for active children.  
 
 

B. Space Summary 
The Proposed Space Summary for the Winthrop Elementary School Project is based 
on the MSBA agreed upon enrollment projection of 775 students for a combined 
school configuration (Winthrop and Doyon), and an additional 60 Pre-K students. Pre- 
K students are scheduled on alternating days, equating to a 30 student F.T.E.  
 
The Space Summary (following this narrative) remains as submitted in the PDP with 
the only change being overall size and net/gross ratio which is now 1.5x the total net.  
 
The Summary provides an itemization of existing spaces at both the Winthrop and 
Doyon Schools. Proposed spaces are tabulated based on an analysis of existing and 
future programs, scheduling and pro-rated design enrollment (school schedules were 
included as part of the PDP Response). The spaces proposed vary from the MSBA 
Guidelines only as required to meet the Educational Program needs for Ipswich; 
minor differences are highlighted pale-yellow, with more significant discrepancies in 
bright yellow. 
 
Summary of Sustained Variances from MSBA Guidelines;  

• Core Academic Spaces are proposed at 1,900sf larger than the guidelines. 
This is the result of needing 2 additional classrooms at 950sf each. The 
additional classrooms are based on the premise that room counts should be 
calculated by grade, rather than aggregate students per room (effectively not 
having mixed grade classrooms). 

 
775 students/6 grades =129 per grade; 129/23 avg* class size =6 rooms per grade 
 
The space template default is to divide 775 students by a 23 student avg. class size 
(after subtracting Kindergarten rooms needed), resulting in 28 rooms for grades 1-5 
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or, 5.6 classrooms per grade. Although enrollments at each grade could fluctuate 
year to year, allowing 5 or 6 rooms to work, relatively even enrollments of 129 
students would result in some grades having only 5 rooms and average 26 students 
per class. Additionally, the default tabulation for Kindergarten rooms is based on 
1/7th of the enrollment or, effectively a K-6 school. We have adjusted the formula for 
1/6th as a K-5 school. 
 
The existing and academic schedule for Winthrop is included as an attachment, 
along with the proposed for a new, combined school. In both cases, the overall cycle 
and frequency each grade takes specials (Arts, Music, PE & Library) remains the 
same. In simple terms; there are 33 possible time slots (periods) for each grade to 
have core academics and specials. This is the result of 5 days x 7 periods/day 
(excluding lunch) and early release Thursday.  
 

• Health & Physical Education - The overall proposed square footage for this 
category exceeds the MSBA guidelines. The MSBA expects this square footage to 
align with the MSBA guidelines in subsequent submittals. 

Ipswich currently schedules every grade (PreK-5) for PE twice per week and wishes to 
maintain this time on learning. With 6 classes (sections) per grade K-5 and 2 F.T.E. 
Pre-K, the school must accommodate 76 PE classes per week. Logistically, with 33 
periods available (28 if common planning time is afforded among specials, as 
desired); the results is 3 PE stations at 77% utilization (90% with common planning 
factored in). 
Respectfully, the District asks that the MSBA reconsider this need, and/or advise on 
alternative means to maintain these educational program objectives. 
 

• Medical - The proposed spaces aligns with the MSBA guidelines. Any 
proposed additional toilet rooms beyond the allowable number of spaces in 
the MSBA guidelines should be incorporated into the building gross square 
footage. 

Additional toilet rooms, if deemed necessary or desirable, beyond those 
identified in the MSBA guidelines will be added within the net to gross square 
footage margin. 
 

• Administration & Guidance – The proposed spaces is below the MSBA 
guidelines. Please verify that the proposed square footage is sufficient to 
deliver the District's programmatic needs in the Preferred Schematic Report. 

The projected Administration & Guidance needs for a combined elementary 
school of 775 students was determined among the Educational Leadership 
Team and most directly, in collaboration with both ES Principals. The primary 
discrepancy is not needing Guidance Office/Storage space, since support 
services run through the Social Worker and are assisted by Speech and 
Language specialists. 
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C. Sustainability 
Refer to the Sustainability narrative included as part of the Educational Program that 
precedes this section. Refer to the Appendix for the Sustainability Score Card and 
signed letter from the District regarding the goals. 
 
 

D. Building and Site Plans 
The Visioning Process, led by New Vista Design, occurred at the beginning of the 
project and involved a series of workshops where a diverse and representative body, 
including Building Committee and School Committee members, educational leaders, 
parents, students and business and community participants worked to define current 
conditions, practices and objectives while looking to best practices and the future of 
Ipswich’s elementary schools. The process dove-tailed with public forums, faculty 
groups and on-line forums and surveys to help shape the goals and objectives. The 
visioning process focused extensively on the assessment of Grade Configurations 
and helped lead to the guiding objectives and goals stated in summary slide (below). 

 
 
The preferred solution meets the stated project goals/objectives with few exceptions. 
The most notable are, not being able to accommodate all parking on-site and, not 
being able to meet the greenspace goal. The later not being absolute need, just a 
target. Both of these exceptions are due to limitations of the existing site size, but are 
very much based on what the District is familiar with and has grown accustomed to. 
 
Several precedents studies were discussed, including the Zervas School in Newton, 
which has 60k sf of outdoor space for 540 students (vs 96k for 775 students here), 
and the Runkle School in Brookline, which has no on-site parking, but employs a 
permitting system for teachers parking in designated areas on surrounding streets.  
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An enhanced traffic study for the Winthrop Site has been commissioned and seeks to 
make recommendations on traffic flow as well as potential off-site parking. 
   
The Preferred Solution reconstructs the new school over the existing footprint and 
extends into the former front lawn and parking loop. The concept is reasonably 
phase-able with new 3-story academic wings able to be built in front of the existing 
school and away from existing classrooms (refer to section 3.3.3 B for a detailed 
description of construction impact). The plan holds good solar orientation for 
academic wings as well as the administration and cafetorium. It is organized with 
clear community/large activity vs academic zones, which helps to separate acoustic 
conflicts, allows better control with lock-off and potential energy efficiencies. 
 

 
The Gym is located closest to fields, the Cafetorium is located with direct connection 
to playgrounds, Music is positioned to open up to the Stage, Art and Maker Spaces 
are central to academic areas and the Media Center is located nearby, but also 
within the community zone. 
 
The academic wings consist of 3 levels, each with a cluster of classrooms and special 
education space organized around a shared flexible learning area. The flexible 
learning serves as an identifying space for each grade, offers good visibility among 
the rooms. The academic wings also frame outdoor learning areas on-site. 

 

OUTDOOR LEARNING 

FITNESS PATH/STOPS 

AMPITHEATER 

EXISTING BUILDING 

Community Zone 

PK 

Caf 

Admin 
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 3rd Floor   2nd Floor  1st Floor New Plan (Concept W2A.4) 
 

       

E. Project Budget 
Refer to Section 3.3.3 G for the Project Budget 
 

F. Project Schedule 
Refer to Section 3.3.3 I for the Project Schedule 
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3.3.5    Local Actions and Approvals 

Throughout this process, the Ipswich School Building Committee has endeavored to 
maintain a public, transparent and open process. The Committee has attempted to reach 
out to as many residents as possible in an effort to gain input and feedback, through open 
public forums, the District’s website, newsletters, and cable television. Design 
alternatives have been developed through an open public process with significant 
community participation. The Committee has sponsored multiple public forums to the 
community and committees to review and discuss the renovations and additions 
alternatives and the new construction alternatives. Additionally, the Committee has 
engaged in formal and informal dialog with representatives of town constituent groups, 
representing a wide spectrum of the general public. The Committee’s approved to submit 
this Preferred Schematic Study on December 29, 2016. 

D. SBC Approval of Preferred Schematic Report 

On December 29th the School Building Committee and the School Committee held a joint 
meeting, at this meeting the (5) potential schemes; (BR, W3B, W2A.1, W2A.2, W2A.3 and 
WA2.4) were discussed at length.  All aspects were discussed including but not limited to, 
educational program, cost, energy usage, phasing, tax rate implications and other factors 
relevant to the discussion.  Of the 16 building committee members, 11 were present for 
the meeting.  Of the school committee’s 7 members, 4 were present. 
 
The first motion of the SC related to the schemes was to recommend WA2.4 to the SBC 
as the preferred scheme to be forwarded to MSBA - voted 4-0 in favor. 
 
The first motion of the SBC related to the schemes was to accept the SBC 
recommendation to move WA2.4 forward into schematic design as the districts preferred 
option, this vote was 11-0 in favor. 
 

E. SBC Meeting Agendas, Minutes and Material 

The School Building Committee met after the Preliminary Design Program was 
submitted to the MSBA: 

 
Meeting - June 9, 2016   
Meeting - June 22, 2016 
Meeting - July 6, 2016 
Meeting - July 19, 2016 
Meeting - August 3, 2016 
Meeting - August 10, 2016 
Meeting - August 23, 2016 
Meeting - October 26, 2016 
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Meeting - November 15, 2016 
Meeting - November 29, 2016 
Meeting - December 8, 2016 
Meeting - December 14, 2016 
Meeting - December 29, 2016 
 

Agenda and Minutes are included in the appendix 

F. Public Meeting Agendas, Minutes and Materials 

Public Meetings and presentations were held on the following dates: 
 

Tri-Board - July 27, 2016 
  Winthrop Community Meeting - August 10, 2016 
  Sustainability Meeting - November 17, 2016  
  Tri-Board - December 21, 2016 
  Winthrop Community Meeting - December 8, 2016 
 
Copies of the presentations and Sustainability Meeting notes are attached in the 
appendix to this report under the SBC and LEED tabs respectively.  
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January 4, 2017 
 
Ms. Diane Sullivan 
Senior Capital Program Manager 
40 Broad Street 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109 
 
 
Dear Ms. Sullivan: 
 
The Ipswich School Building Committee (“SBC”) has completed its review of the Preferred 
Schematic Report (PSR) for the Ipswich Winthrop Elementary School project (the “Project”), and 
on Thursday December 29, 2016 the SBC voted to approve and authorize the Owner’s Project 
Manager to submit the PSR related materials to the MSBA for its consideration. A certified copy 
of the SBC meeting minutes, which includes the specific language of the vote and documents the 
unanimous approval of the SBC, is attached.  

In a previous letter, dated June 9, 2016 and submitted with the Preliminary Design Program, the 
District provided a summary of meetings and actions prior to June 9, 2016. This letter provides a 
summary of meetings and actions by the District in support of the school project for the period of 
June 9, 2016 through December 29, 2016. 

Ipswich School Building Committee Meetings 

Throughout the Preferred Schematic Report (PSR) phase of the MSBA’s Feasibility Study, the 
SBC has held meetings regarding the proposed project, in compliance with the state Open 
Meeting Law. Four community forums were part of the Building Committee meetings held on 
810/16, 11/15/16, 11/29/16, and 12/8/16. The Building Committee provided project update/status 
briefings to the Town Ipswich’s Board of Selectmen, Finance Committee, and the School 
Committee at open public meetings held on 7/27/16, 9/20/16, and 12/21/16 (the Town refers to 
these joint meetings as “Tri-Board” meetings). The SBC meetings and the community forums are 
summarized as follows: 

June 9, 2016 – 7:00 PM – Room A, Ipswich Town Hall 
Discussion of Work by Land Search Subcommittee/Working Group 

At the 5/26/16 School Building Committee meeting, a subcommittee/working group was 
established to search for additional downtown (centrally-located) walkable sites suitable for a 
school with an enrollment of 775 K-5 Students. The additional sites would be alternatives to the 
Winthrop Elementary School and Bialek Park sites that are currently under consideration.  

A list of 6 potential alternative sites was created and a list of 12 site attributes was developed. 
The sites were highlighted on a map, advantages and disadvantages of the sites were considered, 
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and a weighted ranking system was developed to score the relative merits of the 12 site attributes 
at each potential site. The 12 attributes are:  
• Walkability 
• Traffic impact 
• Size 
• Buildability 

• Access to Major Road 
• On-Site Parking 
• Environmental Issues 
• Ownership Complexity 

• Utilities Availability 
• Loss of Farmland 
• Field Replication 
• After Hours Access 

 
The six sites, plus the Bialek Park and Winthrop sites already under consideration, were ranked 
in the following order: 
1. Bialek Park 
2. Masonic Lodge 
3. Wegzyn(School Street) 

4. Topsfield Road 
5. Bruni 
6. 34 Pineswamp Road 

7. Winthrop+2 
8. Winthrop 

 
Citizen Queries 

Throughout the meeting, citizens were invited to ask questions and provide comments. Although 
the majority of the queries addressed the work and findings of the land search 
subcommittee/working group, there were some queries addressing the Doyon site, the Winthrop 
site, Bialek Park, and Article 97. Questions and comments about the work of land search group 
included the following: 

• rating system weighting & ranking 
• definition of downtown 
• definition of walkable 
• location of parcels 
• transportation, driving & bussing 
• traffic impacts 
• proximity to major roadways 

• proximity to housing developments 
• size of parcels  
• wetland restrictions 
• parking 
• impacts to abutters 
• impacts to ballfields 
• next steps 

 • Development of building layout
 
June 22, 2016 – 7:00 PM – Room A, Ipswich Town Hall 

Perkins Eastman Design Update 

Robert Bell of Perkins Eastman gave a presentation to show Perkins Eastman’s progress. The 
three main themes emphasized throughout Mr. Bell’s presentation were: 

• Vision/Goals 
• Educational Program Excerpts, 
• and Space Needs. 

The presentation showed a 2-story and 3-story non site-specific building layout in order to discuss 
how the educational program determined the preliminary designs. Mr. Bell requested that anyone 
with a question or comment speak up at any time- he was aiming to have an open conversation 
and receive input from the committee and any community members present. Mr. Bell explained 
how the educational program and the identified vision/goals influenced the design of both the 2-
story and 3-story studies. The most influential factors include: 

• PreK-5 Grade Span / Continuity 
• Small School Qualities / Feel 
• Providing Organizational Flexibility 
• Robust Arts / STEAM Integration 
• Support Co-teaching Model 

• Sustainable Education & Community 
Influence 

• Professional Learning Communities 
• Specialized / Support Spaces 
• Technology Rich / Fully Integrated
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Mr. Bell explained that clustering rooms creates the small school feel and grade span continuity. 
Special education rooms were dispersed in each cluster. Both the 2-story and 3-story studies 
provide organizational flexibility because the rooms may be clustered by grade-level, house, or 
competence-level. Maker spaces, galleries, and additional storage are built in to both studies to 
allow for robust arts / STEAM integration. Large classrooms, pull-out spaces, and small group 
rooms are used to support the co-teaching model. Outdoor learning areas, gardens, mud rooms, 
large fitness areas, and community recycling are incorporated to emphasize sustainable 
education with the community in mind. Professional learning communities are fostered using 
dispersed teacher planning rooms.  

The 2-story study was shown and discussed first, followed by the 3-story study. The 3-story study 
was said to be more favorable in Perkins Eastman’s opinion. The 3-story study allows for better 
clustering of administrative/dining areas and is a more functional design overall.  

In both studies, flexible learning spaces were organized to incorporate natural sunlight. Outdoor 
connections were emphasized as a major design element. Pockets of outdoor spaces are thought 
of as extended learning areas. Safety and security are enhanced by having administration up 
front/along the exterior, a locked-off vestibule for guest entrance, and placing teacher planning 
spaces near bathrooms/flexible learning spaces. Mr. Bell explained that the 2-story option 
involves more distance between functional areas (classroom to cafeteria, etc.) compared to the 
3-story option. The 3-story option allows for a more clear segregation of community spaces from 
educational spaces as well.  

July 6, 2016 – 7:00 PM – Room C, Ipswich Town Hall 
Report on Informal Meeting with Bialek Park Abutters 

The Chairman reported on an informal meeting with residents living in the area of Bialek 
Park. The meeting convened at 5:00 p.m. on 7/6/16 at Bialek Park and concluded at the Hart 
House restaurant. The neighbors communicated their concerns about the potential for a school 
being built on the Bialek Park site. The Chairman and representatives of the architect, the 
architect’s landscape consultant, and the OPM answered questions and explained the process of 
designing and constructing a school building at a site like Bialek Park and how the various 
concerns of the neighbors can be addressed in the design and in the management of the 
construction. At the meeting residents also expressed their concerns about the ongoing operation 
of the Middle/High School at the end of Kimball Ave. and how promises made during the 
development of that project were not kept. The Chairman indicated the SBC’s intent to hold more 
meetings with abutters of the Bialek Park and Winthrop School sites. 

Perkins Eastman Design Update 

Robert Bell of Perkins Eastman reviewed the 4 regions of the town, the character of these regions, 
and the architecture presently in place. Ashley Iannuccilli of Birchwood Design Group, the 
landscape sub-consultant to Perkins Eastman, explained how layout of the building is intended to 
provide experiential pathway model with the purpose of advancing the educational program 
elements of project-based learning, outdoor learning, and connections to the outdoors.  

Mr. Bell reviewed in-process building layouts and massing for: 1) an addition/renovation at the 
current Winthrop School site, 2) a new-build at the Winthrop site, and 3) a new school within the 
boundaries of Bialek Park. Configurations and adjacencies of key building elements were 
discussed for each option, including the gymnasium, the cafeteria, the academic areas with 
groupings of classrooms and grades. 

For both the Winthrop and Bialek Park sites, the neighborhoods, traffic, and play-fields were 
discussed. During the discussion of the Bialek Park site, there was discussion of what 
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playgrounds and fields would remain and how to integrate the building and site designs with train 
operations and existing and future configurations of crosswalks.  

Alternative Site Subcommittee/Working Group Update 

The Chairman discussed the ongoing efforts of the land-search subcommittee/working group that 
is studying potential alternative sites to the Winthrop Elementary School and Bialek Park sites 
that are currently under consideration. Three (3) of the six (6) alternative were identified as 
preferred sites. A property at Linebrook Road and School Street was identified as having 
particular potential and the Committee voted to authorize the architect to prepare a test-fit of as 
school and fields at this site. 

Town Counsel Memorandum on Applicability of Article 97 for Bialek Park Site 

Town Counsel completed his review of a potential change of use for Bialek Park and issued a 
memorandum to the Town Manager dated 6/27/16. The concluding paragraph of this 
memorandum indicates, in part:  

Based on the foregoing, it is my opinion that Bialek Park was acquired for “playground purposes,” 
and as such, may be converted to a differnet use subject to the provisions of G.L. c. 40, S 15A, and 
that it is not subject to the requirement of a two-thirds vote of the Legislature under Article 97. 

July 19, 2016 – 7:00 PM – Room A, Ipswich Town Hall 
Perkins Eastman Design Update 

Robert Bell of Perkins Eastman reviewed in-process design developments involving buildings, 
site configuration, and floor plans for 2 building options at the Bialek Park site and for 2 building 
options at the Winthrop School site. One of the 2 new-build options for the Bialek Park site was 
described as consolidated, with the gym located over the cafeteria. At the Winthrop School site 
there was one site layout showing and a new-build option and a second site layout showing the 
option of addition/renovation.  

For all building options, configurations and adjacencies of key building elements were discussed, 
including the gymnasium, the cafeteria, the library, and the academic areas, with special 
emphasis given to the placement of small learning clusters. Also reviewed were car and bus 
queueing, traffic flow, parking capacity, outdoor learning areas, and play spaces. 

The discussions of the Bialek Park layouts indicated the extent to which many of the playground’s 
fields and amenities would remain, including both little league fields, basketball court, playground, 
gazebo, concessions/facilities and multi-purpose lawns toward Kimball Ave. The plans for the 
Bialek Park site include increased field sizes, improved parking, universal access, ease of 
safety/surveillance and soils/drainage and how a project on this site creates the opportunity to 
improve landscaping/buffers, fences, lighting, restrooms, and other services. 

Throughout the architect’s presentation, committee members asked questions and provided 
comments. 

Public Comments 

After the design presentation, citizens were invited to ask questions and provide comments, the 
following topics were discussed: 

• The size and quantity of ballfields proposed for to remain at the Bialek Park site.  
• Assurances that the design of school play areas would be sufficient for a school with 775 students.  
• Interest in the location of the gym, community access to the gym, and separating the gym from the 

rest of the school after hours. 
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• The location of a future public safety building was discussed, including an idea to renovate and add 
to the existing Winthrop school and reserve the Bialek Park site for a public safety building. 

• Concerns were expressed about a potential need for trains to sound their horns if a school were 
built on the Bialek Park site. It was reported that this matter was being studied. 

• Interest in preserving the Bialek Park site for exclusive use as a playground was expressed, 
particularly considering that the playground presently serves as a backyard to many residents. 

• It was indicated that the Winthrop site was a more difficult site than the Bialek Park site and that 
the Winthrop site would require phased construction and would likely need off-site parking during 
the operation of the school. 

New Business 

The Chairman and the Committee discussed the importance of communication and community 
outreach, particularly as they relate to abutters to the Winthrop School and Bialek Park sites. It 
was reported that abutters would be notified through standard Planning Board procedures with 
the expectation that this would be supplemented with publication in the newspaper. 

Next to be discussed was the matter of the potential for a portion of the Bialek Park site to undergo 
a change in use from a playground to a school and the need to transfer control of the potential 
school site from the Town to the School Department. The Chairman indicated how the Town 
Manager had communicated that the authority to transfer use would rest with the Board of 
Selectman. A Committee member asked if the potential use of a portion of the Bialek Park site for 
a school could be addressed and voted on at a Town Meeting. 

August 3, 2016 – 7:00 PM – Room C, Ipswich Town Hall 
Perkins Eastman Design Update 

Robert Bell of Perkins Eastman reviewed ongoing design developments involving buildings, site 
configuration, and floor plans for building options at the Bialek Park site and the Winthrop School 
site. For all building options, configurations and adjacencies of key building elements were 
discussed as were car and bus queueing, traffic flow, parking capacity, and play spaces. 
Particular emphasis was placed on the orientation and location the buildings on each site and 
there was a comparison of the currently existing play areas at the Winthrop and Doyon schools 
to what would be provided at schools to be built on each site.  

Among the building options for each site was one described as consolidated, with the gym located 
over the cafeteria, an arrangement that makes the building to take up less space, thereby leaving 
space for other amenities. It was noted that a school on the Winthrop site will likely require off-
site parking. Regarding the options reviewed for the Bialek Park site, particular emphasis was 
placed on how much of the site would remain as fields and play areas after the construction of a 
school and how the fields and play areas would be upgraded from what presently exists – these 
design developments at Bialek Park are a response to community and committee interests, 
concerns, and comments. 

While both the Winthrop and Bialek Park sites can accommodate the construction of a school, it 
was noted that the Bialek Park site had some advantages over the Winthrop site in regard to the 
routing of busses and cars and the capacity for on-site parking. Throughout the architect’s 
presentation, committee members asked questions and provided comments. 

7/27/16 Tri-Board Meeting and Concerns Raised at the Meeting 

The Chairman discussed a Tri-Board meeting held on 7/27/16 and reviewed a list of concerns 
about the Bialek Park site that were expressed by members of the Tri-Board. (Tri-Board refers to 
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a joint meeting of the Board of Selectmen, the Finance Committee and the School Committee.) 
The following is a summary of the concerns: 

1. Difficulty in replacing Bialek. 
2. Determining the intent of the Town in 1912 – playground or conservation. 
3. Railroad – Quiet zone. 
4. Traffic – including pedestrian and bus traffic over tracks. 
5. Need railroad report before BOS vote. 
6. Train sound levels. 
7. Traffic study including traffic on site plus in surrounding neighborhoods. 
8. Identify existing park land and play space in downtown area.  Also identify other potential 

playground and field spaces to replace Bialek. 
9. Can Bialek be enhanced to provide better features to community?  Walking/jogging path?  Better 

use of area around road from Kimball? 
10. Better police access to Bialek. 
11. Hydrology – controlling water on site. 
12. Mosquito control. 
13.  Town finance on bonding. 

The Chairman asked Committee members to consider the concerns of the Tri-Board and to 
consider the preliminary responses to the concerns that are already under development. The 
Committee discussed the timing for authorizing design expenses that would result from future and 
more robust study of matters involving traffic and the railroad with action deferred to a subsequent 
meeting. 

Discussion of Board of Selectmen’s Meeting Scheduled for 8/15/16 

Board of Selectmen are scheduled to meet on 8/15/16 and an item on their agenda is a discussion 
of the potential use of a portion of the Bialek Park site for a school. At the 7/19/16 SBC meeting, 
it was noted that the authority to transfer use of Bialek Park from a playground to a school rests 
with the Board of Selectman.  

The Committee expressed interest in informing the Board of Selectmen about the developments 
to the design of a school at Bialek Park and how the developments were made in response to 
community and abutter concerns. It was noted that only a portion of the Bialek Park land would 
need to be transferred from the Town to the School Department with the remaining portion 
remaining under control of the Town. It was also noted how much of the Bialek Park site would 
remain as fields and play areas after the construction of a school and how the fields and play 
areas would be upgraded from what presently exists. 

Committee members and community members in attendance expressed interest in assuring that 
the Board of Selectmen be accurately and fully informed as to the status of design efforts, the 
recommendations of the SBC, and the longstanding efforts of the SBC to keep the Board of 
Selectmen remain informed as to project status and developments.  

Public Comments 
Throughout the meeting, citizens were invited to ask questions and provide comments, the 
following topics were discussed (where applicable, responses to the comments are noted in italics 
after the listing of the comments): 

• concern over train horns and if a loss of quiet zone status would result if a new school on were to 
be constructed on the Bialek Park site (consultant proposal for additional studies are under review);  
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• benefits to getting more of the community interested in and educated about the project;  
• interest in further public meetings for the entire town subsequent to the forthcoming meetings with 

the neighbors to the Winthrop and Bialek park sites; 
• public access to Bialek Park fields after the construction of a school on the site and whether or not 

the presence of a school would restrict the times of public access (design intent is for fields along 
Linebrook Road to be available while school is in session);  

• interest in the Bialek Park fields remaining along Linebrook Road rather than being placed behind 
a new school on the site; 

• interest in additional traffic studies (consultant proposal for additional studies are under review); 
• interest in an October Town Meeting to provide an advisory opinion (non-binding vote) on the use 

of Bialek Park for a school – this was coupled with concern that potential actions by the Board of 
Selectmen might render unnecessary any discussion of Bialek Park at Town Meeting; and 

• interest that the Board of Selection provide the public with the opportunity to express its opinions 
and not rush to action in exercising its authority to rule on transfer use of Bialek Park from a 
playground to a school. 

August 10, 2016 – 7:00 PM – Room A, Ipswich Town Hall – Community Forum # 4 
Meeting Introduction 

The Chairman mentioned that the goal of this meeting is to provide a platform for the community 
to share ideas and thoughts concerning the Winthrop School site, and for Perkins Eastman / 
Birchwood Design Group to discuss progress on their preliminary designs for the Winthrop School 
site. Kevin Murphy, William Hart, and Barry Hopping provided an outline of “how we got here” for 
any community members who may not have been following along during the entire process: 3 
SOIs submitted to MSBA, PMA/Perkins Eastman selected, investigation of 5 sites, removal of 
Town Hall / Mile Lane sites, development/approval of educational program, Doyon site removal, 
creation of a sub-committee to identify any alternate sites (no land owners of viable sites were 
interested in selling), two School Committee votes on school configuration of 1 school with 775 
students, Bialek Park / Article 97 analysis with Town Counsel, and mention of the information that 
is available on the Ipswich SBC website (www.IpswichSBC.org).  

Perkins Eastman / Birchwood Design Group Update- Part 1- Existing Site 

Ashley Iannuccilli from Birchwood Design Group (BDG) began the design team’s presentation on 
progress at the Winthrop School Site. The existing site was discussed first (orientation/sun path, 
92 parking spots, trees, playground, etc.). Bob Bell discussed the existing building’s design and 
highlighted some challenges concerning the existing site (no emergency evacuation route around 
building, not energy efficient, etc.). The most striking potential challenge involves the fact that 
construction would need to take place at the front of the site, but this is where cars currently enter.  

Bob Bell discussed the vision/goals (vibrant, natural light, community, etc.), the key components 
of the educational program (“what you’re doing now versus what you want to be doing”), and the 
space needs (MSBA requirements, etc.). 

PE/BDG Update- Part 2- Discussion of 4 Preliminary Designs @ Winthrop 

Bob Bell showed the 4 preliminary site options for the Winthrop School Site (Design W1A, Design 
W2A, Design W3B, and Design W2A.1). For Design W1A, multi-phasing requirements, lack of 
parking spaces, the community center on Central St., and the media centered not being centered 
in the academic wing were discussed. Design W2A was introduced as a semi-mirror image of 
Design W1A. For Design W2A, increased construction phasing requirements (3 phases), 
increased potential costs and timeline, the 2nd floor location of the media center, the improved 
location of cafeteria/gym, and better traffic circulation were discussed. For Designs W3B and 
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W2A.1, Bob Bell explained that the placement of the gymnasium above the cafeteria would 
require a variance due to a ceiling height of over 37 feet. Bob Bell explained that massing and 
shadow studies are being conducted for the Winthrop Site. Bob then opened the floor to any 
community questions and concerns.  

August 23, 2016 – 7:00 PM – Room A, Ipswich Town Hall 
Public Comments 

Citizens were invited to ask questions and provide comments, the following topics were 
discussed: 

• Resident at 3 Palamino Way- SBC made huge contribution and suggests need for Town Meeting 
approval of site. Being it to the people.  Tri-Board should meet and develop a Town Meeting article.  

• Would TM be binding?  Answer – yes, need consensus to get more A/E or OPM funds. If money is 
not approved, that would be a strong message. 

• Barry (SC) people will need to be open about park use and be honest about opposition and reason 
for opposition (Is it for cost?).  

• Citizen – Cooperation, compromise and building the best possible elementary school are important. 

October 26, 2016 – 7:00 PM – Room A, Ipswich Town Hall 
Update:  SBC Chair, OPM, PE 

KM, SBC Chair, welcomed back members and provided an update of last few months’ activities 
and decisions made to verify the proposed site for the new Winthrop School will be at the current 
Winthrop School site. KM reviewed the steps for “re-engaging” the architect’s team and the path 
forward to the next submission to the MSBA (the Preferred Schematic Report, PSR). The SBC 
will proceed with the K-5 school for 775 students, as approved previously by the School 
Committee and now confirmed through recent actions. Discussion included comments from 
Building Committee members concerning future buy-in from Tri-Board and other town boards. 
The Winthrop School Principal has remained active in advancing the work of the Educational 
Leadership Team (ELT). 

PE updated the SBC on the design and upcoming MSBA deliverables.  PE kicked off the process 
by attending ELT meeting yesterday. Highlights of tasks: meet with town departments, begin 
massing diagrams, discuss staffing with school administration, develop an alternative site plan 
and massing configurations, develop the LEED scorecard, MEP narratives, Tri-Board meetings, 
and public outreach.  Also emphasized were the importance of community outreach and the need 
to certify the SBC meeting minutes that will authorize the submittal of the PSR to the MSBA. 

Public Comments 

Throughout the meeting, citizens were invited to ask questions and provide comments, the 
following matters of concern were discussed: 

• Additional points for traffic counts were proposed. 
• The importance of incorporating traffic mitigation measures into design was mentioned as was the 

need for the traffic study to accurately forecast and account for conditions that will be experienced 
after the opening of the new school. 

• Physical bike lanes were suggested (rather than painted lines in roads). 
• Coordination with the Safe Routes to School program was encouraged. 
• The need for off-site parking was mentioned and the importance of avoiding negative impacts to 

commerce was emphasized.  
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• A suggestion was made for the state to conduct an automated month-long traffic count in the area 
of the Winthrop School.   

• It was noted that the meetings thus far and those to come reflect ongoing discussion of issues and 
refinement of the means of addressing issues – there are no “one-and-done” meetings. Public 
participation and input remains necessary and is earnestly encouraged.   

New Business 

Traffic Study: The SBC reviewed and analyzed the recent traffic study proposal from VHB.  The 
scope/extent of the study were discussed, including the streets to include, the locations where 
traffic would be counted, and the cost.  The Ipswich Police Department provided input on what 
streets to include in the traffic study.  Additional locations for traffic counts were suggested. The 
SBC asked PE to revise and resubmit the traffic study proposal to clarify the scope and provide 
added detail on deliverables, meeting attendance, and cost. 

A motion was made for the Building Committee to authorize PE to continue with designing a K-5 
school for 775 students at the current Winthrop site.  The motion was seconded and was 
unanimously approved.  It was noted that PMA and PE continued to support the Town during its 
deliberations from 8/15/16 to 10/6/16. 

A motion was made for the Building Committee to endorse the School Committee’s 10/6/16 
decision directing the design of a K-5 school for 775 students at current Winthrop site.  The motion 
was seconded and unanimously approved. 

November 15, 2016 – 7:00 PM – 6th Grade Pod, Ipswich Middle/High School - Community 
Forum # 5 
The 11/15/16 Building Committee was dedicated, nearly exclusively, to informing the community 
and receiving feedback from the community about the various design alternatives that are being 
considered. The meeting provided an update on the building and design processes, promoted 
discussions & problem-solving, and considered the various components that can create a 
positive, nurturing, and vibrant elementary school experience for the children of Ipswich. 

Barry Hopping, Sarah Player, Superintendent of Schools, Dr. William Hart, and Tracy Wagoner, 
Director of Teaching and Learning, provided opening remarks for the meeting. These speakers 
addressed how the design of the building flows from the educational plan and that a new facility 
will overcome the limitations imposed by the existing facilities. Dr. Hart indicated that the citizens 
of Ipswich are committed to 21st century skills development and providing a learning environment 
that supports successful habits of the mind, collaboration, and personal creativity. Current 
educational practices emphasize project based tasks, critical thinking, active problem solving, and 
both independent work and collaboration with peers. Tracy Wagoner praised the faculty for what 
they continue to accomplish in the existing facilities and she noted that a new building will provide 
the space and configuration to expand upon these accomplishments.  

Perkins Eastman Design Update 

Robert Bell of Perkins Eastman reviewed site configuration, and floor plans for 4 building options 
at the current Winthrop School site: 3 new-build options and one addition/renovation option. For 
all building options, configurations and adjacencies of key building elements were reviewed. 
Particular emphasis was placed on the orientation and location of each of the building alternatives 
on the site. A key factor with each option was the arrangement of building into clusters of 
classrooms with breakout spaces between the classrooms, providing a small-school experience, 
particularly for the lower grades. All alternatives provide a dynamic environment of learning with 
exterior views and connections to outdoor learning. All designs allow for adjustments to be made 
to account for potential future changes in education likely to occur during the life of the building.  
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Announcements 

A working-level meeting of the Mechanical Electrical and Plumbing (MEP) and Sustainable 
Design subcommittees (along with interested community members, faculty, staff, and 
representative of Town departments) was announced. The meeting will be held in Town Hall 
Room C at 7:00 p.m. on Thursday 11/17/16 and it will address MEP system options and will 
outline the sustainability goals for the project. 

Public Review of Design 

Plans for various building options were placed in multiple rooms with 15 minute viewing periods 
before participants moved to the next room to see the next building option. The architect, 
committee members, and key knowledgeable faculty were posted in each room to answer 
questions and receive feedback about each option. Participants put sticky notes on boards with 
comments of their likes, dislikes, and their concerns for each option. 

Throughout the meeting, citizens were invited to ask questions and provide comments. 
Committee members assured the public that their concerns are being heard and incorporated into 
the developing design and that the best interests of the community, the children, and the 
educational program are guiding the process. Committee members noted that there would be 
further opportunities for public comment and that the public is encouraged to attend all future 
meetings. 

November 29, 2016 – 7:00 PM – Room A, Ipswich Town Hall - Community Forum # 6 
Perkins Eastman Design Update 

Robert Bell of Perkins Eastman reviewed the building layout, site, and floor plans for 3 new-build 
options and 1 add-reno option. For all building options, configurations and adjacencies of key 
building elements were reviewed. Also presented were building massing diagrams and shading 
studies for the building and the site. The relative advantages and disadvantages of each option 
were discussed and are summarized in the next section and in the attachment to these minutes. 

Discussion of Design Alternatives 

Sheila Conley, Principal of the Doyon School, presented review comments from faculty, staff, and 
community members at the joint council meeting held on 11/28/16 and the community forum held 
on 11/15/16. A Pros & Cons list will be developed for each of the 4 current design alternatives, 
these pros and cons will be used to rank the options and document the selection of the preferred 
option 

Consideration will be given to how each of the design alternatives addresses the deficiencies 
outlined in the SOI. The design alternatives that more successfully address the deficiencies will 
be more highly rated than the alternatives that less successfully address the deficiencies. 
Consideration will be given to how each alternative responds to Ipswich’s education plan and how 
the project benefits the community. 

Construction Phasing: Some of the building options were influenced by concerns over limiting the 
impact of phased construction (such as W2A.2 which was influenced by an interest in not 
interrupting food service). It was noted that consideration of what happens during construction 
must be balanced with the operation of a building over its 50-year life. It might be worthwhile to 
trade a 1-year interruption to food service (using bag lunches or delivering hot meals from outside) 
for preferable configurations of spaces over the 50-year life of the building. 

Public Comments 

Throughout the meeting, citizens were invited to ask questions and provide comments. 
Committee members assured the public that their concerns are being heard and incorporated into 
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the developing design and that the best interests of the community, the children, and the 
educational program are guiding the process. Committee members noted that there would be 
further opportunities for public comment and that the public is encouraged to attend all future 
meetings. Specific comments expressed by the public are included within the discussion of design 
alternative section of these minutes and within the design comments that are attached to these 
minutes. 

December 8, 2016 – 7:00 PM – Winthrop Elementary School Cafeteria - Community Forum 
# 7 
The 12/08/16 Building Committee was dedicated to Winthrop abutters and community members 
for the review and discussion the building options, placement of the buildings  on the site, and 
how the building will interact with the surrounding community – with particular attention to traffic, 
parking, parent drop-off/pick-up, and busing.  The meeting was a continuation of an ongoing 
process of abutter and community involvement. 

Design Update by Perkins Eastman, Birchwood Design Group, and Vanasse Hangen Brustlin, 
Inc. 

The design team presented slides showing the development in the building design alternatives 
and site configuration. The architectural component of the presentation included: review of the 
building layouts, site characteristics, and floor plans for 3 new-build options and 1 addition-
renovation (add-reno) option; building massing diagrams; and shading studies for the building 
and the site.  

The review of the site layout included discussion of safe circulation of pedestrians, busses, and 
cars and safe crossings. The placement of fields and play areas and their proximity to gym and 
cafeteria were also addressed. 

The presentation also included a report from the traffic engineer who reviewed the work done 
thus far and what will be done next. The traffic review included discussion of: traffic counts and 
locations of counts, counts of walkers, current peak traffic in the morning and in the afternoon, 
estimated traffic and impacts after the merging of the Winthrop and Doyon Schools, speed of 
vehicles on Central Street, parking demand and the need for off-site parking, pick-up and drop-
off (queues and modes of transportation), separation of cars and busses, and means of reducing 
vehicular traffic (through increased bussing, walking, and bike-riding).  

Announcements 

The Building Committee Chairman announced the next Building Committee meetings on 12/14/16 
and 12/22/16 and he encouraged the public to attend these meetings and subsequent public 
meetings. The Chairman encouraged the use of the Building Committee’s web site as another 
venue for the public to learn about the project, express concerns, and ask questions. 
(www.ipswichsbc.org). 

The Chairman outlined the plan for developing the design from now to the Town Meeting and 
Town vote in the fall of 2017 and he indicated how the public review and comment would continue 
throughout the design and that the developing design will incorporate the ongoing input from the 
community.  

Public Comments 

Plans for 4 building alternatives were distributed around the perimeter of the cafeteria with 10 
minute viewing periods for each alternative before the abutters and community members were 
asked to move to the next station to review the next building alternative. The design architect, 
landscape architect, traffic engineer, committee members, and key knowledgeable faculty were 

http://www.ipswichsbc.org/
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posted at each station to answer questions and receive feedback about each alternative. Abutters 
and community members put sticky notes on boards with their observations and suggestions 
about the benefits and challenges of the 4 design alternatives, particularly as they relate to the 
site, traffic, and the neighborhood. 

Throughout the meeting, abutters and community members were invited to ask questions and 
provide comments. The concerns and interests expressed include the following:  

• The existing traffic, data collection, and modelling of future traffic that accounts for weather and the 
anticipated increases in bussing, biking, and walking. 

• The proposed quantities of parking spaces for the 4 building alternatives - it was noted that the new 
building options will have less parking than the total number of spaces presently exists at the Doyon 
and Winthrop Schools. 

• Vehicular entrances and exits to/from the site, on-site circulation, and car and bus queueing at drop-off 
and pick-up.  

• The public encouraged the design team to consider parking needs for special events at the school and 
to pay particular attention to avoid impacting adjacent roadways (with regard to both traffic and parking). 
It was noted that off-site parking is being considered. 

• Members of the public expressed particular concern to avoid impacts to High Street and Mineral Street 
and to maintain the current parking restrictions on Mineral Street that were implemented in 2002 to 
address safety concerns that arose when parents used Mineral Street for drop-off and pick-up of 
children. It was noted that the current parking restrictions on Mineral Street are expected to remain 
unchanged. 

Committee members assured those present that their concerns are being heard and incorporated 
into the design. 

December 14, 2016 – 7:00 PM – Room A, Ipswich Town Hall 
Announcements 

The Building Committee Chairman announced Sheila Conley, Principal of the Doyon School, as 
the newest member of the Building Committee. The assignment was requested by the School 
Committee and was approved by the Board of Selectmen. 

The Chairman announced that the next Building Committee meeting will be held on 12/29/16 and 
that the Committee will vote on the preferred building option and will authorize  the submittal of 
the Preferred Schematic Report (PSR) to the MSBA on 1/4/17. Although the PSR establishes the 
preferred building option that will be the basis for the subsequent design, the design will be further 
developed in the Schematic Design (SD) phase and internal adjustments to room locations, 
stairwells, and elevators are possible. Also, the developing on-site bus and car routes and queues 
and parking will be refined in the SD phase. 

The chairman invited the public to ask questions and make comments throughout the meeting 
and he indicated that further public involvement is encouraged at future meetings and throughout 
the Schematic Design (SD) phase. 

Design Update by Perkins Eastman & Birchwood Design Group 

During this portion of the meeting, Robert Bell and Dan Colli of Perkins Eastman, the architect, 
and Ashley Iannuccilli of Birchwood Design Group, the landscape architect, reviewed and 
discussed the developments in the design including: the add-reno and new-build options, the site 
configuration corresponding to the options, parking, traffic, queueing, and the on-site circulation 
of cars and buses.  
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Ashley Iannuccilli reported that the overarching landscape design goals were to facilitate a rich, 
meaningful, and sustainable learning environment in a universally accessible setting with safe 
access that coordinates cars, buses, pedestrians, and bikes. These goals drive the placement of 
the parking, fields, and green spaces while preserving the existing playground, providing gardens, 
and enhancing the existing pond.  

The development of the design over time reflects an understanding of the educational program, 
the techniques of the educators, and incorporation of the feedback provided by faculty, staff, 
committees, abutters, and citizens at large. As highlights of each of the building options were 
presented, key program elements and adjacencies were reviewed with emphasis placed on car 
and bus loops, drop-off points, locations of parking, and the number of parking spaces. The 
Chairman expressed the benefits of a 30-foot wide perimeter road (20 feet for fire trucks, and 10 
feet for cars) and he directed the designers to increase the number of on-site parking spaces 
beyond what has been developed so far (this will happen in the SD phase). 

One of the new-build options, referred to as WA2.4, was developed to address concerns about 
the other building options. Option WA2.4 has received favorable reactions from the abutters, 
citizens, faculty, staff, and committee members. 

Discussion of 12/21/16 Tri-Board Meeting 

The project is on Tri-Board’s 12/21/16 meeting agenda. (Note: The Tri-Board is a joint meeting of 
the School Committee, the Board of Selectmen, and the Finance Committee.) The School 
Committee Chairman will brief the Tri-Board on the current status of the project and 
representatives from the architect, Perkins Eastman, and the architect’s traffic engineer, Vanasse, 
Hangen, Brustlin, Inc. (VHB), will discuss the design alternatives and traffic and then will answer 
any questions from the Tri-Board. The OPM, PMA Consultants, will be at the meeting and will be 
available to address any questions involving MSBA requirements and actions. 

Public Comments 

Throughout the meeting, citizens were invited to ask questions and provide comments and the 
design team and Committee members responded. There was a widespread interest in decreasing 
car traffic through the encouragement of walking and biking to school, increasing bus ridership, 
adjusting bus zones, and reducing bus fees. Citizens encouraged the designers to design the site 
in a way that will take advantage of the downtown site and encourage walkers and bikers through 
good routes, signage, safe crossings, and safe entry points. 

New Business 

The Town Manager announced a citizen petition for a non-binding education-related Article to be 
placed on the Warrant for the Special Town Meeting to be held on 1/24/17. The Article will 
recommend the School Committee and School Building Committee reconsider their decisions to 
construct a single Town-wide elementary school at the Winthrop site and instead maintain the 
current two elementary school system using the Winthrop and Doyon sites. The Chairman 
indicated an interest in providing a 10 to 15 minute project update at the Special Town Meeting 
on 1/24/17; however, authorization for this would be required and the logistics would need to be 
worked out.   

December 29, 2016 – 7:30 PM – Room A, Ipswich Town Hall 
Design Update by Perkins Eastman & Birchwood Design Group 

During this portion of the meeting the design team presented and distributed an 11x17 summary 
sheet that summarized the add-reno option and 4 new-build options. The design team also 
showed slides that outlined the design options.  
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One add-reno option and 4 new-build options were reviewed and for each option the following 
elements were considered: site configuration, open space, traffic, parking, busing, pedestrian 
access, on-site circulation and queueing of cars and buses, drop-off & pick-up points, building 
orientation, daylight, building height, educational adjacencies & clusters, community use, access 
(including universal design), and locations of gym, cafeteria, kitchen, art, media center, and pre-
K. 4 new-build options were designated as W2A.1, W2A.2, W2A.3, and W2A.4. It was noted that 
the new-build option referred to as WA2.4 was developed to address concerns about the other 3 
new-build options, including moving the pre-K classrooms nearby the administration area and 
adjusting the locations of the art rooms and the media center. Mr. Bell noted that as design 
progresses into the Schematic Design phase, there will be more work done on the site, parking, 
and traffic. The Chairman noted that there will continue to be an evolution of the design and the 
selection of a preferred option tonight doesn’t preclude further design development.  

Building Committee’s Recommendation of Preferred Option and Authorization to Send PSR to 
the MSBA 

The add-reno option and the 4 new-build options were discussed by the committee. Mitchell Lowe 
made a motion to select W2A.4 as the preferred option and to submit the PSR to the MSBA on 
1/4/17; the motion was seconded by Robin Crosbie and the motion was unanimously approved 
by the Building Committee. 

Public Comments 

Throughout the meeting, citizens were invited to ask questions and provide comments and the 
design team and Committee members responded. One important concern expressed by 2 
community members involved parking and how the number of parking spaces detailed in the 
current state of the design is limited at new facility when compared to the combined number of 
spaces currently in place at the Doyon and Winthrop sites. Of particular concern are parent 
conferences and school events. Committee members indicated the expectation for visitor parking 
and the scheduling of events with consideration of parking. The Town Manager indicated that 
School Committee has made its decision (for a centrally located, walkable site) and tonight’s focus 
would be on the selection of a building option. Notwithstanding this, the architect and engineers 
will to continue to develop plans for parking. 

Another community member expressed concerns over the traffic on Central Street and questioned 
whether the number of walkers will increase. The Chairman indicated that traffic design is 
underway with further developments to be reported in January. Mr. Hopping mentioned ongoing 
work with programs such as Safe Routes to School and “walking school buses.” Another 
community member indicated that in his experience, the quality of a school is not correlated with 
the quantity of the parking. One other community member expressed concern over traffic 
accidents and her preference for driving students to school and watching them enter the building. 
A community member asked if underground parking has been considered; however, the 
Committee responded that it hadn’t been given a lot of consideration because of the cost. The 
Town Manager mentioned that the Town is studying parking and the configuration of Hammett 
Street.  

Carl Nylen, the Chair of the School Committee, indicated that the School Committee is aware of 
the challenges and that there are options for parking, including carefully selected on-street parking 
and remote lots. Also, the Winthrop site was selected because it is a walkable site and has 
potential for increasing the number of walkers. 

Parking and Site Plan 

Mitchell Lowe asked the School Committee and the School Department staff to indicate what they 
recommend for the number of parking spaces and to advise the SBC as to their plans for busing. 
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Mitchell Lowe further recommended consultation with the Planning Board and zoning authorities 
regarding parking and green space to assure that applicable regulations are followed. The Town 
Manger mentioned ongoing Planning Board work on a community development plan that includes 
a school at the Winthrop site with consideration of walking and biking to school and the plan will 
address any adjustments to zoning bylaws that might be necessary. 

Conclusion 

The presentation materials for each meeting, meeting minutes, and summary materials related to 
the Project are included within the PSR submittal and are available locally for public review at 
www.ipswichsbc.org and www.ipswichma.gov. 

To the best of my knowledge and belief, each of the meetings listed above complied with the 
requirements of the Open Meeting Law, M.G.L. c. 30A, §§ 18-25 and 940 CMR 29 et seq. 

If you have any questions or require any additional information, please contact Paul Queeney, 
Owner’s Project Manager, PMA Consultants at pqueeney@pmaconsultants.com and at 781-519-
1069. 

 

By signing this Local Action 
and Approval Certification, I 
hereby certify that, to the 
best of my knowledge and 
belief, the information 
supplied by the District in 
this Certification is true, 
complete, and accurate. 

 

______________________ 

By:  

Title: Chief Executive 
Officer  

Date: 

By signing this Local Action 
and Approval Certification, I 
hereby certify that, to the 
best of my knowledge and 
belief, the information 
supplied by the District in 
this Certification is true, 
complete, and accurate. 

 

______________________ 

By:  

Title: Superintendent of 
Schools 

Date: 

By signing this Local Action 
and Approval Certification, I 
hereby certify that, to the 
best of my knowledge and 
belief, the information 
supplied by the District in 
this Certification is true, 
complete, and accurate. 

 

______________________ 

By:  

Title: Chair of the School 
Committee 

Date: 
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Acronyms used within:
OPM: Owner’s Project Manager 
SBC: School Building Committee 
MSBA: Massachusetts School Building Authority 

Add-Reno: Addition and Renovation 
PSR: Preferred Schematic Report 
SD: Schematic Design

1. Call to Order       7:09 p.m. 
Attendees: Sheila Conley, Robin Crosbie, Joanne Cuff, Jonathan Elder, Barry Hopping, 
Mitchell Lowe, Nishan Mootafian, Kevin Murphy, Sarah Player, Steve Solomon, and Chub 
Whitten.  

Also Attending: Paul Queeney of PMA Consultants, Owner’s Project Manager. Robert 
Bell and Dan Colli of Perkins Eastman, Project Architect. Carl Nylen, Chair of the School 
Committee.  

Not Attending: Jeff Anderson, Dr. William Hart, Bill Hodge, Richard Howard, and Sheila 
McAdams. 

School Committee in Joint Session with the Building Committee. The members of the 
Building Committee who are also on the School Committee are Barry Hopping, Sarah 
Player, and Chub Whitten; and together with Mr. Nylen who is in attendance, they 
constitute a quorum of the School Committee, which is meeting in joint session with the 
Building Committee tonight. 

2. Review and Approval of 12/14/16 Meeting Minutes 

The School Building Committee (SBC) approved the minutes from the 12/14/16 SBC 
meeting, subject to minor adjustments to the text.  

3. Announcements  

The chairman invited the public to ask questions and make comments throughout the 
meeting and he indicated that further public involvement is encouraged at future meetings 
and throughout the Schematic Design (SD) phase. 

4. Discussion of 12/21/16 Tri-Board Meeting 

The Chairman mentioned the discussions of the school project at the Tri-Board’s 12/21/16 
meeting where the School Committee Chairman briefed the Tri-Board on the current 
status of the project and representatives from the architect, Perkins Eastman, and the 
architect’s traffic engineer, Vanasse, Hangen, Brustlin, Inc. (VHB), discussed the design 
alternatives and traffic and answered questions from the Tri-Board. 

5. Discussion of Warrant Article for 1/24/17 Special Town Meeting 

The Committee discussed a citizen petition for a non-binding education-related Article to 
be placed on the Warrant for the Special Town Meeting to be held on 1/24/17. The Article 
will recommend the School Committee and School Building Committee reconsider their 
decisions to construct a single Town-wide elementary school at the Winthrop site and 



School Building Committee 
Town Hall Room A, 25 Green Street 

December 29, 2016 – 7:00 p.m.  
 

2 
 

instead maintain the current two elementary school system using the Winthrop and Doyon 
sites. Committee members speculated on what might happen at the Town Meeting and 
how the Committee might discuss the project at the Special Town Meeting. The Town 
Manager suggested that project cost be presented at the Special Town Meeting. The 
Committee agreed to meet in advance of the Special Town Meeting to discuss the best 
approach for discussing the project at the Special Town Meeting. Mr. Nylen indicated that 
the School Committee will also discuss the Special Town Meeting at their 1/5/17 meeting 
and that the moderator of the Special Town Meeting would manage the discussions of 
the Article. The SBC will meet after the 1/5/17 SC meeting and before the Special Town 
meeting.     

6. Design Update by Perkins Eastman & Birchwood Design Group 

During this portion of the meeting, Robert Bell and Dan Colli of Perkins Eastman reviewed 
and discussed the developments in the design since the last Building Committee meeting. 
The design team presented and distributed an 11x17 summary sheet that summarized 
the add-reno option and 4 new-build options. The design team also showed slides that 
outlined the design options. The slides will be posted on the Committee’s web site 
(www.ipswichsbc.org).  

One add-reno option and 4 new-build options were reviewed and for each option the 
following elements were considered: site configuration, open space, traffic, parking, 
busing, pedestrian access, on-site circulation and queueing of cars and buses, drop-off 
& pick-up points, building orientation, daylight, building height, educational adjacencies & 
clusters, community use, access (including universal design), and locations of gym, 
cafeteria, kitchen, art, media center, and pre-K. 4 new-build options were designated as 
W2A.1, W2A.2, W2A.3, and W2A.4. It was noted that the new-build option referred to as 
WA2.4 was developed to address concerns about the other 3 new-build options, including 
moving the pre-K classrooms nearby the administration area and adjusting the locations 
of the art rooms and the media center. Mr. Bell noted that as design progresses into the 
Schematic Design phase, there will be more work done on the site, parking, and traffic. 
The Chairman noted that there will continue to be an evolution of the design and the 
selection of a preferred option tonight doesn’t preclude further design development.  

7. The School Committee’s Preferred Option 

The SBC meeting is a joint meeting with the School Committee and there was a quorum 
of School Committee members present. Chubb Whitten made a motion for the School 
Committee to recommend option W2A.4 to the Building Committee and Barry Hopping 
seconded the motion. The motion was unanimously approved by the 4 School Committee 
members present. 

 

 

http://www.ipswichsbc.org/
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8. Building Committee’s Recommendation of Preferred Option and 
Authorization to Send PSR to the MSBA 

The add-reno option and the 4 new-build options were discussed by the committee. 
Mitchell Lowe made a motion to select W2A.4 as the preferred option and to submit the 
PSR to the MSBA on 1/4/17; the motion was seconded by Robin Crosbie and the motion 
was unanimously approved by the Building Committee. 

 9. Public Comments 

Throughout the meeting, citizens were invited to ask questions and provide comments 
and the design team and Committee members responded. One important concern 
expressed by 2 community members involved parking and how the number of parking 
spaces detailed in the current state of the design is limited at new facility when compared 
to the combined number of spaces currently in place at the Doyon and Winthrop sites. Of 
particular concern are parent conferences and school events. Committee members 
indicated the expectation for visitor parking and the scheduling of events with 
consideration of parking. The Town Manager indicated that School Committee has made 
its decision (for a centrally located, walkable site) and tonight’s focus would be on the 
selection of a building option. Notwithstanding this, the architect and engineers will to 
continue to develop plans for parking. 

Another community member expressed concerns over the traffic on Central Street and 
questioned whether the number of walkers will increase. The Chairman indicated that 
traffic design is underway with further developments to be reported in January. Mr. 
Hopping mentioned ongoing work with programs such as Safe Routes to School and 
“walking school buses.” Another community member indicated that in his experience, the 
quality of a school is not correlated with the quantity of the parking. One other community 
member expressed concern over traffic accidents and her preference for driving students 
to school and watching them enter the building. A community member asked if 
underground parking has been considered; however, the Committee responded that it 
hadn’t been given a lot of consideration because of the cost. The Town Manager 
mentioned that the Town is studying parking and the configuration of Hammett Street.  

Carl Nylen, the Chair of the School Committee, indicated that the School Committee is 
aware of the challenges and that there are options for parking, including carefully selected 
on-street parking and remote lots. Also, the Winthrop site was selected because it is a 
walkable site and has potential for increasing the number of walkers. 

10. Approval of Bills  

Perkins Eastman Invoices for architectural services, #10 in the amount of $3,894.00 (for 
period ending 11/30/16) and #11 in the amount of $79,776.68 (for period ending 
12/31/16), were presented and unanimously approved by the Committee. 
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11. New Business 

Parking and site plan. Mitchell Lowe asked the School Committee and the School 
Department staff to indicate what they recommend for the number of parking spaces and 
to advise the SBC as to their plans for busing. Mitchell Lowe further recommended 
consultation with the Planning Board and zoning authorities regarding parking and green 
space to assure that applicable regulations are followed. The Town Manger mentioned 
ongoing Planning Board work on a community development plan that includes a school 
at the Winthrop site with consideration of walking and biking to school and the plan will 
address any adjustments to zoning bylaws that might be necessary. 

12. Next Meeting 
The next meeting of the School Building Committee remains to be determined but it will 
be held in advance of the 1/24/17 Special Town Meeting. 

13. Review and Approval of 12/29/16 Meeting Minutes 
At the end the meeting, the minutes of the meeting were distributed to the Committee for 
review. The Committee voted to approve the minutes and this action is certified on the 
following page. This action was taken to address the MSBA’s requirement that the 
delivery of the PSR include documentation of the preferred option and the authorization 
to submit the PSR to the MSBA. 

14. Adjournment 
The meeting adjourned at 8:55 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted,  
Paul Queeney 
PMA Consultants LLC 
Owner’s Project Manager 
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Response to Preliminary Design Program Review Comments 
July 14, 2015 
 
3.1   Preliminary Design Program 

3.1.1  Introduction 
 

• Updated Project Schedule – Provided. The District is targeting the November 11, 2016 MSBA 
Board of Directors meeting for Preferred Schematic approval; and the March 2017 MSBA 
Board of Directors meeting for Project Scope and Budget approval. Please incorporate 
twenty-one (21) days for the MSBA to review submittals, and fourteen (14) days for the 
District to respond to the MSBA's review comments into the Project Schedule. In the District's 
response to these comments, please provide a revised schedule with those revisions. 
 

o See Attached  
 

3.1.2 Educational Program  
 

• Teacher planning and professional development - The information provided does not 
describe current teacher planning spaces available. Please describe. Also, please provide 
specific examples of how Ipswich has invested in  professional development. 
 
Current facilities conditions, staffing and scheduling all impact teacher planning time and the 
space in which planning occurs. Every attempt is made to ensure the minimal contractual 
requirement of 150 minutes per week per teacher.  Because supervision of elementary students 
is a safety necessity, teacher planning time must occur when students are overseen by another 
adult. The most optimal way to schedule common planning time for classroom teachers is to 
schedule all grade level students in specialists at one time.  Optimally, this provides at least three 
common thirty-minute planning times per week for grade level teams. If scheduled in this manner, 
teachers are able to meet in an open classroom as students are located in specialists’ classroom 
such as the gym, music and art room.  Specialists meet collective only once per week, if the 
schedule allows. They meet in an open specialist’s space. 
 
Since some specialist staff are shared between schools in Ipswich, the optimal situation is 
frequently unachievable.  For some teams, even though contractual planning time is provided for 
each individual, these individual teachers are unable to meet with their peers.  Again, teachers 
are able to use their open classroom for planning if students are located with the specialist. 
 
With project-based and transdisciplary learning the goal, planning between and among general 
education teachers, specialists and support professionals is a key to success.  Due to the sheer 
number of teachers involved and the lack of internal supports to provide for this gathering size, 
meetings of this type (curriculum planning, data analysis, vertical teams) are often not part of the 
daily schedule. Substitutes are hired and, if possible, an off-site meeting place, is reserved. 
Meetings lasting longer than a specialists’ class and held onsite require closing the library and 

Perkins Eastman, DPC  Response to MSBA PDP Review Comments, Page 1 
 



Winthrop Elementary School, Ipswich MA 
MSBA Module 3 Feasibility Study – Preliminary Design Program 
 
 

canceling classes with the library media specialist or closing the teacher’s lunch room, forcing 
teachers to eat lunch in their classrooms. 
 
Collaborative planning also occurs with Special Education professionals. Required meetings with 
general education teachers not in co-teaching situations often occur in a corner of the library, an 
empty room, or the special education parent meeting area, provided no meetings are in session. 
To support a Special Education team meeting once a month, coverage is found within the 
building one hour prior to dismissal.  The meeting takes place in the parent meeting area.  Co-
teaching meetings occur before and after school, and during common lunch and planning times, 
often in their open classroom. 

Ipswich Public Schools had made a dedicated investment in professional development. This 
includes both school-based professional development opportunities for teachers, district-wide 
teacher leadership roles and also district-led professional development opportunities. Taken 
together, this plan of professional development provides both a district-wide aligned vision of 
teaching and learning and a school-specific opportunity for supporting teachers’ professional 
growth. 

Ipswich Public Schools funds three types of district-wide teacher leadership roles, each of which 
gives teachers compensated time to meet together outside of the classroom to engage in 
professional development work. These are the Compass Leader, PLC (Professional Learning 
Community) leader and Technology Specialist roles. Teachers in all three teacher leader roles 
engage in work-intensive “retreat” days as well as additional beyond-school time for professional 
development. 

The Compass Committee is a teacher leadership opportunity where teachers develop curriculum, 
implement it in their classrooms and share it in their schools. Major developments of the 
Compass Committee in the 2015-2016 school year involved continuing to implement a common 
Understanding by Design curriculum template, writing curriculum units featuring critical thinking 
and “thinking routines” and, also, bringing a curriculum validation protocol (which we call 
“Learning Cycles”) to schools. In Learning Cycles, teachers regularly meet in small groups to 
share their curriculum, using a variety of common protocol templates to give valuable feedback to 
colleagues’ curriculum. Learning Cycles were successfully piloted this year and culminated in 
cross-school curriculum sharing cycles and celebrations. 

The Professional Learning Community (or PLC) Committee provides an opportunity to teachers to 
receive training and support in effectively leading communities of their peers. Major developments 
of the PLC Committee in the 2015-2016 included practicing and implementing a variety of 
protocols, including looking at data, looking at student work and proposing solutions to dilemma 
protocols and practices. The PLC Committee also worked together to “tune” (give feedback to) a 
teacher-led model of PLC groups in which teachers would work together -- often cross-school and 
grade-grade -- around common topics of inquiry. This “teacher-led” PLC model will be piloted in 
the 2016-2017 school year. 

The Technology Specialist role compensates teachers for being trained in and implementing 
classroom support for the use of technology. Major developments of the Technology Specialist 
team in the 2015-2016 school year included weekly workshops for teachers in a wide variety of 
“apps” and technology tools, such as green screens. Additionally, the Technology Specialist 
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teachers were available at school-based levels to work one-on-one with teachers who might need 
support integrating technology into their classrooms. 

All faculty members participate in a district-wide PD day in the fall, during which the entire district 
meets together to work towards an identified element of our common district vision. In the fall of 
2015, for example, the district met in October to receive a common district text (Making Thinking 
Visible) and to work in cross-school small groups of teachers to learn about “thinking routines.” 
This year’s curriculum focus was on critical thinking, and teachers throughout the district wrote a 
unit featuring critical thinking that was recorded in the common Understanding by Design district 
template. The elementary school teachers wrote their critical thinking units in cross-school grade 
level teams. Due to space restrictions in our elementary schools, these meetings occurred off-
site. 

Lastly, Ipswich Public Schools hosts district-wide professional development each summer. In the 
summer of 2016, over 90 teachers will participate in these professional development 
opportunities. Available professional development includes an online course in writing TED Talks, 
an open-ended 21st Century curriculum writing course, a STEAM (Science, Technology, 
Engineering, Arts and Math) curriculum writing course and a Professional Learning Community 
training. Teachers work both independently as well as interdisciplinary and cross-grade in these 
professional development sessions. 

It should also be noted that Ipswich Public Schools invested in a district-level leadership role of 
Director of Teaching and Learning, starting in the 2015-2016 school year. The person in this role 
aligns teaching and learning across the district via facilitation of the teacher leadership 
opportunities and also through the development and presentation of district-wide professional 
development opportunities. 

• Administrative and academic organization/structure (e.g., academies, 
departments, houses, grade based cohorts, teams, room assignment policies 
etc. teams, etc.) - Not provided. Please provide a narrative in a revised 
Educational Program . 

 
The District will include in the revised Educational Program that will be provided 
with the Preferred Schematic Design Submission  

  
• Student Guidance and Support Services -Not provided.  Please provide a narrative 

as part of the Preferred Schematic Report. 
 

We will provide the following narrative as part of the preferred schematic report.  

We are fortunate to have a highly skilled school social worker in each of our elementary 
buildings.  The primary role of the social worker is to provide mental health and social 
pragmatics services to students, a tall order for over 400 students!  The caseload and, thus, 
the schedule of the social worker flexes based on the intensity of student needs.  Students 
are referred for services several ways.  First, through the child find process, mental health 
and/or social pragmatics needs may arise. The social worker is responsible for all 504 
documentation and leads all team meetings under these regulations.  If an individual 
education plan is required for identified areas of social/emotional weakness, goals and 

Perkins Eastman, DPC  Response to MSBA PDP Review Comments, Page 3 
 



Winthrop Elementary School, Ipswich MA 
MSBA Module 3 Feasibility Study – Preliminary Design Program 
 
 

services are written to include the social worker as a provider. Services related to social 
pragmatics may also be facilitated by the speech and language pathologist.   (See additional 
information on support services the section(s) entitled RTI, Class size Policies and Teaching 
Methods) 

Students may also be referred to for daily check-ins, weekly meetings and monitoring by the 
classroom teacher and/or a parent.  These sessions are meant to stabilize a child’s 
social/emotional response to concerns, anxiety or problems whether school or home-
based.  The intent of these services in a short-term support.  Should more intense services 
be required, the social worker consults with the parent, providing references and contacts for 
the most appropriate mental health services.  In times of extensive referrals, the school 
psychologist, on rare occasion, takes time out of her academic testing to provide support. 

Meeting with families to coach, guide and support them through challenges is also a 
component of the mental health team’s role.  The social worker facilitates coordination and 
reporting with outside agencies, the school and the family.  In times of family crisis or loss, 
the social worker, as part of the district’s mental health team, develops a community 
response and systems for support. 

As the “feelings teacher”, the social worker is also scheduled into classrooms to facilitate 
social/emotional growth.  From safety lessons for our youngest children to mindfulness 
practices in all classrooms, lessons are generally thirty minutes and structured in eight week 
cycles. The benefits of creating a respectful, empathetic culture while building relationships 
with families and students are clear, particular with regard to students actively seeking 
support when upset. 

• Teaching Methodology - This section is underdeveloped. Please provide  
narratives for  the items noted below that explains what activities are currently 
provided and the type of spaces needed in order to better provide for  delivery of 
the curriculum. In addition, please explain what these specific program areas 
require and what they might look like in a new or renovated facility. 

 
Ipswich Elementary Schools have, over many years, developed a culture of continuous 
improvement.  Teaching methods, student resources, curriculum and assessment are always 
under critical review with an eye to current best practice, research and evolving 
philosophy.  Evidence of this responsive culture can be seen in our project-based, global 
learning methods, Learning Cycles curriculum review process and our co-teaching 
model.  Our collaborative efforts are focused on expanded global, transdisciplinary learning.  

Transdisciplinary learning demands infusion of critical project-based learning components, 
such as student voice and choice, with 21st century skills, and a high level of transference.  In 
this innovative environment, students are active participants in creating new knowledge, 
designing unique solutions to complex real-world problems.  Students are producers, not 
consumers. “Unlike disciplinary-based learning, interdisciplinary learning and 
transdisciplinary learning offer multidimensional perspectives and methods through quality 
interactions between disciplines.” (Gibbons et al., 1994)* The following chart represents this 
interactivity between learning modes and student/teacher roles. 
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 (Park and Son, 2010)*     

To this end, the structure of describing the teaching methodologies for isolated disciplines is 
outdated, providing a weak, blurry picture when a more robust, filling response is more true 
to the instructional continuum.  The response, however, has been provided as prescribed. 

o Grouping Practices -Not provided.  Please describe in a revised 
Educational Program (the educational program notes accommodations 
for the  proposed co-teaching model; describe how the classrooms will 
provide adequate space for this  practice). 

 
Current trends in education, with access to available technologies, highlight the 
growing individualization of learning. With student interest as a driver, students 
are engaging in highly personalized learning.  From reading instruction to 
research, writing to scientific explorations, teachers use a variety of tools to 
create conditions of “just right” learning for each child.  While individualization 
is much more likely in today’s classrooms, schools remain our society’s social 
organization.  Collaborative learning completed in groups of varied make-up, is 
a persistent common element in all classrooms. 

In Ipswich Elementary School, personalized and small group instruction are the 
norm.  Through the use of a variety of assessments, student achievement is 
monitored with daily tailored instruction the result.  Groups are fluid, sometimes 
comprised of heterogeneous learning needs while, in the next moment, organized 
homogeneously. Since student need is the filter for group formation, groups can 
range in size, most commonly comprised of three to six students. These small 
groups meet in a variety of spaces, many times based on availability. These 
spaces include, but are not limited to, a section of the classroom, some portion 
of a hallway, the library, any open classroom or one of two “learning labs”, a 
classroom specifically designated for special education pull out services. 
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In co-teaching classrooms, general education and special education teachers 
occupy one classroom with their students.  Areas on the floor, in corners of the 
classroom or groups of clustered desks and/or tables serve as meeting 
places.  Distractions are plentiful.  For the most effective instruction with 
minimal transitions, future facilities should possess flexible small group work 
spaces close to the clustered cohort.  These spaces should include more 
classroom space, properly allowing for simultaneous small group instruction by 
two professionals as well as adequate professional work space. Fewer spaces 
would be required for special education pull out services using this model, 
allowing for more square footage to be designated to classrooms. 

o Tiered Instruction -Not provided.  Please describe in a revised 
Educational Program (if applicable, if not, indicate as such). 

 
Students struggling to acquire skills at a pace consistent with their peers are 
recommended for Tier II services through an established process.  Qualified 
students may receive remedial reading, writing and/or math instruction within 
the confines of the day, often in small, homogeneous groupings.  At times, before 
school, after school or vacation week support is also offered.  As a targeted Title 
I school, Winthrop School’s remediation services are associated with targeted 
assistance grade levels (grade K-2 for reading; Grs 2-4 for math) and must 
occur outside of the classroom’s scheduled reading/math explicit instruction 
time period. Reading and math remediation for grade levels outside those 
targeted by Title I are delivered in a much more flexible manner, at times 
removing the student during a portion of an established lesson time. At Paul F. 
Doyon, while not tied to Title I funding, reading and math remedial services are 
identified and delivered in a similar manner.  

Remedial instruction by math and reading specialists is the most restrictive of 
general services due to the fact that a limited number of these professionals 
service all grade levels. Reading remediation, particularly in the early grades, 
requires small group instruction outside of the classroom.  Currently, this 
instruction takes place in a room off from the library, a classroom or a 
hallway.  The lack of consistency in location restricts quick access to 
appropriate instructional reading materials and student tools. It is recommended 
that reading instruction occurs in an established location in any new or 
renovated building.  Remedial math instruction suffers the same challenges 
although, more often, support occurs within the classroom or in the immediate 
hallway area.   

Since both math and reading specialists also serve as impromptu instructional 
coaches for their peers, access to a collection of instructional materials is 
important, not only to their teaching effectiveness, but also to their ability to 

Perkins Eastman, DPC  Response to MSBA PDP Review Comments, Page 6 
 



Winthrop Elementary School, Ipswich MA 
MSBA Module 3 Feasibility Study – Preliminary Design Program 
 
 

remain responsive in their support of their peers.  Working spaces for these 
professionals would be best served if allowing for a large variety of instructional 
materials from which other teachers can borrow and explore. 

For students who require more explicit instruction for an identified learning 
disability, special education services are provided in a variety of ways. As 
inclusive schools, all our children experience the majority of their day in a 
general education classroom, including students who require alternative 
assessments for state testing.  Co-taught general education classrooms are found 
in many grade levels.  There designation is dictated by student need in any given 
grade level cohort.  Pull out services are provided for identified students, taking 
the place of explicit classroom instruction with regard to established identified 
student learning goals or, in the case of identified therapy needs, scheduled with 
consideration of the child’s overall learning and the therapist’s scheduled work 
day/hours. Services are delivered individually or in small groups in locations 
outside the classroom.   

For academic special education services, two classrooms currently exist in 
which this instruction may occur, although up to six small groups may be forced 
to share the same space at one time.  For therapies such as occupational and 
physical therapy, a co-taught method may be employed with service delivery a 
component of the physical education or visual arts classroom. In most cases, 
therapies must occur in specialized settings equipped with specialized student 
materials.  

As is true of any pull out service, transition time disrupts, not only a child’s 
productivity, but creates gaps in scheduling efficiency for staff.  To make 
efficient pull out spaces, location to the general education classroom must be 
considered as should privacy and access to instructional resources/materials. 

 
o English Language Arts/Literacy -Not provided.  Please describe in a 

revised Educational Program. 
 

The pervasiveness of required English Language Arts/Literacy instruction can be 
seen in the Massachusetts State Frameworks, incorporating the Common Core 
State Standards. 

“The standards in this Framework set requirements not only for English 
language arts (ELA) but also for literacy in history/social studies, science, and 
technical subjects. Just as students must learn to read, write, speak, listen, and 
use language effectively in a variety of content areas, so too must the standards 
specify the literacy skills and understandings required for college and career 
readiness in multiple disciplines.” (Massachusetts Frameworks for ELA and 
Literacy, 2011) 
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In keeping with transdisciplinary instruction, the state Frameworks expect students 
to, not only acquire skills and knowledge, but to actively employ these skills in 
meaningful ways throughout their studies.   

In the Ipswich Elementary Schools the Readers’ and Writers’ Workshop model is 
employed.  This model incorporates student-driven interest, creativity and choice 
with tailored small group instruction and application across inquiry studies, projects 
and disciplines.  While a guideline of one to two hours is suggested for active 
exploration, practice and use of reading, writing, speaking and listening skills each 
day, instruction and use of these learning objectives occurs throughout the day. 
This philosophy of extensive use is in keeping with the stated ELA Guiding 
Principles. (i.e. Guiding Principle 8: An effective English language arts and literacy 
curriculum builds on the language, experiences, knowledge, and interests that 
students bring to school.) 

o Mathematics -Not provided.  Please describe in a revised Educational 
Program. 
 

As is the case with ELA, mathematics instruction is delivered through a workshop 
model.  Small group, tailored instruction is comprised of a mini-lesson, guided 
practice and application, often in the form of transdisciplinary projects based on 
real world problem solving.  Whether measuring elements of an engineering design 
to explore patterns in butterfly larva hatchings, students explore, create models, 
problem solve, and reason as they deepen their understanding of mathematics.  A 
guideline of one hour a day is suggested for explicit math instruction, practice and 
exploration but, as stated, application may occur within many projects, creations 
and situations. 

o Science - Not provided. Please describe in a revised Educational 
Program. 
 

Science, technology, engineering, arts and humanity, and mathematics all come to 
life in our science instruction.  Schedules support project-based learning/inquiry 
blocks throughout the week. Science is often at the heart of our transdisciplinary, 
project based instruction.  While exploring the energy cycle in local vernal pools, a 
fifth grader may plot the vernal pool closest to her home, estimate the volume of 
water the pool holds over the course of the year, investigate and classify the flora 
and fauna in the pool, research the historical use of the land surrounding the pool 
and design a bridge and a local public relations campaign to help reptiles cross the 
road closest to the chosen site. Her advocacy is informed by local and national 
organizations, her visual arts classrooms instruction, and experts interested in 
preserving the wildlife found in this elusive pools.  Within this robust area of study 
lie, not only the scientific guiding principles and every discipline, but the heart of a 
student’s interest and inquiry. Science instruction consists of carefully selected 
exposure to information and consistent guidance punctuated by 
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questions.  Collaborative group projects ensure extensive practice in 21st century 
habits and skills.  

 
 

o Social Studies - Not provided. Please describe in a revised Educational 
Program. 

 
As is the case with Science, the instructional approach to Social Studies is a 
project-based, critical thinking one.  Instruction mirrors that of Science with project 
blocks and transdisciplinary learning forming the vehicle for transference and 
application.  Like the example given for Science, at times it is hard to distinguish 
where one discipline begins and another ends. Collaborative group investigations, 
activities and readings are all designed to foster curiosity, probe different points of 
view and consider a variety of information sources. Small group and individualized 
instruction support and inform student engagement. 
 

o World Languages - Not provided. Please describe in a revised 
Educational Program. 

 
Currently, no World Languages are introduced at the elementary level in Ipswich 
Public Schools.  Underway, however, is an examination of how to incorporate 
culture studies into our curriculum as a component of global citizenship awareness.  
 

o Academic support programming spaces -Please describe the current 
spaces offered in the existing building. 
 

For academic special education services, two classrooms currently exist in which 
pull out instruction may occur, although up to six small groups may be forced to 
share the same space at one time.  The classrooms are called learning labs and are 
also used for students receiving speech and ABA services.  The lack of closed 
spaces in this area and heavy use can make hearing extremely challenging for 
students with hearing disabilities. In addition to the learning lab, special education 
services may take place in a section of the classroom (this is particularly true in co-
taught classrooms), some portion of a hallway, the library; or any open classroom. 
For therapies such as occupational and physical therapy, a co-taught method may 
be employed with service delivery a component of the physical education or visual 
arts classroom. In most cases, therapies must occur in specialized settings 
equipped with specialized student materials. Currently, both OT and PT services 
take place in the same small room which also serves as a sensory room for students 
with this need. Heavy use leaves little room for privacy and focusing challenges, 
even for the staff. 
 
Reading remediation, particularly in the early grades, requires small group 
instruction outside of the classroom.  Currently, this instruction takes place in a room 
off from the library, a classroom or a hallway.  The lack of consistency in location 
restricts quick access to appropriate instructional reading materials and student 
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materials. It is recommended that reading instruction occurs in an established 
location in any new or renovated building.  Remedial math instruction suffers the 
same challenges although, more often, support occurs within the classroom or in the 
immediate hallway area.   

 
 
 

o Vocations/Technology -Not provided.  Please describe in a revised 
Educational Program (if applicable, if not, indicate as such). 

 
Instruction in the use of technology occurs at the point of use and is embedded in 
purpose and student need. While a more structured typing program is taught to 
fourth grade students and practiced again in fifth grade, the majority of student 
technology instruction is embedded within use.  For example, prior to researching 
famous Americans as part of an ELA/history/visual arts/drama exploration, the 
library media specialist will give explicit instruction to students on how to access an 
age-appropriate database, introducing one source of information. 

o Media Center Library Programming -Not provided.  Please describe in a 
revised Educational Program. 

 
The 2015-2016 school year was the first in which our elementary schools were 
staffed by library media specialists in over seven years. The use of the library 
media specialist differed in each elementary building, scheduled to fit the needs of 
the students and staff.  These two different scheduling methods are the “hot 
debate” in the world of library media specialists as to which is the most effective 
with regard to meeting the needs of a learning community. 

At Doyon School, the library media specialist was used as part of the specialist 
rotation, providing much needed team meeting time for classrooms/grade 
levels.  Each week, the library media specialist taught explicit lessons in accessing 
resources and information using both print and electronic resources.  Her 
instruction supported grade level curriculum with the timely introduction of 
technology tools, stories and skills. All classrooms were scheduled for instruction 
with the library media specialist at least once a week.  

At Winthrop School, the library media specialist’s schedule developed based on 
needs of grade levels and classrooms.  For several months, she facilitated a book 
club in one grade while helping teach, record and edit green screen productions as 
a means to share information about planets in a different grade level.  In other 
months, the library media specialist taught questioning techniques, research skills 
and how to critically analyze websites for bias to both teachers and students.   

Both schools were pleased with the models employed indicating that different 
needs may have existed, and were met, by these variations.  As we move to a new 
or renovated facility, it is clear that the role of the library media specialist is limited 
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only by scheduling, the facility and our imagination.  Makerspaces and Learning 
Commons are areas awaiting our exploration. 

o Health and Physical Education - Not provided.  Please describe in a 
revised Educational Program. 

Currently, limited and undersized gymnasium space requires the use of the less-than-safe 
cafeteria space, adjacent to the gymnasium, in order to accommodate multiple class 
instruction.  Outdoor use of both open space and the newly-constructed playground at Winthrop 
assist in ensuring that gross motor and cardio opportunities are integrated into daily 
instruction.  Storage space limitations and available space, not contingent on lunch schedules 
and other times when the cafeteria is occupied for a variety of reasons, must be addressed if 
programming is to be expanded to meet current expectations of health, wellness, and physical 
conditioning for lifetime fitness. 
 
The instructional methods in physical education class have developed from a more games-
based approach to one in which skills and life-long fitness is highlighted.  In a forty-five minute 
class, students often start class with some form of aerobic warm-up activity such as tag or 
moving in patterns about the defined space.  Explicit instruction on a particular skill such as 
catching and throwing is followed by practice, offered at different challenge levels through the 
use of a variety of materials.  A cooperative learning game, one that often requires some 
consideration of strategy and employs skills that have been taught, is played.  Reflection on 
teamwork, healthy eating and measuring heart rates round out the class.  Physical education 
classes occur twice per week for all classrooms, not including any scheduled recess time.  

• Educational Technology instruction policies and program requirements (labs, 
in- classroom, media center, required infrastructure, etc.) - Please specifically 
describe how the District has updated technology systems as referenced 
within. Please note that MSBA suggests (but does not require) providing FM 
systems in each classroom for hearing impaired accessibility, as well as general 
use throughout educational spaces within the proposed project. 
 
Ipswich Public Schools continues to invest in and integrate updated technology 
systems. Within the past five years, IPS has invested a considerable amount of 
funds and time into this technology updating and integration, the goal of which is 
to bring cutting-edge technology to every classroom in the district. The district 
embarked on a comprehensive technology improvement plan which transformed 
the school’s technology services. This plan included six core areas of technology, 
all needing improvement: infrastructure, account and file management, 
information services, technology support, applications and user equipment. 
Additionally, the district sought to effectively increase the professional 
development for classroom integrated technology. This included focused 
individual training, after-school workshops, vendor-sponsored workshops, 
scheduled professional training, weekend technology integration courses and a 
technology tip blog for teachers.  

Towards this end, Ipswich Public Schools brought together a Technology Team in 
2013. This team included teachers, administrators and community members to 
research the steps necessary to bring a vision of technology integration to fruition. 

Perkins Eastman, DPC  Response to MSBA PDP Review Comments, Page 11 
 



Winthrop Elementary School, Ipswich MA 
MSBA Module 3 Feasibility Study – Preliminary Design Program 
 
 

The team reviewed best practices in technology integration and made 
recommendations as to the infrastructure enhancements that would best built the 
foundation needed to fully integrate technology into learning and teaching district-
wide. 

During the committee’s review of the existing state of technology in IPS, it was 
determined that three components (servers, cabling/network equipment 
infrastructure and classroom devices such as laptops and smartboards) needed 
updating. The committee recommended the upgrading and replacing of network 
equipment, cabling and servers as a starting point. This included providing 
network equipment to replace obsolete (then) thirteen-year-old equipment, 
proving network equipment to connect the school to the town fiber MAN and 
providing wireless access in each building. 

In the years following, schools were equipped with the hardware needed to best 
support 21st Century learning and teaching. This included: installing projectors; 
supplying teachers and administrators with laptops; providing laptops, tablets and 
charging carts for students; replacing desktop and lab computers; installing prints 
and attaining software site licenses. 

In more recent years, investing and integrating of technology has evolved to 
include providing teachers and students with modern, functioning hardware and 
software to harness the power of 21st Century tools and to provide students with 
a 21st Century curriculum. In this, IPS continues to invest in technology tools 
while supporting teachers in using their tools to enhance teaching and learning in 
the district. Specific hardware associate with this learning includes interactive 
projectors, iPads, Chromebooks, laptops, printers, document cameras and 
wireless digital pens. The development and integration of school-based 
Technology Specialist teacher leader roles, facilitated by the district’s Director of 
Technology Integration, serves as an avenue for teachers to gain support in 
integrating these new tools.  

Over the past four years, several teachers in one of our elementary buildings 
have written grants to acquire FM systems for classrooms, particularly those in 
which students with hearing loss were placed for the school year.  These grants 
range from local business grants to innovation grants offered by the school 
district.  Currently, in one school, one classroom at each grade level,K-3, and the 
general music classroom are equipped with an FM system.  Distribution is more 
random at the second elementary school. The research is quite clear that these 
systems help all students focus on the speaker and, with speaking and listening 
skills at the forefront of collaboration and community, it is our hope that any new 
or renovated facility will possess this systems in all learning spaces.  

• Lunch programs (number of servings, district kitchen, full service kitchens, warming 
kitchens, etc.) - The MSBA guidelines are based on two lunch-seating’s. Please indicate 
how many lunch seating’s the District proposes to have moving  forward and explain the 
District's rationale for the proposed number of seating’s, how long will lunch be  provided 
and describe how it is coordinated into the overall schedule. 
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A new or renovated facility will greatly enhance our ability to more efficiently provide lunch to a 
greater number of students in a shorter scheduled time period.  Currently, lunch times come 
close, or just barely meet the minimum number of minutes required for student lunch 
time.  These restrictions in time are a direct result of undersized and multi-use cafeteria 
spaces. At this time, lunches begin at 11:15 and end at 1:15.  No time is factored in for the 
transition from recess to seated eating or exiting the cafeteria.  One of the most frequent 
parent and student complaint is how rushed students feel at lunch time. During this time 
period, specialists are unable to use the cafeteria as a teaching space, creating scheduling 
challenges. 

A new or renovated facility that appropriately and safely seats half of the student body at one 
time would allow more time available for students to eat their lunch at each seating and reduce 
the limitations on the cafeteria as a teaching space.  Lunches would be scheduled for forty-five 
minutes.  Two grade levels would begin the lunch session with fifteen minutes for recess prior 
to lunch, five minutes for transitioning to lunch, twenty minutes to eat with peers, and five 
minutes to transition out of the lunchroom.  One grade level would begin by transitioning 
directly to lunch and follow eating with a fifteen minute recess.  This structure would moderate 
the number of students on the playground at one time. Two such blocks would fit naturally into 
a daily schedule already comprised of forty-five minute blocks.  Since specialists, like all 
professional staff, require a lunch time and a planning time, the two forty-five minute lunch 
blocks offer the perfect time to fulfill the specialists’ needs without jeopardizing student 
instructional time in specialist classes.  

• Security and visual access requirements - The submittal indicates that a security consultant 
firm will be conducting interviews with the IT Department as well as Ipswich Police 
Department. Please confirm that all  first-responding emergency representatives will be 
consulted in the  planning process and associated requirements will be incorporated into 
the Preferred Schematic Report. 
 
(PE) Confirmed, both the Police and Fire departments have been an engaged in the process 
thus far in order to develop the site program requirements as well as understand some of the 
potential constraints and issues that may be present at alternate sites under consideration.  

 
• Functional and spatial relationships - The information provided indicates that the desired 

school would be scaled and comfortably sized for the neighborhood with a clear main entry. 
The information also states that the media center should be centrally located and that the 
cafeteria should have direct visible access to the outdoors. Please indicate how this 
information will be further incorporated in the subsequent phases of the feasibility study. 
Also, provide additional description of the concept of the outdoor classroom, the desire to 
have doors to the outside in each classroom and outdoor classroom space/storage. 
Describe any security concerns regarding exterior doors in all classrooms. 

 
The plan options are being developed and assessed in-part by their ability to provide semi-direct 
and convenient access to outdoor play. The plans will be developed to show glass window/walls, 
doorways and direct corridor connections to play space, including enlarged vestibule space that 
can function as secure access point and mud-room zone that may include coat hooks, boot trays 
and small storage space. 
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Outdoor Classrooms are proposed to best support the elementary schools’ sustainable learning 
program and help achieve one of several priority design goals* in making good outdoor 
connections and promote stewardship. The outdoor classrooms are intended to be a series of 
spaces for classroom gathering, experimenting and quiet/contemplation. They will be planned for 
raised garden beds, composting, rainwater collection, rain-chains, bio-swales, sundials, 
anemometer and time lapse photography, butterfly bushes, bird houses, feeders, rotting logs and 
other natural learning elements. 

• Other comment(s) - Describe the decision to  provide (or not provide) toilet rooms and 
sinks in classrooms, how many and in which grades. 
 
All (6) Pre-K and (6) Kindergarten rooms will have single user toilet rooms within their 1200sf 
room area as required by building code and age-level logistics. All (30) general academic 
classrooms are intended to have sinks within each room to best support project based activities, 
particularly related to sustainability and STEAM experiences.  The sinks will not only benefit 
clean-up, but also offer a much needed water source with potential bubbler or bottle filler 
integrated for active children.  

3.1.3 Initial Space Summary – 
 

• Core Academic Spaces – Provide Scheduling information specific to these spaces  

The existing and academic schedule for Winthrop is included as an attachment, along with the 
proposed for a new, combined school. In both cases, the overall cycle and frequency each grade 
takes specials (Arts, Music, PE & Library) remains the same. In simple terms; there are 33 
possible time slots (periods) for each grade to have core academics and specials. This is the 
result of 5 days x 7 periods/day (excluding lunch) and early release Thursday.  

 
• Health & Physical Education - The overall proposed square footage for this category exceeds 

the MSBA guidelines. The MSBA expects this square footage to align with the MSBA guidelines 
in subsequent submittals. 

Ipswich currently schedules every grade (PreK-5) for PE twice per week and wishes to maintain 
this time on learning. With 6 classes (sections) per grade K-5 and 2 F.T.E. Pre-K, the school must 
accommodate 76 PE classes per week. Logistically, with 33 periods available (28 if common 
planning time is afforded among specials, as desired); the results is 3 PE stations at 77% 
utilization (90% with common planning factored in). 

Respectfully, the District asks that the MSBA reconsider this need, and/or advise on alternative 
means to maintain these educational program objectives. 
 

• Medical - The proposed spaces aligns with the MSBA guidelines. Any proposed 
additional toilet rooms beyond the allowable number of spaces in the MSBA guidelines 
should be incorporated into the building gross square footage. 

Additional toilet rooms, if deemed necessary or desirable, beyond those identified in the 
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MSBA guidelines will be added within the net to gross square footage margin. 

 
• Administration & Guidance – The  proposed spaces is below the MSBA guidelines. 

Please verify that the proposed square footage is sufficient to deliver the District's 
programmatic needs in the Preferred Schematic Report. 

The projected Administration & Guidance needs for a combined elementary school of 775 
students was determined among the Educational Leadership Team and most directly, in 
collaboration with both ES Principals. The primary discrepancy is not needing Guidance 
Office/Storage space, since support services run through the Social Worker and are assisted 
by Speech and Language specialists. 

 
 
3.1.4 Evaluation of Existing Conditions 
 

• Confirmation of legal title to the property -Provided in Appendix F for the existing Winthrop 
Elementary School site. However, for the subsequent Preferred Schematic submittal, 
confirmation should be provided for the site selected. 
 
The Team and Town will provide detailed information regarding the site that is ultimately selected 
for the project. 

 
• Determination that the property is available for development -Please provide additional 

information regarding the District's process  to secure ownership and control  for  the Bialek 
Park site, which is being considered in the final  evaluation of alternatives as part the 
Preferred Schematic Report. 

 
Please find attached memo from Ipswich Town Council detailing the process for the Bialek Park 
site as well as their determination of the applicability of Article 97. 

 
• Existing historically significant features and any related effect on the project design and/or 

schedule -Please include in the schedule submitted with the Preferred Schematic Report, the 
timeline associated with filing  with the Massachusetts Historical  Commission ("MHC '') and 
obtaining MHC approval prior  to construction bids. The District should keep the MSBA 
informed of any decisions and/or proposed actions and should confirm that the proposed 
project is in conformance with Massachusetts General Law 950, CRM 71.00. 
 
If MHC determination is applicable to the site ultimately selected for the project, submission will 
be made and the timeline will be incorporated into the project schedule.  

 
• Determination of any development restrictions that may apply - The submittal notes that the 

6.8 acre site is shared with the town's fire station. The submittal also notes that an elaborate 
play structure exists behind the Winthrop School which was a community  funded project.  
Please describe how these may impact any further potential site development. 
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The Fire Station is an historic structure and is important to the community as a building, aside 
from its current use, it is our understanding that the building will remain as either a fire station or a 
re-programmed building in the future; all current planning diagrams have respected the building 
and its lot and will continue to do so.  The play structure at the rear of the existing school had thus 
far been maintained in planning diagrams, however, if a diagram presents itself that sacrifices the 
play area for a functional school on the Winthrop site it is our opinion that the town would accept 
that without any issue.  

 
• Preliminary evaluation of significant structural, environmental, geotechnical, or other 

physical conditions that may impact the cost and evaluations of alternatives - As noted in 
the submittal Girard and Company, LLP has conducted the structural conditions assessment 
and found it to be structurally sound and serviceable. Also, recommendations for further 
site investigation is suggested based on the initial findings of the report provided. Submittal 
states that once the site is selected in PSR the Owner should engage the geo-technical 
engineer to  perform a number of additional borings. Please incorporate this work into the 
project schedule. 

Noted, it is PE’s practice to request that communities engage further geo-technical services 
once a final Site / Building location is selected. 

 
• Environmental site assessments minimally consisting of a Phase I: Initial Site Investigation 

performed by a licensed site professional – As indicated in the submission, CDW Consultants, 
Inc. conducted an investigation of the Winthrop Elementary School and found that no HRECs 
or CRECs were identified during the assessment . RE Cs were identified and they was potential  
contamination  from  the former  10,000 gallon fuel  oil underground storage tank, unknown 
incinerator as burial site, asbestos in the soil within the building crawlspace, asbestos and 
possible PCBs in building material and urban fill  as a result of demolition activities for  the 
previous Manning School. Please note that work associated with the removal of fuel storage 
tanks and contaminated soil will be considered ineligible for reimbursement .  
 
Noted, any removals required at the selected site that are deemed non-reimbursable by the 
MSBA will be budgeted as such. 

 
3.1.5 Site Development Requirements  
 

• Existing site plan(s) - Not provided.  In the following submittal, please provide a site plan /or 
the selected site, and include the following features: 

o Structures and fences 
o Site access and circulation 
o Parking and paving 
o Code requirements 
o Zoning setbacks and limitations 
o Accessibility  requirements 
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o Easements 
o Wetlands and/or  flood  restrictions 
o Emergency vehicle access 
o Safety and security requirements 
o Utilities 
o Athletic field and outdoor educational spaces 
o Site orientation and other location considerations 

 
See Attached  

 
 
3.1.6 Preliminary Evaluation of Alternatives  
 

• Note that, due to the District's decision to limit further analysis to a single K-5 I 775 student 
enrollment project, the three options shown above will require redistricting and 
consolidation of ES students within the District. Regardless of which of the 3 options above 
is selected, the District intends to close the Doyon School, and, depending on the site 
selection, it may close both the Doyon and Winthrop schools. In the subsequent Preferred 
Schematic Report ("PSR "); the District and design team must provide an update to the 
MSBA regarding the future use and/or proposed closings of these facilities and sites, and 
provide a draft plan including a timeline describing local actions and steps required 
regarding any proposed redistricting. In addition, explain how the addition of PK students to 
the District's grade configuration options impact the District's analysis. 
 
Will be provided as part of the PSR as requested  

 
• Through course visioning and community engagement, the school committee selected the K-5, 

775 enrollment as the best grade configuration for the District’s educational needs.  In the 
district’s response to these review comments, please clarify the advantages and 
disadvantages of each of the 4 grade configurations listed in the study enrollment 
certification, and describe the basis of the decision to limit further analysis to the K-5 / 775 
enrollment.   

 
The evaluation of grade configuration options was a central concern at the outset of the project 
and became the focal point among the Schools, Committees and Community and throughout 
the series of public forums. Multiple School Committee, Building Committee, Town Board 
(Board of Selectman, Finance Committee), Educational Leadership Team, Parent, Teacher 
and Community Meetings were utilized to discuss the relative advantages and disadvantages 
of each configuration specific to Ipswich’s goals, and were iteratively refined in the 
Considerations/Implications Matrix of School Configurations (see attached). 

In all configurations, PreK was to be located with the new or renovated Winthrop School to 
ensure appropriately sized space, proper circulation and access control and to remain with the 
elementary school facility nearest to the center of town (in all cases Winthrop, even if on 
remote site). 

The process of evaluating the configurations also involved research and surveys, including 
reference to studies on school size and configuration, review of comparable MSBA projects, 
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parent and teacher surveys and on-line questionnaires (excerpts attached). The dialogue was 
further informed through the series of test-fit studies on each site. The test-fits showed that the 
range of configurations could be accommodated physically on each site, but with varying 
degrees of compromise, including whether forcibly requiring 3-story construction, limiting 
comparable parking and play space, access to utilities, environmental issues, merits of 
location and walkability, perceived access/traffic concerns and relative cost ranges. 
 
The advantages and disadvantages were described as implications and viewed holistically, 
with consideration to the impact on PreK and the school(s) or site(s) that would be left behind 
(outside of the MSBA project). Below is a summary of the implications for each configuration: 

(2) K-5 Schools – Winthrop at 420 students + PreK, Doyon at 355 students 

This configuration would continue the District’s current structure, but shifts more students to 
the new or renovated Winthrop School, off-loading Doyon by approximately 50 students and 
alleviating some of the overcrowding that restricts program needs. The Doyon School, 
however, would not be equitable to Winthrop in terms of size of spaces, the layout and 
adjacencies to match educational objectives and the quality of environment, including lighting, 
acoustics, thermal comfort and technology integration. 

Approximately 54% of the elementary population would take advantage of the new facilities 
having high quality, appropriately sized spaces designed for the educational objectives, 
including universal access, student support/co-teaching, flexibility, collaboration, sustainable 
learning and safety/security. There were concerns for the 46% of students to remain at Doyon 
year after year, and likely for their entire elementary experience waiting for a second major 
capital school project to be accepted and funded in Town. Parent community surveys revealed 
a strong preference for equity of access to a new school facility for all students in town, further 
diminishing the attractiveness of maintaining the current two-school configuration. 

Preliminary cost models showed that Doyon improvements beyond $744k would trigger 
accessibility and seismic upgrades, putting the project in the $15m range for repairs only, 
$20m for repairs and program equity with a new or renovated Winthrop and $49m for new.  

The (2) K-5 configuration provides a long grade-span that helps foster continuity and 
relationships among teachers, students and parents, while minimizing the number of 
transitions students would experience moving through the system. This 2 school K-5 model 
also inherently creates a small school experience/culture and community and maintains both 
the experience of siblings being together and inter-grade mentoring and partnerships.  

This configuration would likely result in the continuation of the Flex-Zone (or the development 
of a new school assignment/districting model) to maintain even school and class sizes and is 
more prone to different demographics, school cultures, program inequities, increased 
transportation (bus) costs, and require shared or split resources. 

Among the other Community and Financial considerations were the recognition that this 
configuration would cost less now, but more in the long run. The town culture would likely 
experience minimal change as a result of the project, but likewise, community use and 
opportunities would be minimally enhanced. 

K-2/3-5 Schools – Winthrop K-2 at 355 Students + PreK, Doyon 3-5 at 420 

This configuration would split the District’s current structure by grade level rather than 
neighborhood, but shifts more students to the Doyon site which is contrary to the objective of 
addressing overcrowding at both schools immediately. The Doyon School, with more students 
would also not be equitable to Winthrop in terms of size of spaces, the layout and adjacencies 
to match educational objectives and the quality of environment. 
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Approximately 46% of the elementary population would take advantage of the new facilities 
having high quality, appropriately sized spaces designed for the educational objectives, 
including universal access, student support/co-teaching, flexibility, collaboration, sustainable 
learning and safety/security. There were concerns that all students (54% at a time) would be in 
sub-par facilities until another major capital school project would be accepted and funded in 
Town and improvements would remain capped so as not to trigger tens of millions. 

The K-2 configuration shortens the grade-span that otherwise helps foster continuity and 
relationships among teachers, students and parents, and introduces another transition into the 
students’ experience moving through the system. This model would create a small school by 
size, but there were concerns that experience/culture would be challenged by the shorter 
grade span and siblings (and parents) potentially being split between schools.  

This configuration would eliminate the need for the flex-zone, create more consistent 
demographics and focus more grade-specific support and grade level program consistency in 
each school but also fractures the mentoring off oldest to youngest students. 

Among the other Community and Financial considerations were the recognition that this 
configuration would cost the least now, but the most in the long run. The town culture would 
likely not be enhanced and create minimal community use opportunities and could cause more 
cross-town traffic. 

K-3/4-5 Schools – Winthrop K-3 at 490 Students + PreK, Doyon 4-5 at 285 Students 

Similar to the K-2/3-5 configuration, this model would split the District’s current structure by 
grade level rather than neighborhood. In this case, it shifts more students to the new or 
renovated Winthrop School, off-loading Doyon by approximately 120 students and alleviating 
some of the overcrowding that restricts program needs. The Doyon School would not be 
equitable to Winthrop in terms of size of individual spaces, but would have extra space overall. 
The layout and adjacencies would also not match educational objectives and the quality of the 
Winthrop environment. 

Approximately 63% of the elementary population would take advantage of the new facilities 
having high quality, appropriately sized spaces designed for the educational objectives, 
including universal access, student support/co-teaching, flexibility, collaboration, sustainable 
learning and safety/security. There were concerns that all students (37% at a time) would be in 
sub-par facilities until another major capital school project would be accepted and funded in 
Town and improvements would remain capped so as not to trigger tens of millions. 

As noted above, the split grade-level configuration shortens the span that otherwise helps 
foster continuity and relationships among teachers, students and parents, and introduces 
another transition into the students’ experience moving through the system. This model would 
create a small school by size, but there were concerns that experience/culture would be 
challenged by the shorter grade span and siblings (and parents) potentially being split 
between schools.  

This configuration would eliminate the need for the flex-zone, create more consistent 
demographics and focus more grade-specific support and grade level program consistency in 
each school but also fractures the mentoring off oldest to youngest students. 

Among the other Community and Financial considerations were the recognition that this 
configuration would cost the less now, but the more in the long run. The town culture would 
likely not be enhanced and would create minimal enhanced community use opportunities, 
while impacting the community with more cross-town traffic. 

(1) K-5 School – New or Renovated Single School for K-5 at 775 Students 
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This configuration would consolidate the District’s current structure and create equitable 
facilities with 100% of the elementary population able to take advantage of appropriately sized 
spaces designed for the educational objectives, including universal access, student 
support/co-teaching, flexibility, collaboration, sustainable learning and safety/security, as well 
as high quality lighting, acoustics, thermal comfort and modern technology integration. The 
potential reuse of either, or both the Winthrop and Doyon sites were part of the considerations 
discussed and seen as an opportunity to address other community and capital needs. Chief 
among these is the desire to find a site, preferably centrally located for a new public safety 
facility. Winthrop has been suggested as an ideal location, already having the fire department 
facility on the property. The community would also like to see more open space, recreational 
fields or a community center as a possible outcome of relocating or consolidating schools. 

The (1) K-5 configuration provides a long grade-span that helps foster continuity and 
relationships among teachers, students and parents, while minimizing the number of 
transitions students would experience moving through the system. The one school model does 
not inherently create a small school experience/culture and community, but is being designed 
to create a small school feel with small classroom clusters, organized as learning 
neighborhoods. A single school also provides the greatest flexibility for the district to adapt 
building use to potential future changes in educational programming and practices. 

This configuration would eliminate the need for the flex-zone, reflect the full demographics of 
the town, allow grade-specific support and grade level program consistency, maintain both the 
experience of siblings being together and inter-grade mentoring and partnerships. 

Among the other Community and Financial considerations were the recognition that this 
configuration would cost the most now, but least in the long run. The town culture would likely 
experience a major change as one school culture, but likewise, create the most significant 
opportunities for community use. 
 
Selection of the Preferred Configuration 

The School Committee was ultimately charged with making a determination on the grade 
configuration that would best meet the District’s educational needs, with consideration of the 
site implications and broader community concerns. The decision to focus further study on the 
single K-5 school was rooted in what is best for all children of Ipswich and secondarily to the 
Town’s best financial and community interests. Equity loomed large in the decision, and 
although there were concerns about the larger (775 student) school not being a good fit for 
several of the down-town locations and therefore might limit walkability, it was felt that 
providing equitable facilities and resources for all students was paramount. The preferred 
configuration decision was made only after the extensive analysis and community input 
process described in the PDP. This process included an extension of the initial decision 
deadline to allow additional community input and information gathering and two rounds of 
decision making, an initial decision and a second confirming decision. 
 
Among the other advantages to a single school that were cited, the ability to create a culture of 
one community, consolidate support staff and services so that they are not splitting time 
between locations, eliminate transitions that could adversely impact student achievement, the 
ability to gain educational and operational efficiencies, have greater flexibility and control over 
class size and programming and, provide greater opportunities for students and community via 
combined/concentrated spaces (like larger single cafetorium or side by side art rooms that 
could be more specialized, rather than generalized) were noted. 

Preliminary costs were provided for the options on all sites, but two sites were removed from 
consideration following the test-fit studies and phase-one environmental assessment; both 
Town Hall and Mile Lane were removed from consideration as noted in PDP section 3.1.6. 
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Anticipated costs were provided for each model on both the Winthrop and Bialek sites and for 
the combined 775 K-5 school at Doyon. 

 
 
3.1.7 Local Actions and Approvals 
 

• Grade reconfiguration and/or redistricting approval certificate - Not provided.  Please provide 
as part of the Preferred Schematic Report. 
 
Will be provided as part of the PSR as requested  

 
• Provide the following to document approval and public notification of school configuration 

changes associated with the proposed project - The items listed below have not been 
incorporated in the submittal. Please provide as part of the Preferred Schematic Report . 

o A description of the local process required to authorize a change to the existing grade 
configuration or redistricting in the district; 

o A list of associated public meeting dates, agenda, attendees and description of the 
presentation materials; 

o Certified copies of the governing body (e.g. School Building Committee) meeting notes 
showing specific grade reconfiguration and/or redistricting, vote language, and 
voting results if required locally; 

o A certification from the Superintendent stating the District's intent to implement a 
grade configuration or consolidate schools, as applicable. The certification must be 
signed by the Chief Executive Officer, Superintendent of Schools, and Chair of the 
School Committee. 
 

Will be provided as part of the PSR as requested  
 
3.1.8 Appendix 
 

• Current Statement of Interest -   Please provide the 2013 Statement of Interest (SOI), the 
submission included the District 's 2014 SOI 

 
Attached  
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Geo-Technical Report 



Geotechnical Partnership, Inc.  

     Geotechnical Engineering Services for New England 
                Since 1987                                                       Lisa R. Casselli,PE Principal - A WBE Firm                                                                      

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
      Subsurface Exploration                Laboratory Soil Testing                  Geothermal Testing       
Foundation Specialty Systems            Ground Improvement                     Earthwork Testing 
 

45 New Ocean Street – Suite A       805 Main Street 
Swampscott, MA 01907        Sanford, ME  04073 
Tel.  781/646-6982        Tel. 207/459-7800 

          6 December 2016 
          File No. 1538-01 
 
Perkins Eastman/DPC 
50 Franklin Street, Suite 203 
Boston, MA  02110 
 
Attention: Daniel Colli – Associate Principal 
 
Subject: Follow-on Geotechnical Review 
  Winthrop School 
  65 Central Street 
  Ipswich, Massachusetts 
 
Dear Dan:  
 
This report summarizes our initial 
and follow-on site background 
data review, subsurface 
explorations, field soil testing, 
engineering data summaries, 
analyses, calculations and 
recommendations for school 
construction at the existing 
Winthrop School site in Ipswich, 
Massachusetts (Figure 1). 
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I. Proposed Construction: 
 
Existing Conditions:   
                                                
 Plan reference:   

o Topographic and Utility Survey Plan, Winthrop Elementary School, Ipswich, 
Massachusetts (EX-1, EX-2, EX-3); prepared by Nitsch Engineering of Boston, MA; dated 
27 April 2016 (20-scale).  These plans have been reproduced in part in Figure 2A and 
Figure 2B. 

 
 Direction, Datum and Site Coordinates:     

o Direction: 
 Plan north (see Figure 1);  
 Called north in this report:  in the direction of High Street 

o Site Coordinates: 
 Latitude: 42.683° N 
 Longitude:  70.840° W 

o Elevation Datum:  NAV88 (as per Nitsch plans; see also Figure 2A, Figure 2B) 
 
 Existing Site Conditions:  

o The new Winthrop School construction is to be located on land currently occupied by the 
school and adjacent pavement and green space (Figure 1, Figure 1B): 

o Historic prior usage of the land was not researched.  
 Refer to site environmental engineering reviews for information about any previous 

site structures.   
 Note that February 2016 boring WS1 encountered buried construction debris to 

about 10 ft. depth (concrete, brick).  This indicates a likely former structure. 
o The site grade is approximately level (at El. 19 ft.+/-). 
o Underground pipes/conduit on this property:  drain lines, water, sewer, and natural gas. 
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Anticipated New Construction: 
 
 Plan reference:   

o W2A.3&4 (Community and Faculty Input), One Community School, 1st Floor, 2nd Floor,  
3rd Floor, prepared by Perkins Eastman/DPC (undated).  This drawing has been 
reproduced in part in Figure 1B. 

 
 Building Structural Information:   

o The proposed new construction is to contain: 
 Three (3) above-grade levels. 
 No below grade level. 
 A stepped (ramped) floor slab and associated foundations to match grade slope from 

north to south down to Central Street. 
 An elevator 

o Foundation Footings: 
 Footing loads:   

 Interior column footings:  160 K maximum applied total load (assumed). 
 Exterior wall footings:  up to 6 KLF maximum applied total load (assumed) 
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o Lowest Level Slab and Footing Alignment:    

 Lowest level slabs: 
 Refer to estimated stepped (ramped) slab FFE shown in Figure 1B: 

o El. 31.7 ft.+/- (north; existing school FFE) 
o El. 23.7 ft.+/- (south; nearest Central Street) 

 Footings: 
 Bottom of footing to be stepped to match changes in floor slab elevation. 
 Exterior wall footings also governed by frost depth recommendation. 

o Elevator Pit:   
 A single elevator is shown on Figure 1B. 
 Pit base is assumed at slab FFE minus 4 ft. (El. 31.7 ft.+/-  – 4 ft. = El. 27.7 ft.+/-) 

 

 
 
II.    Subsurface Conditions: 
 
Topographic Data:   
 
 Elevation Range:   

o The general site area ranges from relatively level to moderately sloping (see Figure 1: 3D 
USGS Area Topographic Plan). 

o Within the proposed construction footprint (Figure 1B), grade variation is 13 vertical ft. 
(El. 34 ft., northeast to El. 21 ft., south). 

 
 Area Surficial Geology:   

o Area geology is a complex interaction of glacial advance, retreat and marine intrusion.   
o Figure 1 shows the project area contains glacial drumlin formations surrounding the site. 

This site is situated within a glacial lowland (Figure 1). 
 Glacial drumlin formations are common in Massachusetts and were left behind by 

glacial scour and melt.  The vertical elevation of Figure 1 has been exaggerated by a 
factor of 4X to better reveal the extent and location of glacial features.   

 The blunt noses and long spines (tails) common to drumlins reflect the direction of 
local glacial ice movement, here generally west-northwest to east-southeast. 

o Topographic lowlands. 
 Lowlands such as that containing the Winthrop site often exist adjacent to drumlins. 
 Post-glacial and glacial lowland soils often consist of: 

 Organic soils (peat, organic silt),  
 Floodplain alluvium included intersecting glacial fluvial sands (glacial stratified 

deposits).  
 Deposited over older marine sediment (silty clay) material. 
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o According to area surficial geologic mapping based upon site latitude and longitude 
coordinates [Massachusetts GIS, Surficial Geology; Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Office of Geographic Information; September 2012; updated 2014; Figure 1C] the site 
was predicted to be located upon: 
 Primarily an off-drumlin, lowland surficial deposit (surficial coarse glacial stratified 

deposit):  generally gravel deposits or sand and gravel deposits in individual or 
alternating layering; can also present as sorted coarse, medium and fine sandy 
layers 

 Potential as a secondary on-drumlin or at edge-of-drumlin surficial deposit, (thick 
glacial till; or thin glacial till):  seen as an unsorted, non-stratified mix of sand, silt and 
clay with gravel and occasional large boulders near surface; thickest thick till layers 
occur in drumlin formations.  Ablation till variation can be cohesionless with lower 
density than typical till. 

 
 Water Bodies: 

o Ipswich River is located 1200 ft. southeast 
o Kimball Brook is 3000 ft. southwest. 
o The reservoir is located 1580 ft. northeast. 
o Wetlands: 

 Mapped surface wetlands exist in this area: 3600 ft. southeast and southwest 
 Buried wetlands (marsh) may also exist. 

 
 Anticipated Substrata:  Based upon the collected geologic and topographic data, anticipated 

site subsoils would be expected to be lowland soils: 
o Man-placed fill. 
o Marsh soil:  peat, organic silt  
o Glacial fluvial or alluvial sands and gravels 
o Marine sediment: silty clay. 
o Glacial till:  ablation till, basal till 

 
 Site Bedrock Geology:  [US Department of the Interior; US Geological Survey, 

Massachusetts State Geologic Map; 1998; see Figure 1D] 
o Expected most common rock types on this site: 

 Diorite 
 Igneous rock: granite family 
 Visibly crystallized rock 
 Dark gray coloration typical; sometimes called “black granite” 
 Granular texture: texture is notably variable; equigranular, coarse 
 Mineralogy:  mix of gray or white plagioclase feldspar (non-striated feldspar) one 

or more ferromagnesian minerals (usually hornblende and/or biotite mica); no 
quartz present 

 Gabbro (with diorite as a secondary rock type): 
 Igneous rock: granite family 
 Granular rock:  centimeter sized crystals 
 Texture: indication of solidification from a melt 
 Composed chiefly of pyroxene (ferromagnesian) and plagioclase feldspar (non-

striated feldspar); no quartz present 
 Dark coloration when ferromagnesian content is high 

 Volcanic:  
 Igneous rock 
 Pyroclastic:  volcanic tuff (fragments up to 4 mm dia.); breccia (fragments > 4 mm 

dia.) 
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o Nearest mapped other area rocks: 
 Syenite 

 A relatively uncommon plutonic rock  
 Occurs in small rock masses 
 Crystalline: formed by cooling and crystallization of molten rock; also by heat of 

magma of volcanic rock intruded into “country rock” 
 Variety of colors:  gray, green, pink and red 
 Can be dominated by either broad type of feldspar (plagioclase or potassium) 
 Texture: even-grained is most common 
 Can be complex structures or variations due to intermixed varieties of mineral 

inclusions 
 Alkali (K) Feldspar Granite:   

 A crystalline igneous rock. 
 Granitic rock with dominant K feldspar content and lesser quartz 
 A hard sound rock 

o Depth to bedrock data in Ipswich was not available from MA GIS (2014 database). 
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Previous Structural Test Borings by Others 
 
 On-Site Test Borings:  none currently known. 
 

 Nearby Site Area Test Borings:   none currently known. 
 

Structural Test Borings Undertaken for the New Construction 
      
 Dig Safe:   

o Dig Safe site underground utility clearance was initiated by us on-site on 23 February 
2016 (initial borings WS1 through WS4) and our driller on 1 December 2016 
(supplemental borings WS101 through WS104).    

o Contacted Dig Safe utilities and agencies:  Comcast, National Grid Gas, Essex Gas, 
Ipswich Utilities Department, and Verizon 

o Locally contacted officials asked to review proposed boring locations included:  Bill 
Hodge - Ipswich Schools Facilities; Frank Verfimiglia – Ipswich DPW; and Tom Gallagher 
-Ipswich Schools Athletic Facilities. 

      
 Test borings: 

o All test boring drilling (eight borings) was performed by Soil Exploration Corp. of 
Leominster, MA. 

o Drilling occurred on-site during 29 February and 6 December 2016.  
o Refer to Figure 2A: Site Exploration Location Plan- North and Figure 2B: Site Exploration 

Location Plan- South for approximate as-drilled test boring locations.  



Winthrop School 8 6 December 2016 
Ipswich, Massachusetts  GPI File No. 1538-01 

o An ATV-mounted rig both equipped with an auto-hammer drilled and sampled soils in the 
borings below grade.  Subsoil samples were taken in 2-foot increments. 
 8 in. dia. hollow stem auger borings (Photo1) were drilled from 22 ft. to 60 ft. below 

existing ground surface 
 Borings were drilled and sampled using: 

 Semi-continuous 2 foot interval sampling to 12 ft. depth; and 
 Standard 5-foot interval sampling and testing thereafter 

 

 
 
 Boring Logs:   

o Recovered test boring soil samples were digitally logged by the geotechnical engineer in 
accordance with ASTM D-5434-97:  Standard Guide for Logging of Subsurface 
Explorations of Soil and Rock. 

o Digital boring logs prepared by the engineer are presented in soil boring log sheets in   
Appendix A.  

o Logs detail soil type, boundary, elevation, density, consistency, thickness, coloration, 
moisture content and composition.  
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III.  Geotechnical Testing: 
                              
Field Testing Performed: 
 
 Standard Penetration Tests (SPT) (N70 in blows/foot) 
 Field Unconfined Compressive Strength Tests (qu-field in TSF) 
 Field Gradation Tests 
 
Standard Penetration Testing (SPT): 
 
 SPT Presentation and Definition:   

o A standard penetration test is defined as the number of blows of a 140 lb. hammer falling 
30 inches to drive a standard soil split spoon sampler 12 vertical inches.  The number of 
blows is designated as “N” 

o Standard penetration tests (SPT) N are summarized for each boring with depth on the 
boring logs in Appendix A and in Figure 5A and Figure 5B.   

o Field SPT N (blows/foot) are taken from blow count graphs provided on the boring logs. 
o Standard penetration test N is plotted for the borings with depth in Figure 3A and       

Figure 3B. 
 
 SPT Type:   

o The borings drilled for this study (see Appendix A) used an auto-hammer sampler drive 
system which delivers replicable, consistent energy for each blow.  

o Use of an auto-hammer was considered an improvement over rope and cathead style 
drill rigs which can have operator error or bias particularly when drilling in dense soils 
(e.g. “short stroke” as driller tired, yielding artificially high N values; wet or frozen rope). 

 
 SPT N Data Analysis:   analysis is complicated by change in surface elevation across the site 

o Note that the plots of N with depth in Figure 3A and Figure 3B indicated: 
 Erratic yet generally weak soil strength within the existing fill with depth. 
 Medium dense glacial fluvial sands below the fill (N>10) 
 Drop in N below the sands to soft to hard marine sediment below the glacial fluvial 

soil which show further declining N value with depth; this soil unit is better evaluated 
with field compression tests (see Figure 4A and Figure 4B) 

 A dramatic rise in N occurs in transition to glacial till (El. -10 ft. in boring WS104). 
o See also the N pattern variation with respect to soil type in:  

 Figure 5A and Figure 5B 
 The blow count graphs on the individual boring logs in Appendix A.  

  
 SPT N Engineering Uses:  SPT data can be useful in determination of values of soil bearing 

capacity, Young’s Modulus for footing settlement evaluation, as well as input to footing base 
soil friction angle, seismic site class and slab subgrade modulus determination.  

 
 Corrected SPT N:   

o Correction of raw field N70 values is performed based upon:   
 Factors of soil overburden pressure, drill rig sampler hammer type, drill rod length, 

sampler liner, etc.  Auto hammer field N values can require initial correction by a 
factor of about 1.15 when using other hammer systems as a basis for calculations.   

 Final N energy adjustment to N55 is required for performance of granular soil 
foundation settlement calculations [refer to Joseph E. Bowles; Foundation Analysis 
and Design; 5th Edition; 1997]. 
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Winthrop School 12 6 December 2016 
Ipswich, Massachusetts  GPI File No. 1538-01 

Field Compressive Strength Tests (qu– field, in TSF):  
 
 Test Use:   

o Field compressive strength tests are a good indicator of plastic (cohesive) soil field 
compressive strength variation (qu – field, in TSF) in marine sediment (silty clay) with depth. 

o The test also gives preliminary level input for derivation of undrained shear strength.   
 
 Presentation: 

o All qu– field performed for the site borings are plotted on Figure 4A and Figure 4B. 
o Test averages for each sampling interval are also shown on Figure 5A and Figure 5B.    
o All qu– field tests are given on the boring logs as well as sampling interval average value 

plots (Appendix A). 
 
 Data Review: 

o Marine sediment was encountered in all of the borings drilled and qu– field tests were 
performed.   

o Review of Figure 4A, Figure 4B, Appendix A, Figure 5A, Figure 5B and Table I show: 
 The top of the silty clay deposit is relatively level considering the sloping site 

topography  
 Consistently stiff to hard silty clay at depth below the existing fill and glacial fluvial 

sand. 
 The weaker, medium stiff portion of the deposit was found at highest elevation at El. 

14 ft. (east) and El. 12 ft. (west).   
 A relatively shallow thickness of soft silty clay is found at about El. 0 ft. 

o Refer to Figure 5A and Figure 5B for depictions of the marine sediment and its sub layers 
as seen in the borings below ground. 

 
Field Gradation Tests: 
 
 Test Use:  Limited field gradation tests were performed to better determine the relative 

percents of coarse gravel, fine gravel, coarse sand, and medium sand and fines (silt and fine 
sand) in granular soil samples (granular fill; glacial fluvial sand). 

 
 Limitations: 

o Field tests are limited to recovered dry or field air dried granular soil samples. 
o 4-sieve method does not allow for separation of silt and fine and medium sand. 

 
Laboratory Soil Testing:  no laboratory soil testing was performed for this review 
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IV. Soil Strata:  
 
Data Summaries: 
  
 Soil Profile Data Summary:  A general summary of substrata found in the site subsurface 

explorations is provided in Table I.   
 
 Soil Profile Drawings:   

o Refer to the soil profiles sketched in Figure 5A and Figure 5B to gain an overview of site 
subsurface conditions within the proposed building area (Figure 1B; Figure 6A).    

o Subsoil profiles were taken from north to south across the site near the west and east site 
limits.  

 
 Soil Profile Field Descriptions:  Detailed field soil descriptions are given in the logs of test 

borings presented in Appendix A. 
 
Table I:  Exploration Summary   

Test 
Boring 

No. 

 El. 
(ft.) 

Depth 
Drilled 

(ft.) 
All Fill 

Glacial 
Fluvial 

Stiff to 
Hard 

Marine 
Sediment

Med. Stiff 
Marine 

Sediment

Soft 
Marine 

Sediment 

 
Glacial 

Till 

WS1 28+/- 22 10.2 --- 6.3 >5.5   
WS2 26+/- 22 6.0 1.0 6.0 >9   
WS3 21.5+/- 22 8.0 2.2 5.8 3.0 >3  
WS4 22.5+/- 22 4.0 --- 10.0 >8   

WS101 30+/- 22 2.0 5.5 9.3 >5.2   
WS102 31.5+/- 22 4.5 8.5 >9    
WS103 30+/- 22 3.5 10.5 --- >8   
WS104 27+/- 60 3.5 8.5 11.0 8.0 4.5 >24.5 
 
Soil Classification System Used for this Site Investigation:   
  
 Soil Classification System:  Project soils have been classified in accordance with the Unified 

Soil Classification System (USCS; also known as the MIT System).  This is reflected in the 
test boring logs in Appendix A. 

 
 Soil Descriptions:  Soils are described in terms of color, grain size, moisture content, density 

(coarse grained soils), consistency (fine grained soils), plasticity and cementation, as 
appropriate. 

 
Grain   Size Boundaries (dia.)   Common Size Example 
Boulder   >12 in.     >Basketball 
Cobble   3-in. to 12-in.    Grapefruit size 
Coarse Gravel  ¾-in. to 3-in.    Lemon size 
Fine Gravel  #4 Sieve (4.75mm) to ¾-in.  Pea to grape size  
Coarse Sand  #10 Sieve (2 mm) to #4 Sieve  Peppercorn size  
Medium Sand  # 40 Sieve (.425 mm) to #10 Sieve Sugar to table salt size  
Fine Sand  #200 Sieve (.075 mm) to #40 Sieve Powdered sugar size  
Silt/Clay  <#200 Sieve (.075 mm)   Flour particle or finer 

 
 Soil Moisture Content: 

o Dry:  no moisture noted 
o Moist:  some moisture observed 
o Very moist:  very moist, but not saturated (possible vadose zone) 
o Wet:  saturated above the liquid limit (likely groundwater zone) 
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 Soil Density and Consistency: 
o Density of coarse grained soils (non-plastic silts, sands, gravels):  defined in terms of 

standard penetration test blowcount N values (refer to the summary table at the bottom of 
any boring log) 

o Consistency (plastic silts, clay, and organics):  defined secondarily in terms of blowcount 
N values and primarily with respect to field unconfined compressive strength in TSF (refer 
to the summary table at the bottom of any boring log). 

 
 Soil Particle Percentage Field Designation:  Relative soil particle size percentages (trace, 

few, little, some, mostly [capitalized soil unit]):  refer to summary table at bottom of any boring 
log.  These are more accurately tallied by laboratory soil particle gradation tests. 

 
 Subsoil Classes:  USCS soil type designations utilized in this report:   

o AR = man placed fill; artificial soil stratum  
o SP = glacial fluvial; sand, poorly graded 
o CL = marine sediment 
o GT = glacial till 

 
Site Subsoil Descriptions:  
 
 Existing Fill: 

o Predominant Fills:   
 Two types of fill were encountered in the borings: 

 Granular fill:  predominant type on site (Table IA) 
 Common fill: occasionally present at base of fill (WS4) 

 
Table IA:  Existing Fill Thickness at Boring Locations  

Test 
Boring 

No. 

Ground 
Surface 
El. (ft.) 

All 
Fill 
(ft.) 

Granular
Fill 
(ft.) 

Common
Fill 
(ft.) 

WS1 28+/- 10.2 10.2* --- 
WS2 26+/- 6.0 6.0 --- 
WS3 21.5+/- 8.0 8.0 --- 
WS4 22.5+/- 4.0 3.3 0.7 

WS101 30+/- 2.0 2.0 --- 
WS102 31.5+/- 4.5 4.5 --- 
WS103 30+/- 3.5 3.5 --- 
WS104 27+/- 3.5 3.5 --- 

  * contains brick & concrete near base of fill 
 

o Description: 
 Common fill:  

 Gray-brown at the one location encountered (WS4) 
 Consists of a mix of plastic silt, sand and gravel. 
 Elevated silt content (>20%). 
 Material could be rejected for re-use as common fill if contaminated. 

 Granular fill: 
 Coloration is variable: brown, red-brown, gray-brown, tan, tan-orange, tan-yellow 
 Soil particle distribution is sand dominant with minor silt and gravel content.  

o Likely SP (poorly graded sand) and SW (well graded sand and gravel, USCS 
classifications). 

o Likely ≤ 15% non-plastic silt content (field estimate) 
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o Fill Thickness:   
 Overall fill thickness range: see Table I and Appendix A. 
 Refer to Table IA and Appendix A for fill sub-group thicknesses. 

o Density:   
 Generally very loose to medium dense density in-situ;  
 Recorded false higher N can be due to the presence of included solid waste         

(e.g. concrete, brick, as seen in boring WS1; Appendix A). 
o Competence:   

 No fill type observed should be allowed to remain in-place below structural units 
(footings and slabs) unless site subgrade densification is undertaken (see 
“Foundation Recommendations” report section and Figure 6A).   

 Almost all existing fill should be considered non-engineered due in part to low in-situ 
density (medium dense density exceptions found at borings B103 and B104; see 
Figure 6A). 

 Excavated granular fill (SP, SW) should be able to be separated out and stockpiled 
for re-use as engineered granular fill during earthwork excavations pending 
construction phase soil particle gradation tests.  

 
 Glacial Fluvial: 

o Type:  glacial fluvial sand. 
o Coloration: tan to tan-orange and brown to orange-brown  
o Description:  a water deposited granular flood plain material; glacial outwash 
o Definition:   

 Glacial fluvial soils on-site consist primarily of medium to fine sand with absent to 
minor gravel content. 

 Silt content is relatively low.  
 Soils grade strongly toward poorly graded (SP; uniformity); they appear to mirror the 

granular fills which suggest the granular fills were likely excavated from elsewhere 
on-site. 

 Site glacial fluvial sands can be found above and within the underlying marine 
sediment deposit (Appendix A). 

 Glacial fluvial sands on this site are all water bearing (Appendix A). 
o Thickness:  refer to Table I  
o Density and Competency:   

 Glacial fluvial soils are primarily medium dense in-situ; some minor dense zones exist 
(Appendix A). 

 They are considered competent bearing soils  
 
 Marine Sediment: 

o Definition: 
 Site marine sediment is a plastic, cohesive material of varying consistency (strength).   
 It is similar to but expected to be a slightly geologically younger version of Boston 

Blue Clay.  
 It is formed from glacial melt sedimentation deposits within relatively still water. 
 On this site the marine sediment deposit, underlies the fill and glacial outwash and 

can interbed or contain lenses of saturated cohesionless glacial fluvial soils (SP, 
SW).   

 In some site areas it is expected that the very top of the silty clay has been “glacially 
reworked” or softened due to glacial retreat and advance 

o Description:   
 Coloration:  olive yellow to olive to olive-gray to gray 
 CL: silty clay variety of marine sediment; clay content is predominant. 
 No gravel inclusions were observed in sampled clay although they can be common. 
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o Occurrence:  

 Refer to Figure 5A, Figure 5B and Table I. 
 Silty clay can include lenses of moister cohesionless soil which tend to soften the 

clay by direct wetting. 
o Consistency:   

 Soft to hard in-situ (refer to Figure 4A, Figure 4B; Figure 5A, Figure 5B; Appendix A).   
 Glacial advances and retreats can lead to “glacially reworked (softened clay material 

at the top of the deposit which is often grayish in coloration). 
o Competency: 

 Stiff to hard marine sediment is known as the clay “crust.”  It has undergone some 
desiccation (drying) and will undergo predictable settlement for a given load. 
 The crust of a marine sediment deposit is considered a competent bearing zone. 
 The crust was present in all borings except WS103. 

 The high silt content of the marine sediment deposit makes it sensitive to 
concentrated surface load or construction traffic in the presence of water.   
 Normally use of a protective surface should be considered (mudmat, structural fill 

or ¾ in. crushed stone with a structural geotextile base such as Mirafi 140N) 
where marine sediment is exposed at excavated bearing level.  

 Marine sediment will likely not be exposed in the site working base during 
earthwork (see Figure 5A, Figure 5B). 

                      
      Photo 1:  Basal till sample recovered at 35 ft. depth in B104 

 Glacial Till 
o Description:  

 Basic till soil matrix ranges 
from: 
 Non-plastic (ablation 

till) to plastic (basal till) 
silty medium to fine 
sand to sandy silt, with 
a clay component in 
basal till; 

 Ablation till can also be 
relatively “clean”; i.e. of 
low silt content and 
contain water. 

 Both till varieties contain an 
elevated gravel content 
(Photo 1) 

 Despite varying silt 
content, ablation till tends 
to be granular and non-
plastic.   

 Basal till is also known as hardpan and can be of darker coloration and has a plastic 
textural undertone.   It is typically trends to dry in-situ. 

 Particle cementation is common in both types of glacial till. 
 Cobbles and boulders are found in all glacial till  
 Glacial till is found directly above bedrock. 

o Occurrence:    
 The glacial till directly underlies the marine sediment soils on-site.   
 It is expected everywhere on-site. 
 Found thickness to the depths drilled is summarized in Table I 

o Competence: glacial till found as basal till on this site was of hard consistency (strength) 
to the depth sampled and tested (Appendix A). 
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 Bedrock Summary:     
o No rock outcropping was noted either on-site or on nearby properties. 
o Bedrock was not found to the 60 ft. depth drilled.  It is expected at about 80 ft. depth. 
o Diorite with gabbro inclusions or volcanic rock were expected as indicated in the “Area 

Bedrock Geology” report section and Figure 1D on pages 5 and 6. 
 
  
V.   Groundwater Behavior 
 
 Free Water:   

o Wet (saturated) soil zones were 
encountered in all borings drilled 
during 2016   (Appendix A).    

o No existing groundwater monitoring 
wells were found on-site.  

o No groundwater monitoring wells 
were installed in the completed 
borings.  

o Site groundwater is shallow and 
unconfined.  The Winthrop School 
site does not lie within a mapped 
significant groundwater aquifer 
(Figure 6).  Water is contained 
within the granular fill and the 
native glacial fluvial soil deposit. 

o Table II summarizes the 
groundwater data collected.  Note 
the water levels given were 
observed during an ongoing 
drought condition.   

 
Table II:  Groundwater Observations 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 Well No.    Elevation    Date      Observation        Groundwater Depth   Groundwater El. 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
  WS1          28.0’+/- 02/29/16    Granular Fill           5.0’+/-    23.0’+/-           
  WS2          26.0’+/- 02/29/16    Granular Fill           3.0’+/-    23.0’+/-  
  WS3          21.5’+/- 02/29/16    Granular Fill           5.0’+/-    16.5’+/-      
  WS4          22.5’+/- 02/29/16    Granular Fill           3.0’+/-    19.5’+/-        
  WS101        30.0’+/- 12/06/16    Glacial Fluvial         5.0’+/-    25.0’+/-           
  WS102        31.5’+/- 12/06/16    Glacial Fluvial         5.5’+/-    26.0’+/-           
  WS103        30.0’+/- 12/06/16    Glacial Fluvial         5.0’+/-    25.0’+/-           
  WS104        27.0’+/- 12/06/16    Glacial Fluvial         3.5’+/-    23.5’+/-           
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
 Groundwater Level Variation:  

o Rust staining or mottling: 
 Clear soil rust staining found as a rust line was seen in glacial fluvial soil in the 

borings as follows: 
 
  Boring No. Surface El. Depth to Rust Line Elevation of Line 
   
  WS101       30.0’+/-  4.0’   26’+/- 
  WS102       31.5’+/-  4.5’   27’+/- 
 
  These values are about 1 ft. higher than the drought levels seen.   
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 Soil mottling was not seen above water level in any of the soil borings.  
 Rust staining and mottling can indicate the presence of groundwater rise or even a 

seasonal high groundwater level.  Unfortunately the top of the glacial fluvial deposit 
was too low in the soil profile to assist in seasonal high groundwater level 
determination.  Reliable rust staining or mottling does not occur in fill. 

o Localized temporary and long term changes to groundwater level can be man-made.  
These changes source from activities such as:  
 Construction dewatering;  
 Pavement and building ground coverage which prevent infiltration and recharge; and  
 Changes to the existing surface drainage pattern due to new site topography, 

trenches, infiltrators, Bioretention basins and subgrade structures.   
o Based upon the data collected to date (Figure 5A, Figure 5B, Table II; Appendix A): 

 Groundwater will not significantly impact normal footing frost depth excavation for the 
structure with lowest level floors as presented on Figure 1B, Figure 5A, and       
Figure 5B).  

 Groundwater will impact a structure with a full or partial below grade level. 
 Groundwater is largely impacted by drainage from upslope areas to this property. 
 Seasonal high water level may be 2 ft.+/- above water levels shown in Table II, 

Figure 5A and Figure 5B 
 
Hydraulic Conductivity (K in GPD/ft.2):   
 
 Scope:   

o No laboratory soil gradation testing and calculations or estimations of soil hydraulic 
conductivity or permeability (K) were undertaken for site soil materials.     

o This work was considered beyond the scope of this review  
                                                                                                                                                                                           
 K Determination:   

o Many input factors go into determination of K.   
o K is a function of particle grain size, soil density, soil particle uniformity, soil cementation 

and soil layering.  
 
 Field Testing:   

o Determination of K for a particular site location and depth could be done by undertaking 
field permeability testing on-site during earthwork. 

o The clean (low silt content) granular fill and glacial fluvial sands are expected to readily 
conduct groundwater. 
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VI. Foundation Recommendations: 
 
Foundation System Alternatives: 
 
 Alternative Systems of  Structural Unit Support:   

o Conventional Spread and Continuous Wall Footing Foundation after Subgrade 
Compaction Treatment (Figure 6A) 

o Ground Improvement:  Aggregate Piers  
o Other alternatives:  not considered necessary for this site. 

 
 Conventional Spread and Continuous Wall Footing Foundation  

o Conventional shallow structural support (footings, slabs-on-grade) are possible to 
execute on this site since the existing site fill is granular fill (clean sand with scant to 
minor gravel and silt) at the boring locations drilled if all of the items listed below are 
followed: 
 Excavate the site in steps to accommodate the changes in lowest level floor level 

from north to south (Central Street).  It is assumed that the excavation in all cases will 
be taken in each step to exterior wall footing frost elevation across the entire footprint 
(i.e. this includes under slab areas also excavated to footing subgrade depth). 

 Exposed subgrade is expected to be the existing granular fill (or in some north site 
areas medium dense sandy glacial fluvial soil). 

 If any of the exposed subgrade is common fill it must be excavated out to native soil 
and replaced with compacted granular fill. 

 Subgrade compaction of very loose or loose site areas should be undertaken as 
summarized on Figure 6A (Figure 6A will be updated following drilling of a final grid of 
shallow borings in the south site area as indicated in the final item in this list): 
o North site area:  use a vibratory roller compactor capable of treating the ground 

to 2 foot depth.  Add water if soils are dry to insure compaction. 
o South site area:  use a vibratory roller compactor capable of treating the ground 

to 4 foot depth.  Add water if soils are dry to insure compaction.  Note that in the 
area of boring WS1 a former structure was razed and backfilled creating an 
unusually deep fill.  This are will require stripping an added 2 vertical feet of 
subgrade to allow full roller compactive energy to be received to the base of the 
fill (see the log of WS1 in Appendix A) 

 Testing of this area should consist of field density tests (sand cone or nuclear gage) 
taken at surface in the north area and at surface and at 2 ft. depth in the south area.  
2 ft. depth south area test locations will be indicated on the final version of Figure 6A 
once the supplemental grid of borings has been drilled.  This will require excavation 
and replacement of compacted existing granular fill materials. 

 Net allowable soil bearing capacity for this treated site is 4 KSF. 
 Interior backfill below lowest level slabs can be granular fill with the exception of the 

slab base pad which should be structural fill or ¾ in. crushed stone. 
 A grid of shallow borings is required in the south site area to more rigorously 

verify quality and thickness of existing fill prior to requesting earthwork bids.  
This will allow a final version of Figure 6A to be completed and field test 
locations to be determined. 

 
 Ground Improvement with Aggregate Piers: 

o Ground improvement with geopiers (Helical Drilling, Inc.), vibro-piers (Hayward Baker, 
Inc.) or vibro stone columns (Subsurface Constructors, Inc.) would be an alternative 
approach for the south site area.   

o Improved ground could support conventional spread and continuous wall footings and 
grade slabs with: 
 Aggregate piers installed to terminate up to 2 ft.+/- within the stiff to hard marine 

sediment (silty clay) or medium dense glacial fluvial sand (Figure 5A, Figure 5B, 
Appendix A) 
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 Aggregate piers improved ground should be designed for a net allowable soil bearing 
pressure  = min. 4 KSF 

 Aggregate pier types with respect to generated spoils and installation vibration: 
o If the site subsoils are shown to be contaminated then use of displacement type 

aggregate piers (e.g. rammed aggregate pier) should be considered to avoid 
disposal costs of generated 1 to 3 cu. yd. of potentially contaminated drill spoil 
per pier which occurs with drilled geopiers, vibro piers and vibro stone columns.   
 Use of a displacement type of pier requires seismograph monitoring at 

nearby structures due to the continuous vibrations generated below ground. 
 Mandrel installation hammer can be adjusted on-site during pier installation 

to allow vibrations to be within allowable vibration limits per Massachusetts 
statute (< 1.5 in./sec.). 

o If the 1 to 3 cu. ft. of generated subsoil spoil is not contaminated and not of issue 
for disposal some owners and general contractors prefer use of non-
displacement (augered) type aggregate piers to avoid installation vibration issues 
on-site. 

 Pier grouting: not required for this site as lateral capacity issues are not expected. 
 Load transfer platforms consisting of alternating layers of Mirafi 140N geotextile and 

up to 9 inch thick ¾ in. crushed stone may be required below footings. 
o Aggregate pier installers: 

 Geopiers:  Helical Drilling, Inc.; Colin Dahlen:  781/535-5832 
 Vibro piers:  Hayward Baker, Inc.; Kevin Dawson:  617/306-5910 
 Vibro stone columns:  Subsurface Constructors; Kurt Amidon:  978/846-0482 

 
Environmental Site Investigation and Remediation Structural Unit Impact: 
 
 Intrusive Environmental Testing and Remediation: 

o Site environmental test pit and test trenching can damage anticipated building structural 
unit bearing soils (footings and grade slabs). 

o Site remediation work can require removal of significant volumes of contaminated soil 
materials from within the proposed new construction footprints below structural bearing 
levels and inadvertently cause structural unit bearing soil degradation. 

 
 Protection of Structural Unit Subgrade:  To protect structural bearing areas, project 

specifications should require:  
o Test pit and test trench areas avoid proposed project footing and slab bearing subgrade 

areas. 
o Where remediation work is necessary below structural unit elevations: 

 Uncontaminated replacement soil (engineered fill) should be approved in advance by 
the project geotechnical engineer.   

 Associated laboratory soil particle gradation and Proctor tests of replacement soil 
should be mandated. 

 Replacement soils should be placed and compacted in lifts appropriate to the 
compaction equipment utilized.  

 In-situ field density (compaction) testing should be undertaken based upon the 
replacement soil’s laboratory Proctor. 

 
Seismic Recommendations: 
 
 Seismic Site Hazard Review: 

o Probabilistic Site Hard Analysis [PSHA Interactive Deagregation; Geologic Hazards 
Science Center, US Geologic Survey; 2008 v.2] 
 Decimal site latitude and longitude utilized in this review:  (42.683° N, -70.840° W) 
 Probability of magnitude 5 (M5.0) or greater earthquake occurrence within 50 km (80 

miles) of the subject site within a 100-year building design life is considered relatively 
low (6%+/-; see Figure 7). 
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 Seismic Site Class:  The collected site subsoil data has been applied to the Massachusetts 
adopted International Building Code (2009).  According to the Building Code 
o The upper 100 feet of soil and bedrock are subject to analysis. 
o Soil and rock data on-site has been collected on site to 60 ft. depth:  
o Bedrock:   

 Expected bedrock is diorite (see “Area Bedrock Geology” report section). 
 Depth to bedrock exceeded the maximum drilling depth of the test borings (60 ft.); 

expected depth to top of bedrock on-site is ≈ 80 ft. 
 Bottom of footing (BOF) measured ‘depth to bedrock’ does not allow classification of 

this site as Site Class A or Site Class B (depth to rock from BOF < 10 ft.).   
o Soft subsoil site: Site Class E or F soils (including soft subsoil thickness > 10 ft.) were not 

found in the borings.  Thus these site classes have been eliminated for this site. 
o Derivation of site class has been summarized below after conversion of field testing data 

(N values, qu-field) to shear velocities [Seismic Loads-Guide to the Seismic Load 
Provisions of ASCE 7-05; Table G3-1; ASCE Press; 2010]: 

 
Table IV:   Derivation of Seismic Site Class 

 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
    Unit            Thickness (ft.) (di)          Shear Velocity (ft./sec.) (Vsi) di / Vsi (sec.)  
 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 Compacted Existing Fill   6       500        0.0120 
 Med Den. SP Glac Fluv   6       500        0.0120 

Stiff to Hard Marine Sed. 8       800        0.0100 
Med Stiff Marine Sed     10       400        0.0250 
Soft Marine Sediment      5       100        0.0500       
Hard Basal Till              45     1200        0.0375 
Diorite Bedrock              20     5000        0.0040 

 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 

 Table IV provides the basis to derive the site average site shear velocity: 
 

Vs-ave = Σ di / Σ ( di / Vsi ) = 100 ft. / 0.1505 sec. = 664 ft./sec. → Site Class D 
 

 Seismic Design Factors:  Preliminary estimated Earthquake Design Factors for Ipswich, 
Massachusetts (Massachusetts Amendments to the International Building Code (2010; 8th 
Edition)) and IBC (2009): 

 Ss = 0.34g (short interval) 
 S1 = 0.074g (1-second interval) 
 Fa = 1.55 (site coefficient, classification as Site Class D) 
 Fv = 2.4 (site coefficient, classification as Site Class D) 

 
Liquefaction: 
 
 Liquefaction Factors: 

o Earthquake magnitude 
o Earthquake amplitude (duration) 
o Subsoil types and condition 

 
 Earthquake Magnitude: 

o Figure 7 indicates that the probability of occurrence of an earthquake of magnitude 5 or 
higher is low probable during a 100 year building design life. 

o However, with a time period measured in centuries instead of decades, earthquakes of 
magnitude 5 or greater can be expected to occur as the earthquakes listed on page 20 
indicate. 
 

 Earthquake Duration:  This topic is beyond the scope of this review. 
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 Area Earthquake History: 
 Typical measured earthquakes within the past 40 years within 30 miles from Ipswich 

have magnitude ≤ 3.1 (3.1 recorded in January 1999 near Amesbury, MA). 
 Past significant earthquakes with area impact recreated from the geologic record: 
  
 Year        Magnitude  Location  Intensity in Boston 
 1638   6.5  Central New Hampshire       MMI: V-VII 
 1663   7.0      Charlevoix, Quebec        MMI: V-VI 
 1727   5.6               Newbury, MA        MMI: V-VI 
 1755   5.9         Scituate, MA        MMI:  IX 
 ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
 MMI:  Modified Mercalli Scale (subjective; observed damage and effects) 

 
 Subsoil Data Input:  Review of the site subsoil profile was necessary for soil liquefaction 

determination below structural units: 
o Relevant test boring information: no significant thickness of post compaction, loose to 

very loose saturated silty to clean sands and non-plastic silts (SM, SP, SW, ML) would be 
found below structural units.   

o Drill rig, site groundwater level and measured soil strength data with depth: 
 Drill rig hammer type:  auto-hammer  
 Groundwater level:  varies with site location (Table II) 
 Plotted field N70-values from the borings with depth (Figure 3A, Figure 3B).  
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 Site Liquefaction Determination:  
o Review of field auto hammer N70 from the borings with depth with respect to              

Figure 1806.4c of the Massachusetts Amendments (2010; 8th Edition) for preliminary 
liquefaction exclusion review compared to an assumed (seasonal high) groundwater 
level. 

o Result:  liquefaction settlement is not of concern for this site were a 5M or greater 
earthquake to occur here (see also Figure 7). 

 
Structural Unit Frost Protection Depth: 
 
 Definition: 

o Frost depth or freezing depth or frost line is the depth to which moisture in subsoil is 
expected to freeze. 

o Frost line varies in position (elevation) during seasonal freeze and thaw. 
 
 Massachusetts State Building Code Mandated Frost Protection Depth Changes: 

o 7th Edition indicated: 
 “All foundations for buildings and structures shall extend to a minimum of 4 ft. below 

(exterior) finished grades…”;  
 4 ft. depth has traditionally been accepted in Massachusetts as a reasonable frost 

line depth for foundation design. 
o 8th Edition indicates: 

 Foundations and permanent building supports should be protected by “extending 
below the frost line of the locality…”  

 This suggests a 4 ft. frost depth is too deep for coastal and southern areas and too 
shallow for northern or topographically elevated locales. 

 
 Site Structural Unit Frost Protection Depth: 

o Frost line: 
 Average area frost line value:  0.9 m = 35.5 in. [J.E. Bowles; Foundation Analysis and 

Design 5th Ed.; 1997; Figure 7-1]. 
 Extreme frost line based upon state average:  57 in. [NAVFAC DM-7.1; Soil 

Mechanics Design Manual 7.1; Figure 7; 1982]. 
o Based upon the data collected to-date:  the recommended site structural unit frost 

protection depth as measured from adjacent exterior grade: = 4 ft. 

 Cold Weather Work Soil Protection:   
o During construction earthwork the contractor must be prepared to provide protection 

and/or thawing of foundation bearing soils against freezing. 
 Footings:  insulation blankets and/or ground heating hoses should be utilized if 

footing subgrade is exposed to freezing during cold weather periods. 
 Lowest Level Slabs:   

 Typically slab subgrade areas are thawed once basic framing is up by providing 
heaters after enclosing the lowest level in plastic sheeting.   

 Then any remaining required grade raise fill and/or placement of the slab base 
pad can be properly performed. 

 
Excavation and Bracing: 
 
 Excavation Depth ≤ 4 ft.:  

o Common practice is to maintain a 1H:1V temporary side slope for shallow excavation     
(≤ 4 ft.) during construction.  

o Note that the sidewall stability will be undermined by sloughing of sandy soils by drying 
and if sidewall bleeding occurs following storm events. 
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 Excavation Depth > 4 ft.:   
o Where excavation will extend greater than 4 feet depth, excavation with bracing is 

required if adequate room is not available for a sloped 1H:1V excavation. 
o Bracing is used to protect existing adjacent structures (streets, sidewalks, underground 

utilities) and provide a safe work area on-site.   
o Dependent upon final project design and associated required deeper excavation depth 

bracing could consist of: 
 A trench box for limited area excavations 
 Soldier pile and lagging, for more extensive open excavations 

 
Drainage and Waterproofing: 
 
 General Comments/Good Practice: 

o Exterior grading at the building should be designed to carry surface water runoff away 
from the structure.  

o Planted areas, slabs or pavements should enhance the exterior grading performed to 
insure surface water runoff beyond building limits. 

o Roof downspout water or other surface water should not be allowed to pool at or near the 
building. 

 
 Building Foundation Footings:  exterior wall footings and interior columns should be designed 

to bear directly upon compacted granular fill (Figure 6A and associated information on page 
22; Figure 5A, Figure 5B) or engineered load transfer platforms (ground improvement option). 

 
 Foundation Drains:  based upon the data collected to-date (“Groundwater Behavior” report 

section; Figure 5A, Figure 5B) foundation drains are not required for this structure.   
 
 Lowest Level Floor Slab Waterproofing: only under slab damp proofing need by required.  

Normal under slab damp proofing can be provided by creation of a vapor barrier at the 
bottom of the slab. Two options for slab damp proofing are available: 
 Positive side, loose laid polyethylene sheeting with min. 12 in. seam overlap (considered 

adequate); or  
 Positive side, fully adhered damp proofing membrane (considered superior; use WR 

Grace FlorPruf or equivalent)   
 
Elevator Pit: 
 
 Pit Foundation and Slab:   

o The elevator pit base is assumed to bear at about 4 feet below lowest level floor finish 
floor elevation (El. 31.7 ft. -4 ft. = El. 27.7 ft., Figure 1B). 

o The elevator pit may be supported utilizing the foundation option selected for the building 
with either: 
 Continuous wall footings; or 
 A mat slab. 

o A minimum 12 inch thick base of structural fill or ¾ inch crushed stone over non-woven 
filter fabric (Mirafi 140N or equivalent) should be set below the slab-on-grade or structural 
mat. 

 
o Elevator Pit Drainage and Waterproofing:  water proofing is typically provided for elevator pits 

consisting of installation of a positive side system such as WR Grace PrePruf (or equivalent). 
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New Underground Utilities and Lines:   
 
 All underground utilities and lines entering the new structure should be designed with flexible 

connectors to account for potential differential settlement between the building and the 
exterior undensified granular fill. 

 
Construction Dewatering: 
 
 Groundwater Impact:   

o Based upon the data collected to-date, found and future normal groundwater levels 
should not impact general subgrade excavations to exterior footing elevations (see page 
22) 

o Over excavation below expected footing area subgrade depths may encounter water.  
Refer also to the “Groundwater Behavior” and “Excavation and Bracing” report sections. 

o The contractor should provide adequate pumping and drainage to keep the work area 
sufficiently dry from precipitation, melt and surface runoff so that it does not impact 
construction. 
 A system of ditches connected to sump pump locations should be planned.   
 Sumps should be filtered to prevent pumping of soil fines with water. 

 
 Pumped Discharge: 

o Discharge of pumped water should be performed in accord with all City, Commonwealth 
and Federal regulations.  Filtering of pumped water prior to discharge should be 
expected. 

o Assessment of permitting required by the USEPA, MWRA, or the City should be 
reviewed.  Assessment by the Project Civil Engineer should be sought.   

o The contractor would be responsible for obtaining all permits and any associated 
laboratory testing required for construction dewatering. 

o At times the contractor might wish to consider use of site pits or a frac tank to temporarily 
store pumped water at the work site. 
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Engineered Fills and their Uses: 
 
 Crushed stone:  ¾ in. clean, hard, durable crushed stone; uses: 

o As a construction working pad 
o As a surface protection below footings 
o As an under slab base pad. 
o As a drainage media 

 
 Gravel:  sandy gravel, bank run gravel; max. 3-in. gravel; limit No. 200 sieve content to about 

6%; uses: 
o As base in a pavement section 
o As a sidewalk base material 

 
 Structural fill:  hard, durable sand and gravel;  

o Common liberal gradation limits for structural fill are given on page 28.  
o Gradation adjustments:  gradations often specify  

 Minimum of 2% passing No. 200 to aid compaction 
 Maximum of 15% passing No. 200 with the assumption that work may not proceed 

during wet conditions using this material (Dense Grade can be substituted) 
o Structural Fill Uses (in lieu of crushed stone): 

 To form a protective base directly below an interior footing  
 As a replacement fill below interior structural units  
 As sub base in a pavement section 

 
 Dense Grade Structural Fill/2-in. Crushed Stone:   Structural fill/crushed stone meeting the 

following minimum requirements  
 
   Sieve Size  Percent Finer by Weight 
        2 in.     100 
        1.5 in.             70 – 100 
                     ¾ in.             50 – 85 
      No. 4              30 – 55 
      No. 50               8 – 24 
      No. 200   3 – 10 
 

o Dense grade structural fill uses: 
 As a readily workable replacement for conventional or recycled concrete type 

structural fill when work must proceed during cold and/or wet conditions. 
 As a base pad below footings. 

 
 Granular Fill:   absent to minor gravel; primarily medium to fine sand and silt meeting the 

following minimum requirements  
 
   Sieve Size  Percent Finer by Weight 
        4 in.     100 
      No. 10             30 – 95 
      No. 40             10 – 70 
      No. 200   0 – 15* 
   ------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                                                 * May be as high as 20% if field compaction can be verified 
 

o Granular Fill Uses: 
 As densified trench backfill  

 
 



Winthrop School 30 6 December 2016 
Ipswich, Massachusetts  GPI File No. 1538-01 

Re-Use of Existing Site Subsoils as Engineered Fill: 
 

 Existing Granular Fill:  
o The existing site granular fill (Table IA, Appendix A) can likely be re-used as engineered 

fill if it can be:  
 Readily separated and stockpiled.   
 Confirmed for fill quality and use by construction phase soil particle gradation testing. 
 Shown to be free of contaminants. 

 
 Re-use of Removed Bituminous Concrete Pavement: 

o Reconstituted, salvaged site bituminous concrete pavement may be able to be re-used at 
depth below sidewalks or pavement sections with the following provisions: 
 Reconstituted material bulk soil particle gradation testing results are acceptable to 

the project Site Civil Engineer; and 
 Proposed design placement depth of the reconstituted material below pavement 

section is acceptable to the project Site Civil Engineer. 

Construction Phase Earthwork Monitoring and Testing (see also Chapter 17, IBC): 
 
 Construction Testing:  Special inspections of on-site monitoring, testing and recording during 

key earthwork and foundation installation activities as listed in the 2009 International Building 
Code Table 1704.7 Required Verification and Inspection of Soils should be performed 
o The special inspector should be contracted directly with the Owner. 
o The inspections should be coordinated with the General Contractor. 
o The special inspector on-site should: 

 Observe and test compaction of in-place existing granular fill (Figure 6A and        
page 22) 

 Observe and test to confirm proper placement and compaction of engineered fills at 
structural units (footings, slabs). 

 Provide laboratory (Proctor and gradation) support tests and on-site field nuclear 
gage density testing and analysis of placed fill or prepared base materials. 

 
 Special Inspector:  For geotechnical engineering continuity, it is recommended that 

Geotechnical Partnership provide the construction phase Geotechnical Engineering 
construction administration, geotechnical engineering and special inspection services during 
earthwork for this project. 

 
Thank you for inviting us to perform this site study.  We can be involved in the review of 
foundation contractor submittals, as well as project plans and specifications relevant to this work 
prior to 100% CD preparation, particularly the Earthwork/Earth Moving specification section, if 
desired.  
 
Sincerely yours, 
Geotechnical Partnership, Inc. 
 
 
Lisa R. Casselli, PE 
Principal 
 
Attachments: Appendix A:  Logs of Test Borings  



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX A:  Logs of Test Borings WS1 to WS4 and WS101 to WS104 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Winthrop School 
Ipswich, MA 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Geotechnical Partnership, Inc. 
Swampscott, MA 
File No. 1538-01 



12
-0

9-
20

16
  C

:\D
oc

um
en

ts
 a

nd
 S

et
tin

gs
\O

w
ne

r\M
y 

D
oc

um
en

ts
\M

-T
ec

h\
sa

m
pl

es
\1

53
8 

W
S1

-2
2.

bo
r

Geotechnical Partnership, Inc.
Swampscott, Massachusetts

Sanford, Maine

CLIENT:  Perkins & Eastman  Boston, MA
File No. 1538

Ipswich, Massachusetts
Multiple Site Review

PROJECT: Proposed New School Capacity

COHESIONLESS SOILS:   0-6    Very Loose    0-8        COHESIVE SOILS:    0-2  Very Soft (<0.25 TSF)
         (DENSITY)               6-10  Loose            8-15       (CONSISTENCY)      2-4  Soft (0.25-0.5 TSF)
  L: Sands; R: Gravels      11-30  Med-Dense  16-40                                       4-8  Med. Stiff (0.5-1.0 TSF)
                                          >30  Dense         41-50                                       9-20 Stiff (1.0-4.0 TSF)
                                                  Very Dense    >50                                        >20 Hard (>4.0 TSF)

Date Drilled : 29 Feb to 4 March 2016
Boring Location : Refer to Report Figure
Drilling Contractor : Soil Exploration Corp.

: Leominster, MA
Driller : P. Goodhart
Rock Core : ---
GPI Field Engineer : LR Casselli, PE, MASCE CSI
Elevation and Datum : El. 28'+/- (NAV88)
Drilling Mud Utilized : Not necessary
Constant Water Head : Not necessary

 Test Boring No. WS1
( 1 of 1)

Drill Rig Type : ATV-mounted
Hammer Type : Auto
Cat-Head or Winch : NA
Soil Casing Type : 8 in. OD HSA
Sampler Type : SS - 1.375 in. I.D.; unlined
Sampler Hammer Fall : 140 lbs. / 30 in.

 Test Boring No. WS1

( 1 of 1)
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REMARKS

Groundwater=5'
Well Set: no

SS-1: 1' - 3'
R=12     N=10

SS-2: 3' - 5'
R=6     N=3

SS-3: 5' - 7'
R=11     N=25

SS-4: 7' - 9'
R=5      N>100
N unreliable; 
concrete

SS-5: 10' - 12'
R=18     N=7
P=2.6 TSF@10.5
P=2.2 TSF@11.5

SS-6: 15' - 17'
R=23     N=6
P=1.2 TSF@15.5
P=1.2 TSF@16.2
P=0.6 TSF@16.9

SS-7: 20' - 22'
R= 24    N=3
P=0.9 TSF@20.5
P=1.1 TSF@21.2
P=0.7 TSF@21.9
P=Penetrometer

Topsoil (t = 8 in.)

Orange-brown to brown, medium to fine SAND, 
few to little silt (loose; moist)

Brown, fine SAND, little medium sand, few to 
little silt (very loose; moist)

Gray-brown  to brown, medium to fine SAND, 
little silt (very loose; moist to wet)      
5.5 ft.                                       --Granular Fill--
Red, BRICK                                 --Urban Fill--
Gray, medium to fine SAND, few to little coarse 
to fine gravel, few silt, trace coarse sand 
(medium dense; wet)               --Granular Fill--
7.4 ft.
Gray, CONCRETE                        --Urban Fill--
8.4 ft.
Gray-brown, medium to fine SAND, little silt 
(loose; wet) frequent red, BRICK  --Urban Fill--
10.2 ft.
Olive to olive-gray, silty CLAY (stiff; moist)

Olive to olive-gray, silty CLAY (stiff; moist)
                                 --Stiff Marine Sediment--
16.5 ft.
Olive, silty CLAY (medium stiff; moist)

Olive, silty CLAY (medium stiff; moist)
                    --Medium Stiff Marine Sediment--
Bottom of Exploration at 22 feet Depth

Particle Size:  trace: <5%; few: 5-10%; little: 
15-20%; some 30-45%; mostly: 50-100%

AR

AR

AR

AR

AR

CL

CL
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Geotechnical Partnership, Inc.
Swampscott, Massachusetts

Sanford, Maine

CLIENT:  Perkins & Eastman  Boston, MA
File No. 1538

Ipswich, Massachusetts
Multiple Site Review

PROJECT: Proposed New School Capacity

COHESIONLESS SOILS:   0-6    Very Loose    0-8        COHESIVE SOILS:    0-2  Very Soft (<0.25 TSF)
         (DENSITY)               6-10  Loose            8-15       (CONSISTENCY)      2-4  Soft (0.25-0.5 TSF)
  L: Sands; R: Gravels      11-30  Med-Dense  16-40                                       4-8  Med. Stiff (0.5-1.0 TSF)
                                          >30  Dense         41-50                                       9-20 Stiff (1.0-4.0 TSF)
                                                  Very Dense    >50                                        >20 Hard (>4.0 TSF)

 Test Boring No. WS2
( 1 of 1)

 Test Boring No. WS2

( 1 of 1)
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DESCRIPTIONS

Topsoil (t =8 in.)

Orange-brown, medium to fine SAND, little silt 
(loose; moist to wet)
                                                --Granular Fill--
3.5 ft.
Tan-yellow, fine SAND, little to some medium 
sand, few silt (loose to medium diense; wet)

Tan to tan-orange, medium to fine SAND, few 
silt (loose to medium dense)   --Granular Fill--
6.0 ft
Oive-yellow, silty CLAY (desiccated; hard; dry 
to moist)                   --Hard Marine Sediment--
7.0 ft.
Orange-brown, medium to fine SAND, few silt, 
none to few coarse to fine gravel (medium 
dense; wet)                           --Glacial Fluvial--
8.0 ft.
Olive, silty CLAY (stiff; moist)

Olive, silty CLAY (stiff; moist)
                                 --Stiff Marine Sediment--
13.0 ft.

Olive, silty CLAY (medium stiff; moist)

Olive, silty CLAY (medium stiff; moist)
                    --Medium Stiff Marine Sediment--

Bottom of Exploration at 22 feet Depth

Particle Size:  trace: <5%; few: 5-10%; little: 
15-20%; some 30-45%; mostly: 50-100%
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REMARKS

Groundwater=3'
Well Set: no

SS-1: 1' - 3'
R=10     N=7

SS-2: 3' - 5'
R=15     N=9

SS-3: 5' - 7'
R10=     N=12
P=4.2 TSF@6.5

SS-4: 7' - 9'
R=24     N=21
P=2.8 TSF@8.2
P=1.6 TSF@9

SS-5: 10' - 12'
R=24     N=8
P=2.7 TSF@14.5
P=2.3 TSF@11.2
P=1.2 TSF@11.9

SS-6: 15' - 17'
R=24     N=5
P=0.8 TSF@15.5
P=0.8 TSF@16.2
P=0.9 TSF@16.9

SS-7: 20' - 22'
R=24     N=2
P=0.7 TSF@20.5
P=0.5 TSF@21.2
P=0.6 TSF@21.9
P=Penetrometer

Date Drilled : 29 Feb to 4 March 2016
Boring Location : Refer to Report Figure
Drilling Contractor : Soil Exploration Corp.

: Leominster, MA
Driller : P. Goodhart
Rock Core : ---
GPI Field Engineer : LR Casselli, PE, MASCE CSI
Elevation and Datum : El. 26'+/- (NAV88)
Drilling Mud Utilized : Not necessary
Constant Water Head : Not necessary

Drill Rig Type : ATV-mounted
Hammer Type : Auto
Cat-Head or Winch : NA
Soil Casing Type : 8 in. OD HSA
Sampler Type : SS - 1.375 in. I.D.; unlined
Sampler Hammer Fall : 140 lbs. / 30 in.
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Geotechnical Partnership, Inc.
Swampscott, Massachusetts

Sanford, Maine

CLIENT:  Perkins & Eastman  Boston, MA
File No. 1538

Ipswich, Massachusetts
Multiple Site Review

PROJECT: Proposed New School Capacity

COHESIONLESS SOILS:   0-6    Very Loose    0-8        COHESIVE SOILS:    0-2  Very Soft (<0.25 TSF)
         (DENSITY)               6-10  Loose            8-15       (CONSISTENCY)      2-4  Soft (0.25-0.5 TSF)
  L: Sands; R: Gravels      11-30  Med-Dense  16-40                                       4-8  Med. Stiff (0.5-1.0 TSF)
                                          >30  Dense         41-50                                       9-20 Stiff (1.0-4.0 TSF)
                                                  Very Dense    >50                                        >20 Hard (>4.0 TSF)

Date Drilled : 29 Feb to 4 March 2016
Boring Location : Refer to Report Figure
Drilling Contractor : Soil Exploration Corp.

: Leominster, MA
Driller : P. Goodhart
Rock Core : ---
GPI Field Engineer : LR Casselli, PE, MASCE CSI
Elevation and Datum : El. 21.5'+/- (NAV88)
Drilling Mud Utilized : Not necessary
Constant Water Head : Not necessary

 Test Boring No. WS3
( 1 of 1)

Drill Rig Type : ATV-mounted
Hammer Type : Auto
Cat-Head or Winch : NA
Soil Casing Type : 8 in. OD HSA
Sampler Type : SS - 1.375 in. I.D.; unlined
Sampler Hammer Fall : 140 lbs. / 30 in.

 Test Boring No. WS3

( 1 of 1)
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REMARKS

Groundwater=5'
Well Set: no

SS-1: 1' - 3'
R=12     N=6

SS-2: 3' - 5'
R=11     N=5

SS-3: 5' - 7'
R=4     N=7
Pushed rock

SS-4: 7' - 9'
R=14     N=11

SS-5: 10' - 12'
R=24     N=22
P=4.6 TSF@10.5
P=4.3 TSF@11.3
P=4.6 TSF@12

Estimated 
boundary

SS-6: 15' - 17'
R=24     N=6
P=1.4 TSF@15.5
P=0.8 TSF@16.3
P=0.8 TSF@16.9

Estimated 
boundary
SS-7: 20' - 22'
R=24     N=1
P=0.3 TSF@20.5
P=0.3 TSF@21.3
P=0.3 TSF@22
P=Penetrometer

Topsoil (t = 12 in.)

Tan, medium to fine SAND,  trace silt (very 
loose; dry)

Tan, medium to fine SAND,  trace silt (very 
loose; dry to moist)                    --Granular Fill--
5.0 ft.
Brown, medium to fine SAND, few silt and 
coarse to fine gravel (very loose; wet)

Brown, medium to fine SAND, few silt and none 
to few coarse to fine gravel (medium dense; 
wet)                                          --Granular Fill--
8.0 ft.
Brown, medium to fine SAND, few silt (wet)
                                             --Glacial Fluvial--
10.2 ft.

Olive to olive-yellow, silty CLAY (desiccated; 
hard; dry to moist)
                                 --Hard Marine Sediment--
13.0 ft.

Olive, silty CLAY (stiff; moist)
                                 --Stiff Marine Sediment--
16.0 ft.
Olive to olive-gray, silty CLAY (medium stiff; 
moist)
                   --Medium Stiff Marine Sediment--

19.0 ft.

Gray, silty CLAY (soft; very moist)
                                 --Soft Marine Sediment--

Bottom of Exploration at 22 feet Depth

Particle Size:  trace: <5%; few: 5-10%; little: 
15-20%; some 30-45%; mostly: 50-100%
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Geotechnical Partnership, Inc.
Swampscott, Massachusetts

Sanford, Maine

CLIENT:  Perkins & Eastman  Boston, MA
File No. 1538

Ipswich, Massachusetts
Multiple Site Review

PROJECT: Proposed New School Capacity

COHESIONLESS SOILS:   0-6    Very Loose    0-8        COHESIVE SOILS:    0-2  Very Soft (<0.25 TSF)
         (DENSITY)               6-10  Loose            8-15       (CONSISTENCY)      2-4  Soft (0.25-0.5 TSF)
  L: Sands; R: Gravels      11-30  Med-Dense  16-40                                       4-8  Med. Stiff (0.5-1.0 TSF)
                                          >30  Dense         41-50                                       9-20 Stiff (1.0-4.0 TSF)
                                                  Very Dense    >50                                        >20 Hard (>4.0 TSF)

Date Drilled : 29 Feb to 4 March 2016
Boring Location : Refer to Report Figure
Drilling Contractor : Soil Exploration Corp.

: Leominster, MA
Driller : P. Goodhart
Rock Core : ---
GPI Field Engineer : LR Casselli, PE, MASCE CSI
Elevation and Datum : El. 22.5'+/- (NAV88)
Drilling Mud Utilized : Not necessary
Constant Water Head : Not necessary

 Test Boring No. WS4
( 1 of 1)

Drill Rig Type : ATV-mounted
Hammer Type : Auto
Cat-Head or Winch : NA
Soil Casing Type : 8 in. OD HSA
Sampler Type : SS - 1.375 in. I.D.; unlined
Sampler Hammer Fall : 140 lbs. / 30 in.

 Test Boring No. WS4

( 1 of 1)
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DESCRIPTIONS

Topsoil (t =10 in.)
Tan-brown, medium to fine SAND, few silt (very 
loose; moist)

Tan, medium to fine SAND, few silt (very loose; 
wet)                                         --Granular Fill--
3.3 ft.
Gray-brown, SILT (low plastic), little to some 
medium to fine sand (medium stiff; moist)
4.0 ft.                                          --Urban Fill--
Olive to olive-yellow, sity CLAY (desiccated; 
stiff to hard; dry to moist)
Olive to olive-yellow, sity CLAY (desiccated; 
hard; dry to moist)
7.0 ft.                      --Hard Marine Sediment--

Olive to olive-yellow, silty CLAY (desiccated; 
stiff; dry to moist)

Olive to olive-yellow, silty CLAY (desiccated; 
stiff to hard; dry to moist) 
                      --Stiff to Hard Marine Sediment--

14.0 ft.

Olive, silty CLAY (medium stiff; moist)
                    --Meduim Stiff Marine Sediment--
16.7 ft.
Olive-gray to gray, silty CLAY (soft; moist)

Olive-gray to gray, silty CLAY (soft to medium 
stiff; moist)
        --Soft to medium Stiff Marine Sediment--

Bottom of Exploration at 22 feet Depth

Particle Size:  trace: <5%; few: 5-10%; little: 
15-20%; some 30-45%; mostly: 50-100%
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REMARKS

Groundwater=3'
Well Set: no

SS-1: 1' - 3'
R=8     N=4

SS-2: 3' - 5'
R=18     N=8
P=3.4 TSF@3.7
P=4.6 TSF@4.5
SS-3: 5' - 7'
R=24     N=17
P=4.5 TSF@5.5
P=4.6 TSF@6.7
SS-4: 7' - 9'
R= 20    N=21
P=3.7 TSF@7.5
P=3.7 TSF@8.7

SS-5: 10' - 12'
R=21     N=15
P=4.0 TSF@10.5
P=4.5 TSF@11.1
P=3.7 TSF@11.7

Estimated 
boundary
SS-6: 15' - 17'
R=24     N=2
P=1.0 TSF@15.5
P=0.5 TSF@16.3
P=0.3 TSF@16.9

SS-7: 20' - 22'
R=24     N=3
P=0.8 TSF@20.5
P=0.6 TSF@21.3
P=0.7 TSF@21.9
P=Penetrometer
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Geotechnical Partnership, Inc.
Swampscott, Massachusetts

Sanford, Maine

CLIENT:  Perkins & Eastman  Boston, MA
File No. 1538-01

Ipswich, Massachusetts
Winthrop School

PROJECT: Proposed New School Capacity

COHESIONLESS SOILS:   0-6    Very Loose    0-8        COHESIVE SOILS:    0-2  Very Soft (<0.25 TSF)
         (DENSITY)               6-10  Loose            8-15       (CONSISTENCY)      2-4  Soft (0.25-0.5 TSF)
  L: Sands; R: Gravels      11-30  Med-Dense  16-40                                       4-8  Med. Stiff (0.5-1.0 TSF)
                                          >30  Dense         41-50                                       9-20 Stiff (1.0-4.0 TSF)
                                                  Very Dense    >50                                        >20 Hard (>4.0 TSF)

Date Drilled : 6 December 2016
Boring Location : Refer to Report Figure
Drilling Contractor : Soil Exploration Corp.

: Leominster, MA
Driller : P. Goodale
Rock Core : ---
GPI Field Engineer : LR Casselli, PE, MASCE CSI
Elevation and Datum : El. 30'+/- (NAV88)
Drilling Mud Utilized : Not necessary
Constant Water Head : Not necessary

 Test Boring No. WS101
( 1 of 1)

Drill Rig Type : ATV-mounted
Hammer Type : Auto
Cat-Head or Winch : NA
Soil Casing Type : 8 in. OD HSA
Sampler Type : SS - 1.375 in. I.D.; unlined
Sampler Hammer Fall : 140 lbs. / 30 in.

 Test Boring No. WS101

( 1 of 1)
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DESCRIPTIONS

Topsoil (t=10 in.)
Red-brown, medium to fine SAND, few slt 
(loose; moist)                           --Granular Fill--
2.0 ft.
Brown, medium to fine SAND, little coarse to 
fine gravel, few silt and coarse sand (loose to 
medium dense; dry) 
3.3 ft.                                   --Glacial Fluvial--
Tan, medium to fine SAND, few silt (dense; dry)

Tan, medium to fine SAND, few silt (medum 
dense; wet) with lens olive-yellow, silty CLAY 
(stiff; moist)
Tan, medium to fine SAND, few silt, none to 
trace coarse sand (dense; wet)
7.5 ft.                                   --Glacial Fluvial--
Olive-yellow, silty CLAY (desiccated; hard; dry 
to moist)             
                                --Hard Marine Sediment--
10.5 ft.

Olive, silty CLAY (stiff; moist) with lenses gray, 
SILT (non-plastic; moist)

Olive-gray, silty CLAY (stiff; moist)
                                 --Stiff Marine Sediment--
16.8 ft.
Gray, silty CLAY (medium stiff; moist)

Gray, silty CLAY (medium stiff; moist)
                   --Medium Stiff Marine Sediment--

Bottom of Exploration at 22 feet Depth

Particle Size:  trace: <5%; few: 5-10%; little: 
15-20%; some 30-45%; mostly: 50-100%
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REMARKS

Groundwater=5'
Well Set: no

SS-1: 1' - 3'
R=18     N=10

SS-2: 3' - 5'
R=20     N=36
Rust line at 4 ft.

SS-3: 5' - 7'
R=24     N=23
P=2.8 TSF@6.5

SS-4: 7' - 9'
R=24     N=40
P=5.0 TSF@8
P=5.0 TSF@9

SS-5: 10' - 12'
R=24     N=12
P=3.8 TSF@10.5
P=2.7 TSF@11.5

SS-6: 15' - 17'
R=24     N=6
P=1.4 TSF@15.7
P=0.9 TSF@16.7

SS-7: 20' - 22'
R=24     N=1
P=0.8 TSF@20.6
P=0.6 TSF@21.7
P=Penetrometer
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Geotechnical Partnership, Inc.
Swampscott, Massachusetts

Sanford, Maine

CLIENT:  Perkins & Eastman  Boston, MA
File No. 1538-01

Ipswich, Massachusetts
Winthrop School

PROJECT: Proposed New School Capacity

COHESIONLESS SOILS:   0-6    Very Loose    0-8        COHESIVE SOILS:    0-2  Very Soft (<0.25 TSF)
         (DENSITY)               6-10  Loose            8-15       (CONSISTENCY)      2-4  Soft (0.25-0.5 TSF)
  L: Sands; R: Gravels      11-30  Med-Dense  16-40                                       4-8  Med. Stiff (0.5-1.0 TSF)
                                          >30  Dense         41-50                                       9-20 Stiff (1.0-4.0 TSF)
                                                  Very Dense    >50                                        >20 Hard (>4.0 TSF)

 Test Boring No. WS102
( 1 of 1)

 Test Boring No. WS102

( 1 of 1)
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REMARKS

Groundwater=5.5'
Well Set: no

SS-1: 1' - 3'
R=14     N=8

SS-2: 3' - 5'
R=20     N=30
Rust line at 4.5 ft.

SS-3: 5' - 7'
R=20     N=16

SS-4: 7' - 9'
R=19     N=16

SS-5: 10' - 12'
R=22     N=13

SS-6: 15' - 17'
R24=     N=7
P=1.3 TSF@15.5
P=1.7 TSF@16.5

SS-7: 20' - 22'
R=24     N=3
P=1.7 TSF@20.5
P=1.8 TSF@21.5
P=Penetrometer

Date Drilled : 6 December 2016
Boring Location : Refer to Report Figure
Drilling Contractor : Soil Exploration Corp.

: Leominster, MA
Driller : P. Goodale
Rock Core : ---
GPI Field Engineer : LR Casselli, PE, MASCE CSI
Elevation and Datum : El. 31.5'+/- (NAV88)
Drilling Mud Utilized : Not necessary
Constant Water Head : Not necessary

Drill Rig Type : ATV-mounted
Hammer Type : Auto
Cat-Head or Winch : NA
Soil Casing Type : 8 in. OD HSA
Sampler Type : SS - 1.375 in. I.D.; unlined
Sampler Hammer Fall : 140 lbs. / 30 in.

Topsoil (t =14 in.)

Red-brown, medium to fine SAND, few silt, 
none to trace coarse to fine gravel (loose; very 
moist)

Red-brown to brown, medium to fine SAND, 
few to little coarse to fine gravel, none to trace 
coarse sand (dense; moist)
4.5 ft.                                       --Granular Fill--
Tan, medium to fine SAND, trace silt (medium 
dense; dry)
Tan to tan-yellow, medium to fine SAND, trace 
silt (medium dense; dry to wet)

Tan, medium to fine SAND, trace silt (medium 
dense; wet)

Tan, medium to fine SAND, trace silt (medium 
dense; wet)
                                             --Glacial Fluvial--

13.0 ft.

Olive, silty CLAY (stiff; moist) with partings 
olive-gray, SILT (non-plastic; moist)

Olive to olive-gray, silty CLAY (stiff; moist)
                                 --Stiff Marine Sediment--
Bottom of Exploration at 22 feet Depth

Particle Size:  trace: <5%; few: 5-10%; little: 
15-20%; some 30-45%; mostly: 50-100%

AR

SP

CL
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Geotechnical Partnership, Inc.
Swampscott, Massachusetts

Sanford, Maine

CLIENT:  Perkins & Eastman  Boston, MA
File No. 1538-01

Ipswich, Massachusetts
Winthrop School

PROJECT: Proposed New School Capacity

COHESIONLESS SOILS:   0-6    Very Loose    0-8        COHESIVE SOILS:    0-2  Very Soft (<0.25 TSF)
         (DENSITY)               6-10  Loose            8-15       (CONSISTENCY)      2-4  Soft (0.25-0.5 TSF)
  L: Sands; R: Gravels      11-30  Med-Dense  16-40                                       4-8  Med. Stiff (0.5-1.0 TSF)
                                          >30  Dense         41-50                                       9-20 Stiff (1.0-4.0 TSF)
                                                  Very Dense    >50                                        >20 Hard (>4.0 TSF)

 Test Boring No. WS103
( 1 of 1)

 Test Boring No. WS103

( 1 of 1)
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DESCRIPTIONS

Gray-brown to brown, medium to fine SAND, 
little silt, few coarse sand and coarse to fine 
gravel (loose; moist)               --Granular Fill--
1.5 ft.
Brown, medium to fine SAND, few silt (medium 
dense; moist)                        --Granular Fill--
3.5 ft.
Tan, medium to fine SAND, few silt (medium 
dense; dry to moist)

Tan, medium to fine SAND, trace silt (loose to 
medium dense; wet)

Tan, medium to fine SAND, trace silt, none to 
trace coarse sand and fine gravel (medium 
dense; wet)

Tan, medium to fine SAND, few silt (medium 
dense; wet)
                                           --Glacial Fluvial--

14.0 ft.

Olive, silty CLAY (medium stiff to stiff; moist)

Olive, silty CLAY (medium stiff to stiff; moist)
      --Medium Stiff to Stiff Marine Sediment--

Bottom of Exploration at 22 feet Depth

Particle Size:  trace: <5%; few: 5-10%; little: 
15-20%; some 30-45%; mostly: 50-100%
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REMARKS

Groundwater=
Well Set: no

SS-1: 1' - 3'
R=16     N=10

SS-2: 3' - 5'
R=21     N=13

SS-3: 5' - 7'
R=17     N=9

SS-4: 7' - 9'
R=22     N=15

SS-5: 10' - 12'
R=23     N=21

SS-6: 15' - 17'
R=24     N=9
P=1.0 TSF@15.5
P=1.7 TSF@16.5

SS-7: 20' - 22'
R=24     N=3
P=0.6 TSF@20.7
P=1.2 TSF@21.7
P=Penetrometer

Date Drilled : 6 December 2016
Boring Location : Refer to Report Figure
Drilling Contractor : Soil Exploration Corp.

: Leominster, MA
Driller : P. Goodale
Rock Core : ---
GPI Field Engineer : LR Casselli, PE, MASCE CSI
Elevation and Datum : El. 30'+/- (NAV88)
Drilling Mud Utilized : Not necessary
Constant Water Head : Not necessary

Drill Rig Type : ATV-mounted
Hammer Type : Auto
Cat-Head or Winch : NA
Soil Casing Type : 8 in. OD HSA
Sampler Type : SS - 1.375 in. I.D.; unlined
Sampler Hammer Fall : 140 lbs. / 30 in.
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Geotechnical Partnership, Inc.
Swampscott, Massachusetts

Sanford, Maine

CLIENT:  Perkins & Eastman  Boston, MA
File No. 1538-01

Ipswich, Massachusetts
Winthrop School

PROJECT: Proposed New School Capacity

COHESIONLESS SOILS:   0-6    Very Loose    0-8        COHESIVE SOILS:    0-2  Very Soft (<0.25 TSF)
         (DENSITY)               6-10  Loose            8-15       (CONSISTENCY)      2-4  Soft (0.25-0.5 TSF)
  L: Sands; R: Gravels      11-30  Med-Dense  16-40                                       4-8  Med. Stiff (0.5-1.0 TSF)
                                          >30  Dense         41-50                                       9-20 Stiff (1.0-4.0 TSF)
                                                  Very Dense    >50                                        >20 Hard (>4.0 TSF)

Date Drilled : 6 December 2016
Boring Location : Refer to Report Figure
Drilling Contractor : Soil Exploration Corp.

: Leominster, MA
Driller : P. Goodale
Rock Core : ---
GPI Field Engineer : LR Casselli, PE, MASCE CSI
Elevation and Datum : El. 27'+/- (NAV88)
Drilling Mud Utilized : Not necessary
Constant Water Head : Not necessary

 Test Boring No. WS104
( 1 of 2)

Drill Rig Type : ATV-mounted
Hammer Type : Auto
Cat-Head or Winch : NA
Soil Casing Type : 8 in. OD HSA
Sampler Type : SS - 1.375 in. I.D.; unlined
Sampler Hammer Fall : 140 lbs. / 30 in.

 Test Boring No. WS104

( 1 of 2)
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DESCRIPTIONS

Pavement (t = 6 in.)

Red-brown to brown, medium to fine SAND, 
few to iittle silt, none to few coarse to fine 
gravel (medium dense; moist) with lenses 
dark-brown, silty fine SAND (moist)
3.5 ft.                                      --Granular Fill--

Tan,medium to fine SAND, few silt (medium 
dense; wet)

Tan to orange-brown, medium to fine SAND, 
few silt (medium dense; wet)

Tan,medium to fine SAND, few silt, none to 
trace coarse sand and fine gravel (medium 
dense; wet)

Tan to orange-brown, medium to fine SAND, 
trace silt (medum dense; wet)
12.0 ft.                                 --Glacial Fluvial--

Olive, silty CLAY (stiff; moist)

Olive, silty CLAY (stiff; moist)
                                --Stiff Marine Sediment--

U
S

C
S

AR

SP

CL

G
R

A
P

H
IC

W
at

er
 L

ev
el

S
am

pl
e 

N
o.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

B
lo

w
 C

ou
nt

7
8

12
13
13
13
10
11
6
7
7
8
8
8
9

10

5
6
6
9

5
6
6
6

1
2
2
3

Blow Count
Graph

10 50 A
ve

ra
ge

qu
-F

ie
ld

1.8

1.25

Average
qu-Field
(TSF)

0 1 2 3 4

REMARKS

Groundwater=3.5
Well Set: no

SS-1: 1' - 3'
R=19     N=20

SS-2: 3' - 5'
R=23     N=23

SS-3: 5' - 7'
R=19     N=14

SS-4: 7' - 9'
R=24     N=17

SS-5: 10' - 12'
R=17     N=12

SS-6: 15' - 17'
R=22     N=12
P=1.7 TSF@15.6
P=1.9 TSF@16.7

SS-7: 20' - 22'
R=24     N=4
P=1.3 TSF@20.5
P=1.2 TSF@21.5
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Geotechnical Partnership, Inc.
Swampscott, Massachusetts

Sanford, Maine

CLIENT:  Perkins & Eastman  Boston, MA
File No. 1538-01

Ipswich, Massachusetts
Winthrop School

PROJECT: Proposed New School Capacity

COHESIONLESS SOILS:   0-6    Very Loose    0-8        COHESIVE SOILS:    0-2  Very Soft (<0.25 TSF)
         (DENSITY)               6-10  Loose            8-15       (CONSISTENCY)      2-4  Soft (0.25-0.5 TSF)
  L: Sands; R: Gravels      11-30  Med-Dense  16-40                                       4-8  Med. Stiff (0.5-1.0 TSF)
                                          >30  Dense         41-50                                       9-20 Stiff (1.0-4.0 TSF)
                                                  Very Dense    >50                                        >20 Hard (>4.0 TSF)

Date Drilled : 6 December 2016
Boring Location : Refer to Report Figure
Drilling Contractor : Soil Exploration Corp.

: Leominster, MA
Driller : P. Goodale
Rock Core : ---
GPI Field Engineer : LR Casselli, PE, MASCE CSI
Elevation and Datum : El. 27'+/- (NAV88)
Drilling Mud Utilized : Not necessary
Constant Water Head : Not necessary

 Test Boring No. WS104
( 2 of 3)

Drill Rig Type : ATV-mounted
Hammer Type : Auto
Cat-Head or Winch : NA
Soil Casing Type : 8 in. OD HSA
Sampler Type : SS - 1.375 in. I.D.; unlined
Sampler Hammer Fall : 140 lbs. / 30 in.

 Test Boring No. WS104
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SS-8: 25' - 27'
R=24     N=3
P=0.7 TSF@25.5
P=0.8 TSF@26.5

SS-9: 30' - 22'
R=24     N=3
P=0.7 TSF@30.5
P=0.4 TSF@31.5

SS-10: 35' - 37'
R=11     N=33

SS-11: 40' - 42'
R=19     N=26

P=Penetrometer

Olive, silty CLAY (stiff; moist)
23.0 ft.                      --Stiff Marine Sediment--

Olive-gray, silty CLAY (medium stiff; moist)

Olive-gray, silty CLAY (medium stiff; moist)
                   --Medium Stiff Marine Sediment--
31.0 ft.
Gray, silty CLAY (soft; moist)

Gray, silty CLAY (soft; moist)
                                 --Soft Marine Sediment--
35.5 ft.

Gray-brown, medium to fine sandy, gravelly 
SILT (non-plastic to low plastic), none to little 
clay (hard; moist)

Gray, medium to fine sandy, gravelly,  SILT 
(non-plastic to low plastic), none to little clay 
(hard; moist)
                                                 --Glacial Till--
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Geotechnical Partnership, Inc.
Swampscott, Massachusetts

Sanford, Maine

CLIENT:  Perkins & Eastman  Boston, MA
File No. 1538-01

Ipswich, Massachusetts
Winthrop School

PROJECT: Proposed New School Capacity

COHESIONLESS SOILS:   0-6    Very Loose    0-8        COHESIVE SOILS:    0-2  Very Soft (<0.25 TSF)
         (DENSITY)               6-10  Loose            8-15       (CONSISTENCY)      2-4  Soft (0.25-0.5 TSF)
  L: Sands; R: Gravels      11-30  Med-Dense  16-40                                       4-8  Med. Stiff (0.5-1.0 TSF)
                                          >30  Dense         41-50                                       9-20 Stiff (1.0-4.0 TSF)
                                                  Very Dense    >50                                        >20 Hard (>4.0 TSF)

Date Drilled : 6 December 2016
Boring Location : Refer to Report Figure
Drilling Contractor : Soil Exploration Corp.

: Leominster, MA
Driller : P. Goodale
Rock Core : ---
GPI Field Engineer : LR Casselli, PE, MASCE CSI
Elevation and Datum : El. 27'+/- (NAV88)
Drilling Mud Utilized : Not necessary
Constant Water Head : Not necessary

 Test Boring No. WS104
( 3 of 3)

Drill Rig Type : ATV-mounted
Hammer Type : Auto
Cat-Head or Winch : NA
Soil Casing Type : 8 in. OD HSA
Sampler Type : SS - 1.375 in. I.D.; unlined
Sampler Hammer Fall : 140 lbs. / 30 in.

 Test Boring No. WS104
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REMARKS

Auguered to 60 ft. depth; view of auger flight 
recovery material:

45'-50':  Gray, medium to fine sandy SILT 
(non-plastic), little coarse to fine gravel;  
cobbles

50'-55'  Gray, medium to fine sandy SILT 
(non-plastic), few to little coarse to fine gravel

55'-60': Gray, medium to fine sandy SILT 
(non-plastic), little coarse to fine gravel;  
cobbles
                                                 --Glacial Till--

Bottom of Exploration to 60 ft. Depth

Particle Size:  trace: <5%; few: 5-10%; little: 
15-20%; some 30-45%; mostly: 50-100%

GT
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Ipswich Elementary School
Design Options 27-Dec-16

Ipswich, MA

Feasibility Study Estimate

MAIN CONSTRUCTION COST SUMMARY

Gross Floor
Area

$/sf Estimated
Construction Cost

OPTION W3B - RENOVATION/ADDITION OF EXISTING ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

123,700 $360.59 $44,604,746

SITEWORK/DEMOLITION/HAZMAT $6,049,779

TOTAL 123,700 $409.49 $50,654,525

123,700 $410.83 $50,819,055

$6,529,979

TOTAL 123,700 $463.61 $57,349,034

123,700 $413.91 $51,201,148

$6,529,979

TOTAL 123,700 $466.70 $57,731,127

123,700 $413.83 $51,190,507

$6,529,979

SUB-TOTAL 123,700 $466.62 $57,720,486

SITEWORK/DEMOLITION/HAZMAT

SITEWORK/DEMOLITION/HAZMAT

OPTION W2a.3 - NEW CONSTRUCTION

NEW ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

OPTION W2a.2 - NEW CONSTRUCTION

NEW ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

OPTION W2a.1 - NEW CONSTRUCTION

NEW ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

SITEWORK/DEMOLITION/HAZMAT

RENOVATION/ADDITION

Ipswich Elementary School Feasibility Study 12.23.16 rev2 Page 2 PMC - Project Management Cost



Ipswich Elementary School
Design Options 27-Dec-16

Ipswich, MA

Feasibility Study Estimate

MAIN CONSTRUCTION COST SUMMARY

Gross Floor
Area

$/sf Estimated
Construction Cost

OPTION W3B - RENOVATION/ADDITION OF EXISTING ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

50,600 $180.52 $9,134,537

73,100 $300.76 $21,985,489

2,000 $12.00 $24,000

$782,500

SITEWORK $3,453,908

SUB-TOTAL 123,700 $286.02 $35,380,434

7.67% $2,713,679

12% $4,245,652

SUB-TOTAL 123,700 $342.28 $42,339,765

24 mths $130,000 $3,120,000

5.00% $2,116,988

BONDS 1.15% $486,907

INSURANCE 1.25% $529,247

PERMIT Waived

CM FEE 2.5% $1,214,823

CM/GMP CONTINGENCY 2% $846,795

TOTAL OF ALL CONSTRUCTION OPTION W3B 123,700 $409.49 $50,654,525

DEDUCT for DBB C149 procurement ($2,116,988)

RENOVATE EXISTING WINTHROP ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

ADDITIONS TO MIDDLE SCHOOL

DEMOLITION OF EXISTING MODULAR BUILDING

REMOVE HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

DESIGN AND PRICING CONTINGENCY

ESCALATION TO START DATE NOV 2018 -
(assumed 4% PA)

GENERAL REQUIREMENTS/Phasing

GENERAL CONDITIONS

Ipswich Elementary School Feasibility Study 12.23.16 rev2 Page 3 PMC - Project Management Cost



Ipswich Elementary School
Design Options 27-Dec-16

Ipswich, MA

Feasibility Study Estimate

123,700 $300.34 $37,152,398

50,600 $10.00 $506,000

2,000 $12.00 $24,000

$782,500

SITEWORK $3,453,908

SUB-TOTAL 123,700 $338.87 $41,918,806

7.67% $3,215,172

12% $5,030,257

SUB-TOTAL 123,700 $405.53 $50,164,235

20 mths $130,000 $2,600,000

2.00% $1,003,285

BONDS 1.15% $576,889

INSURANCE 1.25% $627,053

PERMIT Waived

CM FEE 2.5% $1,374,287

CM/GMP CONTINGENCY 2% $1,003,285

NIC

TOTAL OF ALL CONSTRUCTION OPTION W2a.1 123,700 $463.61 $57,349,034

DEDUCT for DBB C149 procurement ($4,013,139)

OPTION W2a.1 - NEW CONSTRUCTION

NEW ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

DEMOLITION OF EXISTING BUILDING

TEMPORARY CLASSROOMS

GENERAL REQUIREMENTS

DEMOLITION OF EXISTING MODULAR BUILDING

REMOVE HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

ESCALATION TO START DATE JUNE 2018 -
(assumed 4% PA)

DESIGN AND PRICING CONTINGENCY

GENERAL CONDITIONS

Ipswich Elementary School Feasibility Study 12.23.16 rev2 Page 4 PMC - Project Management Cost



Ipswich Elementary School
Design Options 27-Dec-16

Ipswich, MA

Feasibility Study Estimate

123,700 $302.71 $37,445,297

50,600 $10.00 $506,000

2,000 $12.00 $24,000

$782,500

SITEWORK $3,453,908

SUB-TOTAL 123,700 $341.24 $42,211,705

7.67% $3,237,638

12% $5,065,405

SUB-TOTAL 123,700 $408.36 $50,514,748

20 mths $130,000 $2,600,000

2.00% $1,010,295

BONDS 1.15% $580,920

INSURANCE 1.25% $631,434

PERMIT Waived

CM FEE 2.5% $1,383,435

CM/GMP CONTINGENCY 2% $1,010,295

NIC

TOTAL OF ALL CONSTRUCTION OPTION W2a.2 123,700 $466.70 $57,731,127

DEDUCT for DBB C149 procurement ($4,041,180)

NEW ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

DEMOLITION OF EXISTING BUILDING

REMOVE HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

ESCALATION TO START DATE JUNE 2018 -
(assumed 4% PA)

DESIGN AND PRICING CONTINGENCY

OPTION W2a.2 - NEW CONSTRUCTION

DEMOLITION OF EXISTING MODULAR BUILDING

GENERAL CONDITIONS

GENERAL REQUIREMENTS

TEMPORARY CLASSROOMS

Ipswich Elementary School Feasibility Study 12.23.16 rev2 Page 5 PMC - Project Management Cost



Ipswich Elementary School
Design Options 27-Dec-16

Ipswich, MA

Feasibility Study Estimate

123,700 $302.64 $37,437,141

50,600 $10.00 $506,000

2,000 $12.00 $24,000

$782,500

SITEWORK $3,453,908

SUB-TOTAL 123,700 $341.18 $42,203,549

7.67% $3,237,012

12% $5,064,426

SUB-TOTAL 123,700 $408.29 $50,504,987

20 mths $130,000 $2,600,000

2.00% $1,010,100

BONDS 1.15% $580,807

INSURANCE 1.25% $631,312

PERMIT Waived

CM FEE 2.5% $1,383,180

CM/GMP CONTINGENCY 2% $1,010,100

TOTAL OF ALL CONSTRUCTION OPTION W2a.3 123,700 $466.62 $57,720,486

DEDUCT for DBB C149 procurement ($4,040,399)

GENERAL REQUIREMENTS

DEMOLITION OF EXISTING MODULAR BUILDING

OPTION W2a.3 - NEW CONSTRUCTION

NEW ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

DEMOLITION OF EXISTING BUILDING

REMOVE HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

ESCALATION TO START DATE JUNE 2018 -
(assumed 4% PA)

DESIGN AND PRICING CONTINGENCY

GENERAL CONDITIONS

Ipswich Elementary School Feasibility Study 12.23.16 rev2 Page 6 PMC - Project Management Cost



Ipswich Elementary School
Design Options 27-Dec-16

Ipswich, MA

Feasibility Study Estimate

ITEMS NOT CONSIDERED IN THIS ESTIMATE

Items not included in this estimate are:

All professional fees and insurance

Building Permit costs

Land acquisition, feasibility, and financing costs

All Furnishings, Fixtures and Equipment

Items identified in the design as Not In Contract (NIC)

Items identified in the design as by others

Owner supplied and/or installed items (e.g. draperies, furniture and equipment)

Rock excavation; special foundations (unless indicated by design engineers)

Utility company back charges, including work required off-site

Work to City streets and sidewalks, (except as noted in this estimate)

The estimate is based on prevailing wage rates for construction in this market and represents a reasonable opinion of cost. It is not a
prediction of the successful bid from a contractor as bids will vary due to fluctuating market conditions, errors and omissions, proprietary
specifications, lack or surplus of bidders, perception of risk, etc. Consequently the estimate is expected to fall within the range of bids from a
number of competitive contractors or subcontractors, however we do not warrant that bids or negotiated prices will not vary from the final
construction cost estimate.

This cost estimate was produced from Preferred Feasibility Design drawings and narratives, dated December 12, 2016, prepared by
Perkins and Eastman and their design team.

This estimate includes all direct construction costs, construction managers overhead and profit and design contingency. Cost escalation
assumes start dates indicated.

Bidding conditions are expected to be public bidding under 149A of the Massachusetts General Laws to pre-qualified construction
managers, and pre-qualified sub-contractors, open specifications for materials and manufactures.
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Ipswich Elementary School 27-Dec-16

Design Options
Ipswich, MA

Feasibility Study Estimate GFA 50,600

CONSTRUCTION COST SUMMARY
BUILDING SYSTEM SUB-TOTAL TOTAL $/SF %

WINTHROP RENOVATION OPTION W3B

A10 FOUNDATIONS
A1010 Standard Foundations $126,500
A1020 Special Foundations $0
A1030 Lowest Floor Construction $41,600 $168,100 $3.32 1.8%

B10 SUPERSTRUCTURE
B1010 Upper Floor Construction $354,600
B1020 Roof Construction $171,000 $525,600 $10.39 5.8%

B20 EXTERIOR CLOSURE
B2010 Exterior Walls $411,054
B2020 Windows/Curtainwall $39,750
B2030 Exterior Doors $13,680 $464,484 $9.18 5.1%

B30 ROOFING
B3010 Roof Coverings $680,723
B3020 Roof Openings $10,000 $690,723 $13.65 7.6%

C10 INTERIOR CONSTRUCTION
C1010 Partitions $296,403
C1020 Interior Doors $191,530
C1030 Specialties/Millwork $456,328 $944,261 $18.66 10.3%

C20 STAIRCASES
C2010 Stair Construction $28,000
C2020 Stair Finishes $17,900 $45,900 $0.91 0.5%

C30 INTERIOR FINISHES
C3010 Wall Finishes $150,250
C3020 Floor Finishes $472,377
C3030 Ceiling Finishes $297,392 $920,019 $18.18 10.1%

D10 CONVEYING SYSTEMS
D1010 Elevator $65,000 $65,000 $1.28 0.7%

D20 PLUMBING
D20 Plumbing $627,200 $627,200 $12.40 6.9%

D30 HVAC
D30 HVAC $2,478,800 $2,478,800 $48.99 27.1%

D40 FIRE PROTECTION
D40 Fire Protection $227,700 $227,700 $4.50 2.5%

D50 ELECTRICAL
D5010 Electrical Systems $1,381,129 $1,381,129 $27.30 15.1%

Ipswich Elementary School Feasibility Study 12.23.16 rev2 Page 8 PMC - Project Management Cost



Ipswich Elementary School 27-Dec-16

Design Options
Ipswich, MA

Feasibility Study Estimate GFA 50,600

CONSTRUCTION COST SUMMARY
BUILDING SYSTEM SUB-TOTAL TOTAL $/SF %

WINTHROP RENOVATION OPTION W3B

E10 EQUIPMENT
E10 Equipment $78,000 $78,000 $1.54 0.9%

E20 FURNISHINGS
E2010 Fixed Furnishings $78,120
E2020 Movable Furnishings NIC $78,120 $1.54 0.9%

F10 SPECIAL CONSTRUCTION
F10 Special Construction $0 $0 $0.00 0.0%

F20 SELECTIVE BUILDING DEMOLITION
F2010 Building Elements Demolition $439,501
F2020 Hazardous Components Abatement $0 $439,501 $8.69 4.8%

TOTAL DIRECT COST (Trade Costs) $9,134,537 $180.52 100.0%

Ipswich Elementary School Feasibility Study 12.23.16 rev2 Page 9 PMC - Project Management Cost



Ipswich Elementary School 27-Dec-16

Design Options

Ipswich, MA

Feasibility Study Estimate GFA 50,600

UNIT EST'D SUB TOTAL

DESCRIPTION QTY UNIT COST COST TOTAL COST

WINTHROP RENOVATION OPTION W3B

1 GROSS FLOOR AREA CALCULATION
2 Winthrop 1956 Building-Original (renovated areas)

3 Level 1 24,650
4 level 2 10,573
5 1989 Addition
6 Level 1 7,584
7 level 2 7,793
8

9 TOTAL GROSS FLOOR AREA (GFA) 50,600 sf
10

11

12 A10 FOUNDATIONS
13

14 A1010 STANDARD FOUNDATIONS
15 33000 Allowance for new foundations for structural bracing

and new interior walls etc.
50,600 sf 2.50 126,500

16 SUBTOTAL 126,500
17

18 A1020 SPECIAL FOUNDATIONS
19 No work in this section
20 SUBTOTAL
21

22 A1030 LOWEST FLOOR CONSTRUCTION
23 Cut and Patching
24 33000 Patch/level with finishes

25 33000 New Slabs for plumbing etc. 1 ls 15,000.00 15,000

26 Miscellaneous Items
27 33000 Equipment pads 1 ls 5,000.00 5,000

28 33000 Winthrop 1956 Building-Original
29 33000 New ramps 480 sf 45.00 21,600

30 SUBTOTAL 41,600
31

32 TOTAL - FOUNDATIONS $168,100
33

34

35 B10 SUPERSTRUCTURE
36

37 B1010 FLOOR CONSTRUCTION
38 From structure narrative: The building structures in

their present condition conform to current code
requirements for existing structures and the live loads
for future programing should be equal to or less than
any spaces current use.

39 This allowance below is TBD
40 55000 CMU Seismic support/bracing as per architect

drawings for columns
50,600 sf 6.00 303,600

41 51200 New steel for bracing etc. 8 tns 4,500.00 36,000

42 51200 New penetrations to existing structure 1 ls 10,000.00 10,000
43 78400 Fire stopping floors 1 ls 5,000.00 5,000
44 SUBTOTAL 354,600
45

46 B1020 ROOF CONSTRUCTION
47 This allowance below is TBD
48 Roof Structure - Steel:
49 51200 Steel allowance for new RTU's and snow loading

reinforcement
38 tns 4,500.00 171,000

Ipswich Elementary School Feasibility Study 12.23.16 rev2 Page 10 PMC - Project Management Cost



Ipswich Elementary School 27-Dec-16

Design Options

Ipswich, MA

Feasibility Study Estimate GFA 50,600

UNIT EST'D SUB TOTAL

DESCRIPTION QTY UNIT COST COST TOTAL COST

WINTHROP RENOVATION OPTION W3B

50 SUBTOTAL 171,000
51

52 TOTAL - SUPERSTRUCTURE $525,600
53

54

55 B20 EXTERIOR CLOSURE
56

57 B2010 EXTERIOR WALLS
58 Exterior skin 15,315 sf -
59 42000 Clean existing brick 15,315 sf 4.00 61,260

60 42000 Patch, repair and repoint existing Brick Veneer;
allowance for 25%

3,829 sf 22.00 NIC

61 42000 Patch, repair and repoint existing Brick Veneer brick
chimney 100%

800 sf 30.00 24,000

62 42000 Replace missing bricks at chimney 1 ls 2,000.00 2,000

63 42000 Repair cracks in brickwork 1 ls 5,000.00 5,000

64 72119 Insulation - 2-1/2" Spray Foam (R18) to new inside
face of existing walls

15,315 sf 3.50 53,603

65 92900 New 2-1/2" studs and Drywall to inside face of
existing exterior walls

15,315 sf 8.50 130,178

66 Refinish DAFS panels (2 loc) 250 sf 20.00 5,000

67 Lintel, scrape, prep, prime, paint 428 lf 25.00 10,700

68 Repair damaged precast (1 loc) 1 loc 1,200.00 1,200

69 Brick infill previously ply wood 1 ls 5,000.00 5,000
70 Replace damaged fascia panel (1loc) 1 loc 2,000.00 2,000
71 Recaulking at façade-at precast, expansion joints 15,315 sf 1.00 15,315
72 Patching of walls at demolished areas 1 ls 10,000.00 10,000
73 Paint underside of canopy, and minor patching 200 sf 10.00 2,000
74 Paint trim around all windows 1,950 lf 8.00 15,600
75 Miscellaneous
76 42000 Staging to exterior wall 19,485 sf 3.50 68,198
77 SUBTOTAL 411,054
78

79 B2020 WINDOWS/CURTAINWALL
80 Window repair-allowance 1 al 2,500.00 2,500

81 Window replacement-2 loc 1 al 5,000.00 5,000

82 Louver replacement at all classrooms 17 loc 750.00 12,750

83 79200 Backer rod & double sealant 1,950 lf 10.00 19,500

84 SUBTOTAL 39,750
85

86 B2030 EXTERIOR DOORS
87 84113 Prep and paint all entry doors 24 lvs 400.00 9,600

88 07900 Backer rod & double sealant 408 lf 10.00 4,080

89 06100 Wood blocking at openings ETR

90 SUBTOTAL 13,680
91

92 TOTAL - EXTERIOR CLOSURE $464,484
93

94

95 B30 ROOFING
96

97 B3010 ROOF COVERINGS
98 Flat roofing
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Ipswich Elementary School 27-Dec-16

Design Options

Ipswich, MA

Feasibility Study Estimate GFA 50,600

UNIT EST'D SUB TOTAL

DESCRIPTION QTY UNIT COST COST TOTAL COST

WINTHROP RENOVATION OPTION W3B

99 75400 Remove existing roof membrane 32,234 sf 2.00 64,468

100 75400 PVC roof membrane fully adhered 32,234 sf 8.00 257,872

101 75400 Insulation; R-30 32,234 sf 6.50 209,521

102 75400 1/2" dens-deck protection board 32,234 sf 2.00 64,468

103 75400 Reinforced vapor barrier 32,234 sf 1.00 32,234

104 Miscellaneous Roofing
105 76200 Roof edge detail - fascia 882 lf 50.00 44,100

106 75400 Walk pads 1,612 sf 5.00 8,060

107 76200 New canopies non shown

108 SUBTOTAL 680,723
109

110 B3020 ROOF OPENINGS
111 86200 Roof hatches/opening 1 al 10,000.00 10,000

112 SUBTOTAL 10,000
113

114 TOTAL - ROOFING $690,723
115

116 C10 INTERIOR CONSTRUCTION
117

118 C1010 PARTITIONS
119 Winthrop 1956 Building-Original
120 Level 1
121 GWB walls
122 Stud chases at corridors 480 sf 12.00 5,760
123 GWB walls at offices 936 sf 14.00 13,104
124 GWB walls at storage 408 sf 14.00 5,712
125 GWB walls at Toilet A 300 sf 14.00 4,200
126 Furred walls at all toilets D 370 sf 6.00 2,220
127 Furred walls at all toilets B 820 sf 6.00 4,920
128 Furred walls at all toilets C 420 sf 6.00 2,520
129 Chase /double plumbing wall at Toilet D 96 sf 18.00 1,728
130 Chase /double plumbing wall at Toilet A 84 sf 18.00 1,512
131 GWB walls at BOH spaces-Kitchen 180 sf 14.00 2,520
132 1 hour rating scope walls at stairs-Furring/added

drywall at 2 locations
2,424 sf 7.00 16,968

133 Cooler walls 288 sf 14.00 4,032
134 Furred walls at Lateral bracing-allowance no walls
135 Column covers 8 ea 600.00 4,800
136 GWB header at detail 1 Only at classroom corridors 268 lf 30.00 8,040

137 Patching GWB walls 21,210 gfa 0.25 5,303
138 Misc GWB wall yet to be depicted 21,210 gfa 0.50 10,605
139 CMU Walls
140 New CMU walls at Toilet A-infill 1 loc 735.00 735
141 New CMU walls at Toilet B-infill 1 loc 735.00 735
142 New CMU walls at Toilet B -8" wing wall 60 sf 35.00 2,100
143 New CMU walls at Toilet C-infill 1 loc 672.00 672
144 New CMU walls at Toilet B -8" wing wall 444 sf 28.00 12,432
145 New CMU walls at Toilet D-infill 2 loc 735.00 1,470
146 New CMU walls at Toilet D -8" walls 300 sf 28.00 8,400
147 Infill walls-general allowance 1 ls 2,000.00 2,000
148 New door openings in existing walls 1 ls 2,000.00 2,000
149 Glass at corridors
150 Detail 1 at corridors -HM frame 295 lf 15.00 4,425
151 Detail 1-1/4" tempered glass 18" high 420 sf 40.00 16,800
152 Miscellaneous
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Ipswich Elementary School 27-Dec-16

Design Options

Ipswich, MA

Feasibility Study Estimate GFA 50,600

UNIT EST'D SUB TOTAL

DESCRIPTION QTY UNIT COST COST TOTAL COST

WINTHROP RENOVATION OPTION W3B

153 Misc blocking 21,210 gfa 0.50 10,605
154 Misc sealants and caulking to all walls 21,210 gfa 0.25 5,303
155 Misc metals at CMU walls 804 sf 2.00 1,608
156 Level 2
157 GWB walls
158 Stud chases at corridors 480 sf 12.00 5,760
159 Furred walls at all toilets B 820 sf 6.00 4,920
160 Furred walls at all toilets C 420 sf 6.00 2,520
161 1 hour rating scope walls at stairs-Furring/added

drywall at 2 locations
900 sf 7.00 6,300

162 Column covers 8 ea 600.00 4,800
163 Furred walls at Lateral bracing-allowance no walls
164 GWB header at detail 1 Only at classroom corridors 300 lf 30.00 9,000

165 Patching GWB walls 9,115 gfa 0.25 2,279
166 Misc GWB wall yet to be depicted 9,115 gfa 0.50 4,558
167 CMU Walls
168 New CMU walls at Toilet B-infill 1 loc 735.00 735
169 New CMU walls at Toilet B -8" wing wall 60 sf 35.00 2,100
170 New CMU walls at Toilet D-infill 2 loc 735.00 1,470
171 New CMU walls at Toilet D -8" walls 300 sf 28.00 8,400
172 Glass at corridors
173 Detail 1 at corridors -HM frame 315 lf 15.00 4,725
174 Detail 1-1/4" tempered glass 18" high 450 sf 40.00 18,000
175 Miscellaneous
176 Misc blocking 9,115 gfa 0.50 4,558
177 Misc sealants and caulking to all walls 9,115 gfa 0.25 2,279
178 Misc metals at CMU walls 360 sf 2.00 720
179 33000 1989 Addition
180 Level 1
181 GWB walls

182 New bathroom walls 336 sf 14.00 4,704
183 Furred walls at all toilets 984 sf 6.00 5,904
184 1 hour rating scope walls at stairs-Furring 1,416 sf 9.00 12,744
185 Patching GWB walls 6,538 gfa 0.25 1,635
186 Miscellaneous
187 Misc blocking 2,736 sf 1.25 3,420
188 Misc sealants and caulking to all walls 6,538 gfa 0.25 1,635
189 Level 2
190 GWB walls

191 New bathroom walls 72 sf 14.00 1,008
192 Furred walls at all toilets 300 sf 6.00 1,800
193 1 hour rating scope walls at stairs-Furring 900 sf 9.00 8,100
194 Level 2
195 CMU Walls
196 New CMU walls infill 2 loc 735.00 1,470
197 Openings for new walls 2 loc 500.00 1,000
198 New CMU walls at corridor 96 sf 35.00 3,360
199 Miscellaneous
200 Misc blocking 1,272 sf 1.25 1,590
201 Misc sealants and caulking to all walls 6,718 gfa 0.25 1,680
202 SUBTOTAL 296,403
203

204 C1020 INTERIOR DOORS
205 33000 Winthrop 1956 Building-Original
206 Level 1
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Ipswich Elementary School 27-Dec-16

Design Options

Ipswich, MA

Feasibility Study Estimate GFA 50,600

UNIT EST'D SUB TOTAL

DESCRIPTION QTY UNIT COST COST TOTAL COST

WINTHROP RENOVATION OPTION W3B

207 HM Doors
208 08140 Interior doors, frames and hardware @ classroom

entry-Slab, Frame, Hardware, Install
8 ea 1,925.00 15,400

209 08140 Interior doors, frames and hardware @ Classroom
Demising-Slab, Frame, Hardware, Install

7 ea 1,725.00 12,075

210 08140 Interior doors, frames and hardware @bathroom
Slab, Frame, Hardware, Install

9 ea 1,925.00 17,325

211 08140 Interior doors, frames and hardware @Stairs-Slab,
Frame, Hardware, Install

4 lvs 2,325.00 9,300

212 08140 Interior doors, frames and hardware @BOH entry-
Slab, Frame, Hardware, Install

16 ea 1,625.00 26,000

213 Miscellaneous

214 Paint Door and frame 44 lvs 120.00 5,280

215 Sealant and blocking 44 lvs 140.00 6,160

216 Allowance for borrowed lights @ classrooms 8 loc 700.00 5,600

217 Existing doors-paint, replace hardware 14 ls 600.00 8,400

218 Glass Doors
219 08140 Glass entry vestibule doors with exteriors

220 Kitchen

221 08140 Coiling door 100 sf 55.00 5,500

222 33000 Winthrop 1956 Building-Original
223 Level 2
224 08140 Interior doors, frames and hardware @ classroom

entry-Slab, Frame, Hardware, Install
8 ea 1,925.00 15,400

225 08140 Interior doors, frames and hardware @ Classroom
Demising-Slab, Frame, Hardware, Install

6 ea 1,725.00 10,350

226 08140 Interior doors, frames and hardware @bathroom
Slab, Frame, Hardware, Install

3 ea 1,925.00 5,775

227 08140 Interior doors, frames and hardware @Stairs-Slab,
Frame, Hardware, Install

2 lvs 2,325.00 4,650

228 08140 Interior doors, frames and hardware @BOH entry-
Slab, Frame, Hardware, Install

2 ea 1,625.00 3,250

229 Miscellaneous
230 Paint Door and frame 21 lvs 120.00 2,520
231 Sealant and blocking 21 lvs 140.00 2,940
232 Allowance for borrowed lights @ classrooms 8 loc 700.00 5,600
233 33000 1989 Addition
234 Level 1
235 08140 Interior doors, frames and hardware @ classroom

entry-Slab, Frame, Hardware, Install
2 ea 1,925.00 3,850

236 08140 Interior doors, frames and hardware @bathroom
Slab, Frame, Hardware, Install

4 ea 1,925.00 7,700

237 08140 Interior doors, frames and hardware @Stairs-Slab,
Frame, Hardware, Install

2 lvs 2,325.00 4,650

238 Miscellaneous
239 Paint Door and frame 8 lvs 120.00 960
240 Sealant and blocking 8 lvs 140.00 1,120
241 33000 1989 Addition
242 Level 2
243 08140 Interior doors, frames and hardware @ classroom

entry-Slab, Frame, Hardware, Install
2 ea 1,925.00 3,850

244 08140 Interior doors, frames and hardware @bathroom
Slab, Frame, Hardware, Install

1 ea 1,925.00 1,925

245 08140 Interior doors, frames and hardware @Stairs-Slab,
Frame, Hardware, Install

2 lvs 2,325.00 4,650

246 Miscellaneous

Ipswich Elementary School Feasibility Study 12.23.16 rev2 Page 14 PMC - Project Management Cost



Ipswich Elementary School 27-Dec-16

Design Options

Ipswich, MA

Feasibility Study Estimate GFA 50,600

UNIT EST'D SUB TOTAL

DESCRIPTION QTY UNIT COST COST TOTAL COST

WINTHROP RENOVATION OPTION W3B

247 Paint Door and frame 5 lvs 120.00 600

248 Sealant and blocking 5 lvs 140.00 700
249 SUBTOTAL 191,530
250

251 C1030 SPECIALTIES / MILLWORK
252 33000 Winthrop 1956 Building-Original
253 Level 1
254 Toilet Enclosures
255 Toilet Partitions -ADA@B 1 ea 2,000.00 2,000

256 Toilet Partitions -ADA@C 1 ea 2,000.00 2,000

257 Toilet Partitions -regular @B 5 ea 1,800.00 9,000

258 Toilet Partitions -regular@C 4 ea 1,800.00 7,200

259 Toilet Accessories
260 Toilet Accessories including vanities and mirrors@

A
2 rms 1,500.00 3,000

261 Toilet Accessories including vanities and mirrors@
B

1 rms 2,500.00 2,500

262 Toilet Accessories including vanities and mirrors@
C

1 rms 2,500.00 2,500

263 Toilet Accessories including vanities and mirrors@
D

2 rms 1,500.00 3,000

264 12600 Lockers @ bathrooms 8 ea 225.00 1,800

265 Typical Classroom

266 12' MB 16 ea 1,200.00 19,200

267 4' TB 16 ea 400.00 6,400

268 Perimeter cabinets replacement with Plam Top 280 lf 250.00 70,000

269 Teacher cabinet-ADA sink and base 8 ea 1,400.00 11,200

270 Millwork at classroom corridor wall Exiting to remain

271 New tall cabinets at reconfigured rooms 3 ea 1,200.00 3,600

272 Storage rooms

273 Millwork at storage room-allowance wide shelving 28 lf 600.00 16,800

274 Kitchen

275 Counter /ss shelf reworked 20 lf 250.00 5,000

276 Gymnasium

277 Re-finish wood cabinets-allowance 20 lf 150.00 3,000

278 10400 Room Signs 44 loc 150.00 6,600

279 10475 Fire extinguisher cabinets 5 ea 350.00 1,750

280 05500 Miscellaneous metals throughout building 24,650 sf 0.75 18,488

281 07900 Miscellaneous sealants throughout building 24,650 sf 0.50 12,325

282 33000 Winthrop 1956 Building-Original
283 Level 2
284 Toilet Enclosures
285 Toilet Partitions -ADA@B 1 ea 2,000.00 2,000

286 Toilet Partitions -ADA@C 1 ea 2,000.00 2,000

287 Toilet Partitions -regular @B 5 ea 1,800.00 9,000

288 Toilet Partitions -regular@C 4 ea 1,800.00 7,200

289 Toilet Accessories
290 Toilet Accessories including vanities and mirrors@

B
1 rms 2,500.00 2,500

291 Toilet Accessories including vanities and mirrors@
C

1 rms 2,500.00 2,500

292 Typical Classroom
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Ipswich Elementary School 27-Dec-16

Design Options

Ipswich, MA

Feasibility Study Estimate GFA 50,600

UNIT EST'D SUB TOTAL

DESCRIPTION QTY UNIT COST COST TOTAL COST

WINTHROP RENOVATION OPTION W3B

293 12' MB 16 ea 1,200.00 19,200

294 4' TB 16 ea 400.00 6,400

295 Perimeter cabinets replacement with Plam Top 280 lf 250.00 70,000

296 Perimeter cabinets Exiting to remain

297 Teacher cabinet-ADA sink and base 8 ea 1,400.00 11,200

298 10400 Room Signs 4 ls 150.00 600

299 10475 Fire extinguisher cabinets 2 ea 350.00 700

300 05500 Miscellaneous metals throughout building 9,115 sf 0.75 6,836

301 07900 Miscellaneous sealants throughout building 9,115 sf 0.50 4,558

302 33000 1989 Addition
303 Level 1
304 Toilet Accessories
305 Toilet Accessories including vanities and mirrors@

reconfigured toilets
3 rms 1,500.00 4,500

306 10400 Janitors Accessories 1 rms 1,000.00 1,000
307 Typical Classroom

308 Existing cabinets-Refinish, replace hardware 112 lf 150.00 16,800

309 Teacher cabinet-ADA sink and base 4 ea 1,400.00 5,600

310 Millwork at classroom corridor wall Exiting to remain

311 Perimeter cabinets refinish 166 lf 125.00 20,750

312 05500 Miscellaneous metals throughout building 6,538 sf 0.75 4,904

313 07900 Miscellaneous sealants throughout building 6,538 sf 0.50 3,269

314 Level 2
315 Toilet Accessories

316 Toilet Accessories including vanities and mirrors@
reconfigured toilets

1 rms 1,500.00 1,500

317 Typical Classroom

318 Existing cabinets-Refinish, replace hardware 84 lf 150.00 12,600

319 Teacher cabinet-ADA sink and base 3 ea 1,400.00 4,200

320 Millwork at classroom corridor wall Exiting to remain

321 Perimeter cabinets refinish 166 lf 125.00 20,750

322 05500 Miscellaneous metals throughout building 6,718 sf 0.75 5,039

323 07900 Miscellaneous sealants throughout building 6,718 sf 0.50 3,359

324 SUBTOTAL 456,328
325

326 TOTAL - INTERIOR CONSTRUCTION $944,261
327

328

329 C20 STAIRCASES
330

331 C2010 STAIR CONSTRUCTION

332 55213 Modify existing stairs to meet ADA; replace handrails 4 flt 7,000.00 28,000

333 SUBTOTAL 28,000

334

335 C2020 STAIR FINISHES

336 96500 Rubber treads/risers to egress stair 480 lfr 20.00 9,600

337 96500 Rubber to landings 600 sf 5.50 3,300

338 99000 Paint to staircases 4 flt 1,250.00 5,000

339 SUBTOTAL 17,900

340

341 TOTAL - STAIRCASES $45,900
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Ipswich Elementary School 27-Dec-16

Design Options

Ipswich, MA

Feasibility Study Estimate GFA 50,600

UNIT EST'D SUB TOTAL

DESCRIPTION QTY UNIT COST COST TOTAL COST

WINTHROP RENOVATION OPTION W3B

342

343

344 C30 INTERIOR FINISHES
345

346 C3010 WALL FINISHES
347 Paint GWB and CMU walls 52,510 sf 1.25 65,638
348 Crash pads at gym see equipment
349 Tile at bathrooms 3,846 sf 22.00 84,612
350 SUBTOTAL 150,250
351

352 C3020 FLOOR FINISHES
353 09650 Floor finishes
354 33000 Winthrop 1956 Building-Original
355 Level 1
356 Classrooms 6,647 sf qty only
357 Entry 292 sf qty only
358 Bathrooms 915 sf qty only
359 Offices 1,922 sf qty only
360 Circulation 3,338 sf qty only
361 Kitchen 759 sf qty only
362 cafeteria 2,254 sf qty only
363 BOH 688 sf qty only
364 BOH-sealer 956 sf qty only
365 Stairs 693 sf qty only
366 Gym 1,547 sf qty only
367 Stage 753 sf qty only
368 Ramps 480 sf qty only
369 Floor Prep Leveling compound 21,209 sf 3.75 79,534
370 Moisture mitigation allowance excluded
371 Classrooms-CPT 722 sy 45.00 32,490
372 Classrooms-VCT 997 sf 4.00 3,988
373 Corridors VCT 3,338 sf 4.00 13,352
374 Mosaic floor tile 915 sf 25.00 22,875
375 Waterproofing and crack suppression @ tile 915 sf 6.00 5,490
376 Office Carpet 246 sy 45.00 11,070
377 Kitchen 759 sf Existing to remain
378 Refinish wood floor at stage 753 sf 6.00 4,518
379 Resilient floor at café 2,254 sf 9.00 20,286
380 Mondoflex gym flooring 1,547 sf 14.00 21,658
381 Resilient floor at ramp 480 sf 9.00 4,320
382 BOH-VCT 688 sf 4.00 2,752
383 BOH-paint floors/sealer 956 sf 1.50 1,434
384 Tile at entry 292 sf 20.00 5,840
385 Bases
386 GYM base 166 lf 20.00 3,320
387 Rubber base 3,018 lf 2.00 6,036
388 Tile Base 257 lf 15.00 3,855
389 33000 Winthrop 1956 Building-Original
390 Level 2
391 Classrooms 6,746 sf qty only
392 Bathrooms 712 sf qty only
393 Circulation 1,346 sf qty only
394 Gym 310 sf qty only
395 Floor Prep Leveling compound 9,114 sf 3.75 34,178
396 Moisture mitigation allowance excluded
397 Classrooms-CPT 862 sy 45.00 38,790
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Ipswich Elementary School 27-Dec-16

Design Options

Ipswich, MA

Feasibility Study Estimate GFA 50,600

UNIT EST'D SUB TOTAL

DESCRIPTION QTY UNIT COST COST TOTAL COST

WINTHROP RENOVATION OPTION W3B

398 Classrooms-VCT none shown
399 Corridors VCT 1,346 sf 4.00 5,384
400 Mosaic floor tile 712 sf 25.00 17,800
401 Waterproofing and crack suppression @ tile 712 sf 6.00 4,272
402 Bases
403 Rubber base 1,335 lf 2.00 2,670
404 Tile Base 162 lf 15.00 2,430
405 33000 1989 Addition
406 Level 1
407 Classrooms 5,257 sf qty only
408 Bathrooms 190 sf qty only
409 Circulation 1,091 sf qty only
410 Floor Prep Leveling compound 6,538 sf 3.75 24,518
411 Moisture mitigation allowance excluded
412 Classrooms-CPT 588 sy 45.00 26,460
413 Classrooms-VCT 657 sf 4.00 2,628
414 Corridors VCT 1,091 sf 4.00 4,364
415 Mosaic floor tile 190 sf 25.00 4,750
416 Waterproofing and crack suppression @ tile 190 sf 6.00 1,140
417 Bases
418 Rubber base 898 lf 2.00 1,796
419 Tile Base 111 lf 15.00 1,665
420 Level 2
421 Classrooms 2,855 sf qty only
422 Library 1,808 sf qty only
423 IT 166 sf qty only
424 Art room 1,275 sf qty only
425 Bathrooms 40 sf qty only
426 Circulation 574 sf qty only
427 Floor Prep Leveling compound 6,718 sf 3.75 25,193
428 Moisture mitigation allowance excluded
429 Classrooms-CPT 365 sy 45.00 16,425
430 Library-CPT 231 sy 45.00 10,395
431 Corridors VCT sf 4.00
432 Mosaic floor tile 40 sf 25.00 1,000
433 Waterproofing and crack suppression @ tile 40 sf 6.00 240
434 Bases
435 Rubber base 898 lf 2.00 1,796
436 Tile Base 111 lf 15.00 1,665
437 SUBTOTAL 472,377
438

439 C3030 CEILING FINISHES
440 33000 Winthrop 1956 Building-Original
441 2 x 4 ceilings 22,971 sf 5.00 114,855
442 2 x 4 ceilings health zone tile 813 sf 6.00 4,878
443 GWB flat ceilings 3,136 sf 12.00 37,632
444 GWB flat ceilings sloped 1,450 sf 16.00 23,200
445 GWB soffits-allowance 1 ls 10,000.00 10,000
446 Paint GWB 4,586 sf 1.00 4,586
447 Paint exposed-Gym , café 3,801 sf 3.00 11,403
448 Paint exposed-mechanical 956 sf 1.00 956
449 33000 1989 Addition
450 Replacement 2 x 2 13,026 sf 6.00 78,156
451 GWB flat ceilings 902 sf 12.00 10,824
452 Paint GWB 902 sf 1.00 902
453 SUBTOTAL 297,392
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Ipswich Elementary School 27-Dec-16

Design Options

Ipswich, MA

Feasibility Study Estimate GFA 50,600

UNIT EST'D SUB TOTAL

DESCRIPTION QTY UNIT COST COST TOTAL COST

WINTHROP RENOVATION OPTION W3B

454

455 TOTAL - INTERIOR FINISHES $920,019
456

457

458 D10 CONVEYING SYSTEMS
459

460 14200 Passenger upgrades and control panel replacement 1 al 65,000.00 65,000

461 SUBTOTAL 65,000
462

463 TOTAL - CONVEYING SYSTEMS $65,000
464

465

466 D20 PLUMBING
467

468 D20 PLUMBING, GENERALLY
469 15100 Plumbing; new fixtures and piping where possible 50,600 gsf 12.00 607,200

470 260000 Demolition 1 ls 20,000.00 20,000
471 SUBTOTAL 627,200
472

473 TOTAL - PLUMBING $627,200
474

475

476 D30 HVAC
477

478 D30 HVAC, GENERALLY
479 15300 HVAC; cost for new system; full AC 50,600 gsf 48.00 2,428,800

480 260000 Demolition 1 ls 50,000.00 50,000
481 SUBTOTAL 2,478,800
482

483 TOTAL - HVAC $2,478,800
484

485

486 D40 FIRE PROTECTION
487

488 D40 FIRE PROTECTION, GENERALLY
489 15200 Fire protection system 50,600 gsf 4.50 227,700

490 SUBTOTAL 227,700
491

492 TOTAL - FIRE PROTECTION $227,700
493

494

495 D50 ELECTRICAL
496

497 260000 D5010 SERVICE & DISTRIBUTION
498 16100 Gear & Distribution 50,600 gsf 6.50 328,900
499 260000 SUBTOTAL 328,900
500 260000

501 260000 D5020 LIGHTING & POWER
502 16100 Lighting & Branch Power 50,600 gsf 12.00 607,200

503 260000 SUBTOTAL 607,200
504 260000

505 260000 D5030 COMMUNICATION & SECURITY SYSTEMS
506 16100 Fire Alarm
507 16100 Fire alarm system 50,600 gsf 2.50 126,500
508 16100

509 16100 Telephone/Data/CATV
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Ipswich Elementary School 27-Dec-16

Design Options

Ipswich, MA

Feasibility Study Estimate GFA 50,600

UNIT EST'D SUB TOTAL

DESCRIPTION QTY UNIT COST COST TOTAL COST

WINTHROP RENOVATION OPTION W3B

510 16100 Telephone/data/CATV 50,600 gsf 1.75 88,550
511

512 16100 Clock/PA System (Rough-in only)
513 16100 Wireless master clock/PA system 50,600 sf 0.20 10,120
514

515 16100 Security System (Rough-in only)
516 16100 Security System (Rough-in only) 50,600 sf 0.30 15,180
517

518

519 16100 Clock/PA System
520 16100 Wireless master clock/PA system 50,600 sf 1.00 50,600
521

522 16100

523 16100 Security System

524 16100 Security System 50,600 sf 1.00 50,600

525 260000 SUBTOTAL 341,550
526 260000

527 260000 D5040 OTHER ELECTRICAL SYSTEMS
528 260000 Demolition
529 260000 Demolition 1 ls 60,000.00 60,000
530 16100 Lightning protection 32,234 sf 0.25 8,059
531 16100 Miscellaneous
532 16100 Temp power & lights 50,600 sf 0.50 25,300
533 16100 Fees & Permits 50,600 gsf 0.20 10,120
534 260000 SUBTOTAL 103,479
535

536

537 TOTAL - ELECTRICAL $1,381,129
538

539

540 E10 EQUIPMENT
541

542 E10 EQUIPMENT, GENERALLY
543 11500 Gym wall pads In Addition
544 11500 Basketball backstops; swing up; electric operated In Addition
545 11500 Basketball backstops; swing up; manual In Addition
546 11970 Theatrical Equipment Stage curtains, rigging and

controls
1 ls 50,000 50,000

547 11500 Telescoping bleachers-allowance 1 ls 25,000.00 25,000
548 11400 Food Service equipment In Addition

549 11400 Loading dock equipment 1 ls 3,000.00 3,000
550 10999 Electrically operated projection screens None shown

551 SUBTOTAL 78,000
552

553 TOTAL - EQUIPMENT $78,000
554

555

556 E20 FURNISHINGS
557

558 E2010 FIXED FURNISHINGS
559 12670 Entry mats & frames - recessed with carpet/rubber

strips
100 sf 25.00 2,500

560 12500 Electrically Operated Shades in Media Rm. 1 ls 8,000.00 non shown
561 12500 Window blinds 4,170 sf 6.00 25,020

Ipswich Elementary School Feasibility Study 12.23.16 rev2 Page 20 PMC - Project Management Cost



Ipswich Elementary School 27-Dec-16

Design Options

Ipswich, MA

Feasibility Study Estimate GFA 50,600

UNIT EST'D SUB TOTAL

DESCRIPTION QTY UNIT COST COST TOTAL COST

WINTHROP RENOVATION OPTION W3B

562 12320 Misc millwork items, specialties not included above 50,600 gsf 1.00 50,600

563 SUBTOTAL 78,120
564

565 E2020 MOVABLE FURNISHINGS
566 All movable furnishings to be provided and installed

by owner
567 SUBTOTAL NIC
568

569 TOTAL - FURNISHINGS $78,120
570

571

572 F10 SPECIAL CONSTRUCTION
573

574 F10 SPECIAL CONSTRUCTION
575 No items in this section
576 SUBTOTAL
577

578 TOTAL - SPECIAL CONSTRUCTION
579

580 F20 SELECTIVE BUILDING DEMOLITION
581

582 F2010 BUILDING ELEMENTS DEMOLITION
583

584 Typical Classroom Wing-89 renovation
585 Architectural demo for new 15,377 gsf 4.00 61,508
586 Demo all MEPFP items-remove and dispose 15,377 gsf 2.00 30,754
587 Project safety 15,377 gsf 1.50 23,066
588 Temporary protect existing items to remain 1 ls 5,000.00 5,000
589 Barriers, Tarps, Dust control 1 ls 5,000.00 5,000
590 Winthrop 1956 Building-Original GFA
591 Architectural demo for new 35,223 gsf 4.00 140,892
592 Demo all MEPFP items-remove and dispose 35,223 gsf 2.00 70,446
593 Project safety 35,223 gsf 1.50 52,835
594 Temporary protect existing items to remain 1 ls 5,000.00 5,000
595 Barriers, Tarps, Dust control 1 ls 5,000.00 5,000
596 Exterior demolition
597 24119 Misc exterior demolition-Railings, attachments, AC

units, Misc louvers, Windows, caulking etc.
1 ls 25,000.00 25,000

598 24119 Demo wall for new addition 1 ls 10,000.00 10,000
599 24119 Temporary shoring 1 ls 5,000.00 5,000
600 SUBTOTAL 439,501
601

602 F2020 HAZARDOUS COMPONENTS ABATEMENT
603 22820 See summary
604 SUBTOTAL
605

606 TOTAL - SELECTIVE BUILDING DEMOLITION $439,501
607

608
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Design Options

Ipswich, MA

Feasibility Study Estimate GFA 73,100

CONSTRUCTION COST SUMMARY
BUILDING SYSTEM SubTotal TOTAL $/SF %

OPTION W3B - ADDITION

A10 FOUNDATIONS
A1010 Standard Foundations $649,833

A1020 Special Foundations $0

A1030 Lowest Floor Construction $705,644 $1,355,477 $18.54 6.2%

B10 SUPERSTRUCTURE

B1010 Upper Floor Construction $1,675,549

B1020 Roof Construction $1,051,347 $2,726,896 $37.30 12.4%

B20 EXTERIOR CLOSURE

B2010 Exterior Walls $2,544,851

B2020 Windows $907,262

B2030 Exterior Doors $100,250 $3,552,363 $48.60 16.2%

B30 ROOFING

B3010 Roof Coverings $695,239

B3020 Roof Openings $7,600 $702,839 $9.61 3.2%

C10 INTERIOR CONSTRUCTION

C1010 Partitions $1,563,201

C1020 Interior Doors $438,600

C1030 Specialties/Millwork $506,385 $2,508,186 $34.31 11.4%

C20 STAIRCASES

C2010 Stair Construction $284,000

C2020 Stair Finishes $52,740 $336,740 $4.61 1.5%

C30 INTERIOR FINISHES

C3010 Wall Finishes $458,841

C3020 Floor Finishes $960,921

C3030 Ceiling Finishes $460,530 $1,880,292 $25.72 8.6%

D10 CONVEYING SYSTEMS

D1010 Elevator $131,000 $131,000 $1.79 0.6%

D13 SPECIAL CONSTRUCTION

D1313 Special Construction

D20 PLUMBING

D20 Plumbing $1,023,400 $1,023,400 $14.00 4.7%

D30 HVAC

D30 HVAC $3,216,400 $3,216,400 $44.00 14.6%
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Design Options

Ipswich, MA

Feasibility Study Estimate GFA 73,100

CONSTRUCTION COST SUMMARY
BUILDING SYSTEM SubTotal TOTAL $/SF %

OPTION W3B - ADDITION

D40 FIRE PROTECTION

D40 Fire Protection $328,950 $328,950 $4.50 1.5%

D50 ELECTRICAL

D5010 Service & Distribution $641,935

D5020 Lighting & Power $935,715

D5030 Communication & Security Systems $977,100

D5040 Other Electrical Systems $63,839 $2,618,589 $35.82 11.9%

E10 EQUIPMENT

E10 Equipment $826,000 $826,000 $11.30 3.8%

E20 FURNISHINGS

E2010 Fixed Furnishings $778,357

E2020 Movable Furnishings NIC $778,357 $10.65 3.5%

F20 HAZMAT REMOVALS

F2010 Building Elements Demolition $0

F2020 Hazardous Components Abatement $0 $0 $0.00 0.0%

TOTAL DIRECT COST (Trade Costs) $21,985,489 $300.76 100.0%
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Feasibility Study Estimate GFA 73,100

CSI UNIT EST'D SUB TOTAL

CODE DESCRIPTION QTY UNIT COST COST TOTAL COST

OPTION W3B - ADDITION

1 GROSS FLOOR AREA CALCULATION
2

3 First Floor 28,503
4 Second Floor 30,675
5 Third Floor 13,922
6

7 TOTAL GROSS FLOOR AREA (GFA) 73,100 sf

8

9

10 A10 FOUNDATIONS
11

12 A1010 STANDARD FOUNDATIONS

13

14 033000 CONCRETE

15 Strip Footings 154 CY

16 Foundation Walls 188 CY

17 Spread Footings 59 CY

18 Piers 44 CY

19 Total Foundation Concrete 445 CY

20 Strip footings and grade beams

21 033000 Formwork 3,646 sf 14.00 51,044

22 033000 Re-bar 54,380 lbs. 1.32 71,782

23 033000 Concrete material; 3,000 psi 154 cy 132.00 20,328

24 033000 Placing concrete 154 cy 55.00 8,470

25 033000 Foundation walls at exterior

26 033000 Formwork 7,264 sf 16.00 116,224

27 033000 Re-bar 14,528 lbs. 1.32 19,177

28 033000 Concrete material; 3,000 psi 188 cy 132.00 24,816

29 033000 Placing concrete 188 cy 55.00 10,340

30 033000 Form shelf 908 lf 8.00 7,264

31 033000 Spread Footings

32 033000 Formwork 1,112 sf 16.00 17,792

33 033000 Re-bar 5,993 lbs. 1.32 7,911

34 033000 Concrete material; 3,000 psi 59 cy 132.00 7,788

35 033000 Placing concrete 59 cy 55.00 3,245

36 033000 Set anchor bolts grout plates 51 ea 165.00 8,415

37 033000 Piers/Pilasters; 22" x 22"

38 033000 Formwork 1,495 sf 18.00 26,910

39 033000 Re-bar 5,355 lbs 1.32 7,069

40 033000 Concrete material; 3,000 psi 44 cy 132.00 5,808

41 033000 Placing concrete 44 cy 90.00 3,960

42 033000 Elevator pit, complete 1 ls 30,000.00 30,000

43

44 070001 WATERPROOFING, DAMPPROOFING AND CAULKING

45 070001 Dampproofing foundation wall and footing 11,814 sf 3.00 NIC

46

47 072100 THERMAL INSULATION

48 072100 Insulation 3,632 sf 3.00 10,896

49

50 312000 EARTHWORK

51 Strip footings

52 312000 Excavation 1,281 cy 15.00 19,215

53 312000 Remove off site 1,281 cy 20.00 25,620

54 312000 Backfill with imported material 1,127 cy 35.00 39,445

55 Spread footings

56 312000 Excavation 845 cy 13.20 11,154
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Feasibility Study Estimate GFA 73,100

CSI UNIT EST'D SUB TOTAL

CODE DESCRIPTION QTY UNIT COST COST TOTAL COST

OPTION W3B - ADDITION

57 312000 Remove off site 845 cy 20.00 16,900

58 312000 Backfill with imported material 786 cy 35.00 27,510

59 Miscellaneous

60 312000 Gravel fill beneath footings, 12" 386 cy 35.00 13,510

61 312000 Perimeter drain 908 lf 30.00 27,240

62 312000 Allowance for dewatering for foundation work 1 ls 10,000.00 10,000

63 SUBTOTAL 649,833

64

65 A1020 SPECIAL FOUNDATIONS

66 No work in this section

67 SUBTOTAL

68

69 A1030 LOWEST FLOOR CONSTRUCTION

70

71 033000 CONCRETE

72 Slab on grade, 5" thick 28,503 sf -

73 033000 Vapor barrier, heavy duty, 15 mil 28,503 sf 1.00 28,503

74 033000 WWF reinforcement 32,778 sf 0.99 32,450

75 033000 Concrete - 5" thick; 4,000 psi 461 cy 137.50 63,388

76 033000 Placing concrete 461 cy 49.50 22,820

77 033000 Finishing and curing concrete 28,503 sf 2.50 71,258

78 033000 Sawcut full depth control joints 28,503 sf 0.22 6,271

79 033000 Miscellaneous

80 033000 Moisture mitigation 1,100 cy 65.00 NIC

81 033000 Equipment pads 1 ls 15,000.00 15,000

82

83 072100 THERMAL INSULATION

84 072100 Insulation, 2" 28,503 sf 2.15 61,281

85

86 312000 EARTHWORK

87 Slab on grade

88 312000 Crushed stone, 12" 1,056 cy 35.00 36,960

89 312000 RAPS 28,503 sf 12.00 342,036

90 312000 Compact sub-grade 28,503 sf 0.55 15,677

91 312000 E & B for underslab plumbing 1 ls 10,000.00 10,000

92 SUBTOTAL 705,644

93

94 TOTAL - FOUNDATIONS $1,355,477

95

96

97 A20 BASEMENT CONSTRUCTION

98

99 A2010 BASEMENT EXCAVATION

100 No work in this section

101 SUBTOTAL

102

103 A2020 BASEMENT WALLS

104 No work in this section

105 SUBTOTAL -

106

107 TOTAL - BASEMENT CONSTRUCTION

108

109

110 B10 SUPERSTRUCTURE
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Design Options
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Feasibility Study Estimate GFA 73,100

CSI UNIT EST'D SUB TOTAL

CODE DESCRIPTION QTY UNIT COST COST TOTAL COST

OPTION W3B - ADDITION

111 569 tns -

112 B1010 FLOOR CONSTRUCTION 15.57 lbs/gsf -

113

114

115 033000 CONCRETE

116 Concrete on Metal Deck

117 033000 WWF reinforcement 51,287 sf 0.94 48,210

118 033000 Concrete Fill to metal deck; Normal Weight 1,026 cy 137.00 140,562

119 033000 Place and finish concrete 44,597 sf 2.50 111,493

120 033000 Rebar to decks 13,379 lbs 1.32 17,660

121

122 051200 STRUCTURAL STEEL FRAMING

123 051200 Beams/Columns/Bracing - w-sections, 15#/SF 334 tns 3,400.00 1,135,600

124 051200 Premium for HSS 67 tns 300.00 20,100

125 051200 Shear studs 9,910 ea 3.50 34,685

126 051200 2" Metal galvanized floor deck 44,597 sf 3.75 167,239

127

128 078100 FIREPROOFING/FIRESTOPPING

129 078100 Fireproofing to deck NIC

130 SUBTOTAL 1,675,549

131

132 B1020 ROOF CONSTRUCTION

133

134 033000 CONCRETE

135 Concrete on Metal Deck

136 033000 WWF reinforcement 5,750 sf 0.94 5,405

137 033000 Concrete Fill to metal deck; Normal Weight 98 cy 137.00 13,426

138 033000 Place and finish concrete 5,000 sf 2.50 12,500

139 033000 Rebar to decks 1,500 lbs 1.32 1,980

140

141 051200 STRUCTURAL STEEL FRAMING

142 051200 Beams/Columns/Joists/Bracing - w-sections,15#/SF 235 tns 3,400.00 799,000

143 051200 Premium for HSS 71 tns 300.00 21,300

144 051200 1-1/2" Metal galvanized roof deck 31,353 sf 3.50 109,736

145 051200 Canopy framing 22 tns 4,000.00 88,000

146

147 078100 FIREPROOFING/FIRESTOPPING

148 078100 Fireproofing to roof deck NIC

149 SUBTOTAL 1,051,347

150

151 TOTAL - SUPERSTRUCTURE $2,726,896

152

153

154 B20 EXTERIOR CLOSURE
155

156 B2010 EXTERIOR WALLS 19,346 SF -

157

158 042000 MASONRY

159 040001 Granite veneer block, 6' 4,230 sf 70.00 296,100

160 040001 CMU back up, 12" at gym 4,069 sf 28.00 113,932

161 040001 Staging to exterior wall 27,637 sf 3.50 96,730

162

163 052000 MISC. METALS
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CSI UNIT EST'D SUB TOTAL

CODE DESCRIPTION QTY UNIT COST COST TOTAL COST

OPTION W3B - ADDITION

164 050001 Miscellaneous metals 8,299 sf 2.00 16,598

165

166 070001 WATERPROOFING, DAMPPROOFING AND CAULKING

167 070001 Air and vapor barrier 19,346 sf 6.00 116,076

168 070001 AVB at window openings 2,764 lf 5.00 13,820

169 070001 AVB at soffits 1,622 sf 6.00 9,732

170 070001 Miscellaneous sealants 27,637 sf 0.50 13,819

171

172 076400 CLADDING

173 076400 Trespa 15,116 sf 70.00 1,058,120

174 076400 Alucobond panel at soffits12" deep x 16" high 1,622 sf 65.00 105,430

175 076400 Roof screen allowance 1,600 sf 75.00 120,000

176 076400 Mockups 1 ls 25,000.00 25,000

177

178 072100 THERMAL INSULATION

179 072100 Insulation, 4" mineral wool 19,346 sf 4.00 77,384

180 072100 Insulation, 3" mineral wool 15,116 sf 3.50 52,906

181 072100 Insulation, 4" spray foam 4,230 sf 5.00 21,150

182 072100 Insulation at window openings 2,764 lf 2.50 6,910

183 072100 Insulation at soffits 1,622 sf 3.50 5,677

184

185 092900 GYPSUM BOARD ASSEMBLIES

186 092900 Exterior gypsum sheathing 15,277 sf 3.00 45,831

187 092900 8" stud 15,277 sf 11.00 168,047

188 092900 3-5/8" stud, staggered 15,277 sf 5.00 76,385

189 092900 GWB lining, 2 layers 15,277 sf 5.40 82,496

190 092900 Framing at soffit 1,622 sf 14.00 22,708

191 SUBTOTAL 2,544,851

192

193 B2020 WINDOWS 8,291 SF

194

195 061000 ROUGH CARPENTRY

196 061000 Wood blocking at openings 2,764 lf 14.00 38,696

197

198 070001 WATERPROOFING, DAMPPROOFING AND CAULKING

199 070001 Backer rod & double sealant 2,764 lf 9.00 24,876

200

201 080001 METAL WINDOWS, 30% 8,291 sf

202 080001 Windows/Storefront 8,291 sf 90.00 746,190

203 080001 Sunscreen 1 ls 75,000.00 75,000

204

205 089000 LOUVERS

206 089000 Aluminum louvers 250 sf 70.00 17,500

207

208 101400 SIGNAGE

209 101400 Building mounted aluminum letters 1 ls 5,000.00 5,000

210 SUBTOTAL 907,262

211

212 B2030 EXTERIOR DOORS

213

214 061000 ROUGH CARPENTRY

215 061000 Wood blocking at openings 20 lf 11.00 220

216
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CSI UNIT EST'D SUB TOTAL

CODE DESCRIPTION QTY UNIT COST COST TOTAL COST

OPTION W3B - ADDITION

217 079200 JOINT SEALANTS

218 070001 Backer rod & double sealant 20 lf 9.00 180

219

220 081110 HOLLOW METAL

221 081113 Frames, double 1 ea 450.00 450

222 081113 HM door 2 leaf 500.00 1,000

223

224 084110 ALUMINUM-FRAMED ENTRANCES AND STOREFRONTS

225 080001 Glazed aluminum entrance doors including frame and
hardware; double

8 pr 8,000.00 64,000

226 080001 Glazed aluminum entrance doors including frame and
hardware; single

8 ea 4,000.00 32,000

227

228 087100 DOOR HARDWARE

229 081113 Hardware 2 leaf 1,000.00 2,000

230

231 090007 PAINTING

232 090007 Finish doors and frames 2 ea 200.00 400

233 SUBTOTAL 100,250

234

235 TOTAL - EXTERIOR CLOSURE $3,552,363

236

237

238 B30 ROOFING

239

240 B3010 ROOF COVERINGS

241

242 070001 WATERPROOFING, DAMPPROOFING AND CAULKING

243 070001 AVB at roof perimeter 812 lf 8.00 6,496

244

245 070002 ROOFING AND FLASHING

246 Flat Roof

247 070002 PVC roofing system, 80 mil, complete 31,353 sf 16.00 501,648

248 070002 Rough blocking 4,872 lf 15.00 73,080

249 Miscellaneous Roofing

250 070002 Roof edge/fascia 812 lf 75.00 60,900

251 070002 Walk pads 627 sf 5.00 3,135

252 070002 PVC roofing at entry canopy 2,940 sf 17.00 49,980

253 SUBTOTAL 695,239

254

255 B3020 ROOF OPENINGS

256

257 086300 ROOF SKYLIGHTS

258 086300 Roof hatch, allowance 2 loc 3,800.00 7,600

259 SUBTOTAL 7,600
260

261 TOTAL - ROOFING $702,839

262

263

264 C10 INTERIOR CONSTRUCTION

265

266 C1010 PARTITIONS

267

268 040001 MASONRY
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CSI UNIT EST'D SUB TOTAL

CODE DESCRIPTION QTY UNIT COST COST TOTAL COST

OPTION W3B - ADDITION

269 040001 CMU, 12" gym 1,796 sf 28.00 50,288

270 040001 CMU, 12" stair 5,772 sf 28.00 161,616

271 040001 CMU, 8" corridor 20,668 sf 23.00 475,364

272 040001 CMU, 8" bathroom 6,637 sf 23.00 152,651

273

274 050001 MISCELLANEOUS METALS

275 050001 Seismic clips 656 ea 120.00 78,720

276 050001 Miscellaneous metals to masonry 34,873 sf 1.00 34,873

277

278 061000 ROUGH CARPENTRY

279 061000 Rough blocking 1,211 lf 6.00 7,266

280

281 070001 WATERPROOFING, DAMPPROOFING AND CAULKING

282 070001 Sealants & caulking at partitions 1,211 lf 9.00 10,899

283

284 080002 GLASS AND GLAZING

285 080002 Interior glazing/borrowed lites 1 ls 50,000.00 50,000

286

287 092900 GYPSUM BOARD ASSEMBLIES

288 092900 Demising - 2 layers GWB b/s 7,421 sf 16.00 118,736

289 092900 Furring to CMU 8,680 sf 6.60 57,288

290 092900 GWB assemblies 73,100 sf 5.00 365,500

291 SUBTOTAL 1,563,201
292

293 C1020 INTERIOR DOORS

294

295 090007 Interior doors, frames and hardware 73,100 gsf 6.00 438,600

296 SUBTOTAL 438,600

297

298 C1030 SPECIALTIES / MILLWORK

299

300 055000 MISCELLANEOUS METALS

301 050001 Miscellaneous metals throughout building 73,100 sf 1.00 73,100

302

303 061000 ROUGH CARPENTRY

304 061000 Backer panels in electrical closets 1 ls 10,000.00 10,000

305

306 064020 INTERIOR ARCHITECTURAL WOODWORK

307 Reception desk 1 ls 18,000.00 18,000

308 Media desk 1 ls 9,000.00 9,000

309 064100 Window sill; Solid surface 921 lf 50.00 46,050

310 064100 Mailboxes 1 ls 7,500.00 7,500

311

312 070001 WATERPROOFING, DAMPPROOFING AND CAULKING

313 070001 Miscellaneous sealants throughout building 73,100 sf 1.00 73,100

314

315 101100 VISUAL DISPLAY SURFACES

316 Markerboard 4,720 sf 22.00 103,840

317 Tackboard 2,400 sf 20.00 48,000

318

319 101400 DISPLAY CASES

320 101100 Display cases, 6' x 6' x 2' deep semi recessed
aluminum w/ wood trim

5 ea 5,000.00 25,000

321
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CSI UNIT EST'D SUB TOTAL

CODE DESCRIPTION QTY UNIT COST COST TOTAL COST

OPTION W3B - ADDITION

322 101400 SIGNAGE

323 101400 Building directory 1 loc 3,000.00 NIC

324 Room Signs 73,100 gsf 0.25 18,275

325 101400 Other signage 1 ls 5,000.00 5,000

326

327 102110 TOILET COMPARTMENTS

328 Toilet Partitions and accessories 73,100 gsf 0.80 58,480

329

330 104400 FIRE PROTECTION SPECIALTIES

331 104400 Fire extinguisher cabinets 24 ea 350.00 8,400

332

333 105000 LOCKERS

334 Lockers, staff 12 ea 220.00 2,640

335 SUBTOTAL 506,385

336

337 TOTAL - INTERIOR CONSTRUCTION $2,508,186

338

339

340 C20 STAIRCASES
341

342 C2010 STAIR CONSTRUCTION

343

344 033000 CONCRETE

345 033000 Concrete to stairs 6 flt 1,500.00 9,000

346 033000 Premium for ramps 1,500 sf 20.00 30,000

347

348 055000 MISCELLANEOUS METALS

349 050001 Open stairs 1 flt 65,000.00 65,000

350 050001 Egress stairs 5 flt 30,000.00 150,000

351 050001 Handrails at ramp 250 lf 120.00 30,000

352 SUBTOTAL 284,000
353

354 C2020 STAIR FINISHES
355

356 090005 RESILIENT FLOORS

357 Rubber tile at stairs - landings 540 sf 14.00 7,560

358 Rubber tile at stairs - treads & risers 690 lft 22.00 15,180

359 Rubber tile at ramps 1,500 sf 14.00 21,000

360

361 090007 PAINTING

362 090007 Finishes to egress staircases; sealed concrete treads
and risers

6 flt 1,500.00 9,000

363 SUBTOTAL 52,740

364

365 TOTAL - STAIRCASES $336,740

366

367

368 C30 INTERIOR FINISHES
369

370 C3010 WALL FINISHES

371

372 040001 MASONRY

373 064100 Brick at Lobby 620 sf 40.00 24,800

374 040001 CMU, 8" bathroom; premium for glazed 5,054 sf 5.00 25,270

375 064100 Premium for Glazed CMU @ corridors 20,048 sf 5.00 100,240

376
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CODE DESCRIPTION QTY UNIT COST COST TOTAL COST

OPTION W3B - ADDITION

377 064020 INTERIOR ARCHITECTURAL WOODWORK

378 Hardwood trim at proscenium 800 sf 55.00 44,000

379 Hardwood wainscot at Media, 7' 2,310 sf 55.00 127,050

380

381 090002 TILE

382 090002 Wall tile at cafeteria, 4' 960 sf 22.00 21,120

383

384 098413 SOUND ABSORBING PANELS

385 098400 Tectum at gym at gym 930 sf 16.00 14,880

386 098400 Acoustic panels

387 098400 Cafeteria 318 sf 30.00 9,540

388 098400 Music 290 sf 30.00 8,700

389

390 090007 PAINTING

391 090007 Paint to GWB 62,321 sf 0.80 49,857

392 090007 Paint to CMU 26,707 sf 1.25 33,384

393 SUBTOTAL 458,841
394

395 C3020 FLOOR FINISHES
396

397 033000 CONCRETE

398 033000 Sealed concrete 500 sf 2.50 1,250

399

400 090002 Tile

401 090005 Quarry tile 2,845 sf 23.00 65,435

402 090005 Porcelain pavers 6,425 sf 25.00 160,625

403 090005 Tile base 600 lf 2.50 1,500

404

405 090005 RESILIENT FLOORS

406 090005 Linoleum tile 33,830 sf 7.00 236,810

407 090005 Resilient Base 12,754 lf 2.50 31,885

408 090005 Moisture mitigation 53,020 sf 3.50 185,570

409

410 096810 EPOXY FLOORING

411 090005 Epoxy flooring 3,000 sf 12.00 36,000

412

413 096810 TILE CARPETING

414 096810 Carpet tile 9,725 sf 5.33 51,834

415

416 124810 ENTRANCE FLOOR MAT AND FRAMES

417 124810 Recessed floor grille 500 sf 45.00 22,500

418

419 096560 ATHLETIC FLOORING

420 096429 Wood athletic flooring at gym 5,600 sf 18.50 103,600

421 096429 Ventilating cove base 320 lf 8.00 2,560

422 096429 Rubber flooring at Fitness 2,658 sf 14.00 37,212

423 090005 Wood sprung flooring at stage 1,207 sf 20.00 24,140

424 SUBTOTAL 960,921
425

426 C3030 CEILING FINISHES

427

428 098400 Ceiling finishes 65,790 sf 7.00 460,530

429 SUBTOTAL 460,530
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OPTION W3B - ADDITION

430

431 TOTAL - INTERIOR FINISHES 1,880,292

432

433

434 D10 CONVEYING SYSTEMS
435

436 D1010 ELEVATOR

437

438 055000 MISCELLANEOUS METALS

439 050001 Pit ladder 1 ea 2,500.00 2,500

440 050001 Sill angle 40 lf 25.00 1,000

441

442 142000 ELEVATOR

443 142400 Three stop elevator 1 ea 127,500.00 127,500

444 SUBTOTAL 131,000

445

446 TOTAL - CONVEYING SYSTEMS $131,000

447

448 D13 SPECIAL CONSTRUCTION
449

450 D1313 SPECIAL CONSTRUCTION

451 No work in this section

452 SUBTOTAL

453

454 TOTAL - SPECIAL CONSTRUCTION

455

456 D20 PLUMBING

457

458 D20 PLUMBING, GENERALLY
459 New plumbing systems 73,100 gsf 14.00 1,023,400

460 SUBTOTAL 1,023,400

461

462 TOTAL - PLUMBING $1,023,400

463

464

465 D30 HVAC
466

467 D30 HVAC, GENERALLY

468 New HVAC system; full AC 73,100 gsf 44.00 3,216,400

469 SUBTOTAL 3,216,400

470

471 TOTAL - HVAC $3,216,400

472

473

474 D40 FIRE PROTECTION

475

476 D40 FIRE PROTECTION, GENERALLY

477 15200 Fire protection system 73,100 gsf 4.50 328,950

478 SUBTOTAL 328,950
479

480 TOTAL - FIRE PROTECTION $328,950

481

482

483 D50 ELECTRICAL
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OPTION W3B - ADDITION

484

485 D5010 SERVICE & DISTRIBUTION
486 Gear & Distribution

487 Normal Power

488 2500A 408/277V main distribution panelboard 1 ea 85,000.00 85,000

489 Associated panelboards, transformers and feeders 73,100 gsf 3.00 219,300

490 Emergency power

491 175KW diesel generator with WP cover 1 ea 120,000.00 120,000

492 100A ATS (allow) 2 ea 3,830.00 7,660

493 Associated panelboards, transformers and feeders 73,100 gsf 1.50 109,650

494 Equipment Wiring

495 Elevator feed and connection 1 ea 4,000.00 4,000

496 Elevator cab power feed and connection 1 ea 1,500.00 1,500

497 PV rough in 1 ea 20,000.00 20,000

498 Misc. equipment wiring 73,100 gsf 0.75 54,825

499 Kitchen / Servery feed and connections 1 ls 20,000.00 20,000

500 260000 SUBTOTAL 641,935

501 260000

502 260000 D5020 LIGHTING & POWER

503 260000 Lighting & Branch Power -

504 General lighting 73,100 gsf 6.00 438,600

505 Exit lighting 73,100 gsf 0.25 18,275

506 Exterior building lighting 1 ls 7,500.00 7,500

507 Lighting controls

508 Network lighting control panel 1 ls 3,500.00 3,500

509 Lighting controls, switches and sensors 73,100 gsf 1.50 109,650

510 260000 Branch devices

511 Branch devices 73,100 gsf 0.40 29,240

512 260000 Lighting and branch circuitry

513 Branch & lighting circuitry 73,100 gsf 4.50 328,950

514 260000 SUBTOTAL 935,715

515 260000

516 260000 D5030 COMMUNICATION & SECURITY SYSTEMS

517 260000 Fire Alarm

518 Make connections at existing control panel 1 ls 3,500.00 3,500

519 Initiating, reporting device and cabling 73,100 gsf 2.50 182,750

520 Testing and programming 1 ls 2,500.00 2,500

521 Security System

522 Security System 73,100 gsf 2.50 182,750

523 Telephone/Data/CATV

524 Network switches, PBX, IP, VP, CCTV 73,100 gsf 2.00 146,200

525 Telecommunications rough in 73,100 gsf 1.00 73,100

526 Telecommunications devices and cabling 73,100 gsf 2.00 146,200

527 IDF Fit out 2 loc 4,500.00 9,000

528 Grounding 1 ls 1,500.00 1,500

529 PA/Clock System

530 Make connections at head end 1 ls 3,500.00 3,500

531 Clocks, speakers and cabling 73,100 gsf 0.75 54,825

532 A/V

533 Speech enhancement 45 rooms 1,500.00 67,500
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OPTION W3B - ADDITION

534 AV equipment By Owner

535 Rough-In conduit and backboxes only 73,100 gsf 0.25 18,275

536 Sound Systems

537 Gymnasium 1 ls 60,000.00 60,000

538 Gymnasium

539 Scoreboard with feed and connection 1 ls 13,500.00 13,500

540 Equipment feed and connections 1 ls 12,000.00 12,000

541 260000 SUBTOTAL 977,100

542 260000

543 260000 D5040 OTHER ELECTRICAL SYSTEMS

544 Miscellaneous

545 260000 Temp power and lights 73,100 gsf 0.50 36,550

546 260000 Seismic restraints 1 ls 5,000.00 5,000

547 260000 Lightning Protection 30,675 sf 0.25 7,669

548 260000 Fees & Permits 73,100 gsf 0.20 14,620

549 SUBTOTAL 63,839

550

551 TOTAL - ELECTRICAL $2,618,589

552

553

554 E10 EQUIPMENT

555

556 E10 EQUIPMENT, GENERALLY

557

558 111620 THEATRICAL EQUIPMENT

559 116620 Theatrical Equipment Stage curtains and rigging 1 ls 75,000.00 75,000

560

561 111250 PROJECTION SCREENS

562 115213 Projection screens 1 ls 10,000.00 10,000

563

564 113100 APPLIANCES

565 114000 Appliances 1 ls 20,000.00 20,000

566

567 114000 FOOD SERVICE EQUIPMENT

568 114000 Kitchen equipment 2,845 sf 200.00 569,000

569

570 116600 ATHLETIC EQUIPMENT

571 116600 Gym wall pads 1,440 sf 10.00 14,400

572 116600 Basketball backstops; 6 ea 6,000.00 36,000

573 116600 Gymnasium dividing net; electrically operated 1,320 sf 20.00 26,400

574 116600 Volleyball net and standards 4 slvs 2,000.00 8,000

575 116600 Retractable bleachers 480 seats 140.00 67,200

576 SUBTOTAL 826,000

577

578 TOTAL - EQUIPMENT $826,000
579

580

581 E20 FURNISHINGS

582

583 E2010 FIXED FURNISHINGS

584

585 123553 CASEWORK

586 123553 Cubbies 800 ope 280.00 224,000
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Ipswich Elementary School 27-Dec-16
Design Options
Ipswich, MA

Feasibility Study Estimate GFA 73,100

CSI UNIT EST'D SUB TOTAL

CODE DESCRIPTION QTY UNIT COST COST TOTAL COST

OPTION W3B - ADDITION

587 123553 Perimeter shelving 924 lf 180.00 166,320

588 123553 Wardrobe units w/ doors 84 ea 1,400.00 117,600

589 123553 Tall cabinet w/ shelves 28 ea 1,400.00 39,200

590 123553 Base cabinet w/ counter 260 lf 350.00 91,000

591 123553 Wall cabinet 260 lf 220.00 57,200

592

593 122100 WINDOW TREATMENT

594 122100 Mini at interior glazing 1 ls 15,000.00 15,000

595 122100 Roller shades at exterior glazing 8,291 sf 7.00 58,037

596 122100 Premium for motorized shades 1 ls 10,000.00 10,000

597 SUBTOTAL 778,357

598

599 E2020 MOVABLE FURNISHINGS

600 All movable furnishings to be provided and installed
by owner

601 SUBTOTAL NIC
602

603 TOTAL - FURNISHINGS $778,357

604

605

606 F20 SELECTIVE BUILDING DEMOLITION

607

608 F2010 BUILDING ELEMENTS DEMOLITION

609 122100 Demolition of existing exterior for connections 1,764 sf 20.00 35,280

610 See main summary for demolition of existing buildings

611 SUBTOTAL 35,280

612

613 F2020 HAZARDOUS COMPONENTS ABATEMENT
614 See main summary for HazMat allowance See Summary

615 SUBTOTAL
616

617 TOTAL - SELECTIVE BUILDING DEMOLITION $35,280
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Ipswich Elementary School 27-Dec-16

Design Options

Ipswich, MA

Feasibility Study Estimate GFA 123,700

CONSTRUCTION COST SUMMARY
BUILDING SYSTEM SubTotal TOTAL $/SF %

OPTION W2a.1 - NEW CONSTRUCTION

A10 FOUNDATIONS
A1010 Standard Foundations $1,346,599

A1020 Special Foundations $0

A1030 Lowest Floor Construction $1,330,830 $2,677,429 $21.64 7.2%

B10 SUPERSTRUCTURE

B1010 Upper Floor Construction $2,596,820

B1020 Roof Construction $1,905,729 $4,502,549 $36.40 12.1%

B20 EXTERIOR CLOSURE

B2010 Exterior Walls $5,235,537

B2020 Windows $1,802,066

B2030 Exterior Doors $100,250 $7,137,853 $57.70 19.2%

B30 ROOFING

B3010 Roof Coverings $1,364,363

B3020 Roof Openings $7,600 $1,371,963 $11.09 3.7%

C10 INTERIOR CONSTRUCTION

C1010 Partitions $2,657,076

C1020 Interior Doors $742,200

C1030 Specialties/Millwork $789,893 $4,189,169 $33.87 11.3%

C20 STAIRCASES

C2010 Stair Construction $354,500

C2020 Stair Finishes $81,130 $435,630 $3.52 1.2%

C30 INTERIOR FINISHES

C3010 Wall Finishes $652,958

C3020 Floor Finishes $1,430,871

C3030 Ceiling Finishes $779,310 $2,863,139 $23.15 7.7%

D10 CONVEYING SYSTEMS

D1010 Elevator $131,000 $131,000 $1.06 0.4%

D13 SPECIAL CONSTRUCTION

D1313 Special Construction

D20 PLUMBING

D20 Plumbing $1,731,800 $1,731,800 $14.00 4.7%

D30 HVAC

D30 HVAC $5,442,800 $5,442,800 $44.00 14.6%
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Ipswich Elementary School 27-Dec-16

Design Options

Ipswich, MA

Feasibility Study Estimate GFA 123,700

CONSTRUCTION COST SUMMARY
BUILDING SYSTEM SubTotal TOTAL $/SF %

OPTION W2a.1 - NEW CONSTRUCTION

D40 FIRE PROTECTION

D40 Fire Protection $556,650 $556,650 $4.50 1.5%

D50 ELECTRICAL

D5010 Service & Distribution $907,585

D5020 Lighting & Power $1,575,805

D5030 Communication & Security Systems $1,533,700

D5040 Other Electrical Systems $106,627 $4,123,717 $33.34 11.1%

E10 EQUIPMENT

E10 Equipment $826,000 $826,000 $6.68 2.2%

E20 FURNISHINGS

E2010 Fixed Furnishings $1,162,699

E2020 Movable Furnishings NIC $1,162,699 $9.40 3.1%

F20 HAZMAT REMOVALS

F2010 Building Elements Demolition $0

F2020 Hazardous Components Abatement $0 $0 $0.00 0.0%

TOTAL DIRECT COST (Trade Costs) $37,152,398 $300.34 100.0%
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Ipswich Elementary School 27-Dec-16
Design Options
Ipswich, MA

Feasibility Study Estimate GFA 123,700

CSI UNIT EST'D SUB TOTAL

CODE DESCRIPTION QTY UNIT COST COST TOTAL COST

OPTION W2a.1 - NEW CONSTRUCTION

1 GROSS FLOOR AREA CALCULATION
2

3 First Floor 54,680
4 Second Floor 45,750
5 Third Floor 23,270
6

7 TOTAL GROSS FLOOR AREA (GFA) 123,700 sf

8

9

10 A10 FOUNDATIONS
11

12 A1010 STANDARD FOUNDATIONS

13

14 033000 CONCRETE

15 Strip Footings 286 CY

16 Foundation Walls 408 CY

17 Spread Footings 189 CY

18 Piers 101 CY

19 Total Foundation Concrete 984 CY

20 Strip footings and grade beams

21 033000 Formwork 6,728 sf 14.00 94,192

22 033000 Re-bar 84,610 lbs. 1.32 111,685

23 033000 Concrete material; 3,000 psi 286 cy 132.00 37,752

24 033000 Placing concrete 286 cy 55.00 15,730

25 033000 Foundation walls at exterior

26 033000 Formwork 15,752 sf 16.00 252,032

27 033000 Re-bar 31,504 lbs. 1.32 41,585

28 033000 Concrete material; 3,000 psi 408 cy 132.00 53,856

29 033000 Placing concrete 408 cy 55.00 22,440

30 033000 Form shelf 1,969 lf 8.00 15,752

31 033000 Spread Footings

32 033000 Formwork 3,066 sf 16.00 49,056

33 033000 Re-bar 17,008 lbs. 1.32 22,451

34 033000 Concrete material; 3,000 psi 189 cy 132.00 24,948

35 033000 Placing concrete 189 cy 55.00 10,395

36 033000 Set anchor bolts grout plates 118 ea 165.00 19,470

37 033000 Piers/Pilasters; 22" x 22"

38 033000 Formwork 3,460 sf 18.00 62,280

39 033000 Re-bar 12,390 lbs 1.32 16,355

40 033000 Concrete material; 3,000 psi 101 cy 132.00 13,332

41 033000 Placing concrete 101 cy 90.00 9,090

42 033000 Elevator pit, complete 1 ls 30,000.00 30,000

43

44 070001 WATERPROOFING, DAMPPROOFING AND CAULKING

45 070001 Dampproofing foundation wall and footing 11,814 sf 3.00 NIC

46

47 072100 THERMAL INSULATION

48 072100 Insulation 7,876 sf 3.00 23,628

49

50 312000 EARTHWORK

51 Strip footings

52 312000 Excavation 2,510 cy 15.00 37,650

53 312000 Remove off site 2,510 cy 20.00 50,200

54 312000 Backfill with imported material 2,224 cy 35.00 77,840

55 Spread footings

56 312000 Excavation 2,311 cy 13.20 30,505
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Ipswich Elementary School 27-Dec-16
Design Options
Ipswich, MA

Feasibility Study Estimate GFA 123,700

CSI UNIT EST'D SUB TOTAL

CODE DESCRIPTION QTY UNIT COST COST TOTAL COST

OPTION W2a.1 - NEW CONSTRUCTION

57 312000 Remove off site 2,311 cy 20.00 46,220

58 312000 Backfill with imported material 2,122 cy 35.00 74,270

59 Miscellaneous

60 312000 Gravel fill beneath footings, 12" 709 cy 35.00 24,815

61 312000 Perimeter drain 1,969 lf 30.00 59,070

62 312000 Allowance for dewatering for foundation work 1 ls 20,000.00 20,000

63 SUBTOTAL 1,346,599

64

65 A1020 SPECIAL FOUNDATIONS

66 No work in this section

67 SUBTOTAL

68

69 A1030 LOWEST FLOOR CONSTRUCTION

70

71 033000 CONCRETE

72 Slab on grade, 5" thick 54,680 sf -

73 033000 Vapor barrier, heavy duty, 15 mil 54,680 sf 1.00 54,680

74 033000 WWF reinforcement 62,882 sf 0.99 62,253

75 033000 Concrete - 5" thick; 4,000 psi 885 cy 137.50 121,688

76 033000 Placing concrete 885 cy 49.50 43,808

77 033000 Finishing and curing concrete 54,680 sf 2.50 136,700

78 033000 Sawcut full depth control joints 54,680 sf 0.22 12,030

79 033000 Miscellaneous

80 033000 Moisture mitigation 1,100 cy 65.00 NIC

81 033000 Equipment pads 1 ls 15,000.00 15,000

82

83 072100 THERMAL INSULATION

84 072100 Insulation, 2" 54,680 sf 2.15 117,562

85

86 312000 EARTHWORK

87 Slab on grade

88 312000 Crushed stone, 12" 2,025 cy 35.00 70,875

89 312000 Allowance for RAPS 54,680 sf 12.00 656,160
90 312000 Compact sub-grade 54,680 sf 0.55 30,074

91 312000 E & B for underslab plumbing 1 ls 10,000.00 10,000

92 SUBTOTAL 1,330,830

93

94 TOTAL - FOUNDATIONS $2,677,429

95

96

97 A20 BASEMENT CONSTRUCTION

98

99 A2010 BASEMENT EXCAVATION

100 No work in this section

101 SUBTOTAL

102

103 A2020 BASEMENT WALLS

104 No work in this section

105 SUBTOTAL -

106

107 TOTAL - BASEMENT CONSTRUCTION

108

109

110 B10 SUPERSTRUCTURE

111 969 tns -
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Ipswich Elementary School 27-Dec-16
Design Options
Ipswich, MA

Feasibility Study Estimate GFA 123,700

CSI UNIT EST'D SUB TOTAL

CODE DESCRIPTION QTY UNIT COST COST TOTAL COST

OPTION W2a.1 - NEW CONSTRUCTION

112 B1010 FLOOR CONSTRUCTION 15.67 lbs/gsf -

113

114

115 033000 CONCRETE

116 Concrete on Metal Deck

117 033000 WWF reinforcement 79,373 sf 0.94 74,611

118 033000 Concrete Fill to metal deck; Normal Weight 1,587 cy 137.00 217,419

119 033000 Place and finish concrete 69,020 sf 2.50 172,550

120 033000 Rebar to decks 20,706 lbs 1.32 27,332

121

122 051200 STRUCTURAL STEEL FRAMING

123 051200 Beams/Columns/Bracing - w-sections, 15#/SF 518 tns 3,400.00 1,761,200

124 051200 Premium for HSS 104 tns 300.00 31,200

125 051200 Shear studs 15,338 ea 3.50 53,683

126 051200 2" Metal galvanized floor deck 69,020 sf 3.75 258,825

127

128 078100 FIREPROOFING/FIRESTOPPING

129 078100 Fireproofing to deck NIC

130 SUBTOTAL 2,596,820

131

132 B1020 ROOF CONSTRUCTION

133

134 033000 CONCRETE

135 Concrete on Metal Deck

136 033000 WWF reinforcement 5,750 sf 0.94 5,405

137 033000 Concrete Fill to metal deck; Normal Weight 98 cy 137.00 13,426

138 033000 Place and finish concrete 5,000 sf 2.50 12,500

139 033000 Rebar to decks 1,500 lbs 1.32 1,980

140

141 051200 STRUCTURAL STEEL FRAMING

142 051200 Beams/Columns/Joists/Bracing - w-sections,15#/SF 451 tns 3,400.00 1,533,400

143 051200 Premium for HSS 135 tns 300.00 40,500

144 051200 1-1/2" Metal galvanized roof deck 60,148 sf 3.50 210,518

145 051200 Canopy framing 22 tns 4,000.00 88,000

146

147 078100 FIREPROOFING/FIRESTOPPING

148 078100 Fireproofing to roof deck NIC

149 SUBTOTAL 1,905,729

150

151 TOTAL - SUPERSTRUCTURE $4,502,549

152

153

154 B20 EXTERIOR CLOSURE
155

156 B2010 EXTERIOR WALLS 40,126 SF -

157

158 042000 MASONRY

159 040001 Granite veneer block, 6' 10,548 sf 70.00 738,360

160 040001 CMU back up, 12" at gym 4,069 sf 28.00 113,932

161 040001 Staging to exterior wall 57,323 sf 3.50 200,631

162

163 052000 MISC. METALS
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Ipswich Elementary School 27-Dec-16
Design Options
Ipswich, MA

Feasibility Study Estimate GFA 123,700

CSI UNIT EST'D SUB TOTAL

CODE DESCRIPTION QTY UNIT COST COST TOTAL COST

OPTION W2a.1 - NEW CONSTRUCTION

164 050001 Miscellaneous metals 14,617 sf 2.00 29,234

165

166 070001 WATERPROOFING, DAMPPROOFING AND CAULKING

167 070001 Air and vapor barrier 40,126 sf 6.00 240,756

168 070001 AVB at window openings 5,732 lf 5.00 28,660

169 070001 AVB at soffits 3,491 sf 6.00 20,946

170 070001 Miscellaneous sealants 57,323 sf 0.50 28,662

171

172 076400 CLADDING

173 076400 Trespa 29,578 sf 70.00 2,070,460

174 076400 Alucobond panel at soffits12" deep x 16" high 3,491 sf 65.00 226,915

175 076400 Roof screen allowance 3,200 sf 75.00 240,000

176 076400 Mockups 1 ls 25,000.00 25,000

177

178 072100 THERMAL INSULATION

179 072100 Insulation, 4" mineral wool 40,126 sf 4.00 160,504

180 072100 Insulation, 3" mineral wool 29,578 sf 3.50 103,523

181 072100 Insulation, 4" spray foam 10,548 sf 5.00 52,740

182 072100 Insulation at window openings 5,732 lf 2.50 14,330

183 072100 Insulation at soffits 3,491 sf 3.50 12,219

184

185 092900 GYPSUM BOARD ASSEMBLIES

186 092900 Exterior gypsum sheathing 36,057 sf 3.00 108,171

187 092900 8" stud 36,057 sf 11.00 396,627

188 092900 3-5/8" stud, staggered 36,057 sf 5.00 180,285

189 092900 GWB lining, 2 layers 36,057 sf 5.40 194,708

190 092900 Framing at soffit 3,491 sf 14.00 48,874

191 SUBTOTAL 5,235,537

192

193 B2020 WINDOWS 17,197 SF

194

195 061000 ROUGH CARPENTRY

196 061000 Wood blocking at openings 5,732 lf 14.00 80,248

197

198 070001 WATERPROOFING, DAMPPROOFING AND CAULKING

199 070001 Backer rod & double sealant 5,732 lf 9.00 51,588

200

201 080001 METAL WINDOWS, 30% 17,197 sf

202 080001 Windows/Storefront 17,197 sf 90.00 1,547,730

203 080001 Sunscreen 1 ls 100,000.00 100,000

204

205 089000 LOUVERS

206 089000 Aluminum louvers 250 sf 70.00 17,500

207

208 101400 SIGNAGE

209 101400 Building mounted aluminum letters 1 ls 5,000.00 5,000

210 SUBTOTAL 1,802,066

211

212 B2030 EXTERIOR DOORS

213

214 061000 ROUGH CARPENTRY

215 061000 Wood blocking at openings 20 lf 11.00 220

216
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Ipswich Elementary School 27-Dec-16
Design Options
Ipswich, MA

Feasibility Study Estimate GFA 123,700

CSI UNIT EST'D SUB TOTAL

CODE DESCRIPTION QTY UNIT COST COST TOTAL COST

OPTION W2a.1 - NEW CONSTRUCTION

217 079200 JOINT SEALANTS

218 070001 Backer rod & double sealant 20 lf 9.00 180

219

220 081110 HOLLOW METAL

221 081113 Frames, double 1 ea 450.00 450

222 081113 HM door 2 leaf 500.00 1,000

223

224 084110 ALUMINUM-FRAMED ENTRANCES AND STOREFRONTS

225 080001 Glazed aluminum entrance doors including frame and
hardware; double

8 pr 8,000.00 64,000

226 080001 Glazed aluminum entrance doors including frame and
hardware; single

8 ea 4,000.00 32,000

227

228 087100 DOOR HARDWARE

229 081113 Hardware 2 leaf 1,000.00 2,000

230

231 090007 PAINTING

232 090007 Finish doors and frames 2 ea 200.00 400

233 SUBTOTAL 100,250

234

235 TOTAL - EXTERIOR CLOSURE $7,137,853

236

237

238 B30 ROOFING

239

240 B3010 ROOF COVERINGS

241

242 070001 WATERPROOFING, DAMPPROOFING AND CAULKING

243 070001 AVB at roof perimeter 2,000 lf 8.00 16,000

244

245 070002 ROOFING AND FLASHING

246 Flat Roof

247 070002 PVC roofing system, 80 mil, complete 60,148 sf 16.00 962,368

248 070002 Rough blocking 12,000 lf 15.00 180,000

249 Miscellaneous Roofing

250 070002 Roof edge/fascia 2,000 lf 75.00 150,000

251 070002 Walk pads 1,203 sf 5.00 6,015

252 070002 PVC roofing at entry canopy 2,940 sf 17.00 49,980

253 SUBTOTAL 1,364,363

254

255 B3020 ROOF OPENINGS

256

257 086300 ROOF SKYLIGHTS

258 086300 Roof hatch, allowance 2 loc 3,800.00 7,600

259 SUBTOTAL 7,600
260

261 TOTAL - ROOFING $1,371,963

262

263

264 C10 INTERIOR CONSTRUCTION

265

266 C1010 PARTITIONS

267

268 040001 MASONRY
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Ipswich Elementary School 27-Dec-16
Design Options
Ipswich, MA

Feasibility Study Estimate GFA 123,700

CSI UNIT EST'D SUB TOTAL

CODE DESCRIPTION QTY UNIT COST COST TOTAL COST

OPTION W2a.1 - NEW CONSTRUCTION

269 040001 CMU, 12" gym 1,995 sf 28.00 55,860

270 040001 CMU, 12" stair 5,653 sf 28.00 158,284

271 040001 CMU, 8" corridor 37,174 sf 23.00 855,002

272 040001 CMU, 8" bathroom 5,054 sf 23.00 116,242

273

274 050001 MISCELLANEOUS METALS

275 050001 Seismic clips 921 ea 120.00 110,520

276 050001 Miscellaneous metals to masonry 49,876 sf 1.00 49,876

277

278 061000 ROUGH CARPENTRY

279 061000 Rough blocking 4,190 lf 6.00 25,140

280

281 070001 WATERPROOFING, DAMPPROOFING AND CAULKING

282 070001 Sealants & caulking at partitions 4,190 lf 9.00 37,710

283

284 080002 GLASS AND GLAZING

285 080002 Interior glazing/borrowed lites 1 ls 100,000.00 100,000

286

287 092900 GYPSUM BOARD ASSEMBLIES

288 092900 Demising - 2 layers GWB b/s 14,763 sf 16.00 236,208

289 092900 Standard 3,658 sf 13.00 47,554

290 092900 Furring to CMU 37,300 sf 6.60 246,180

291 092900 GWB assemblies 123,700 sf 5.00 618,500

292 SUBTOTAL 2,657,076
293

294 C1020 INTERIOR DOORS

295

296 090007 Interior doors, frames and hardware 123,700 gsf 6.00 742,200

297 SUBTOTAL 742,200

298

299 C1030 SPECIALTIES / MILLWORK

300

301 055000 MISCELLANEOUS METALS

302 050001 Miscellaneous metals throughout building 123,700 sf 1.00 123,700

303

304 061000 ROUGH CARPENTRY

305 061000 Backer panels in electrical closets 1 ls 10,000.00 10,000

306

307 064020 INTERIOR ARCHITECTURAL WOODWORK

308 Reception desk 1 ls 18,000.00 18,000

309 Media desk 1 ls 9,000.00 9,000

310 064100 Window sill; Solid surface 1,911 lf 50.00 95,550

311 064100 Mailboxes 1 ls 7,500.00 7,500

312

313 070001 WATERPROOFING, DAMPPROOFING AND CAULKING

314 070001 Miscellaneous sealants throughout building 123,700 sf 1.00 123,700

315

316 101100 VISUAL DISPLAY SURFACES

317 Markerboard 7,024 sf 22.00 154,528

318 Tackboard 3,552 sf 20.00 71,040

319

320 101400 DISPLAY CASES

321 101100 Display cases, 6' x 6' x 2' deep semi recessed
aluminum w/ wood trim

5 ea 5,000.00 25,000
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Ipswich Elementary School 27-Dec-16
Design Options
Ipswich, MA

Feasibility Study Estimate GFA 123,700

CSI UNIT EST'D SUB TOTAL

CODE DESCRIPTION QTY UNIT COST COST TOTAL COST

OPTION W2a.1 - NEW CONSTRUCTION

322

323 101400 SIGNAGE

324 101400 Building directory 1 loc 3,000.00 NIC

325 Room Signs 123,700 gsf 0.25 30,925

326 101400 Other signage 1 ls 5,000.00 5,000

327

328 102110 TOILET COMPARTMENTS

329 Toilet Partitions and accessories 123,700 gsf 0.80 98,960

330

331 104400 FIRE PROTECTION SPECIALTIES

332 104400 Fire extinguisher cabinets 41 ea 350.00 14,350

333

334 105000 LOCKERS

335 Lockers, staff 12 ea 220.00 2,640

336 SUBTOTAL 789,893

337

338 TOTAL - INTERIOR CONSTRUCTION $4,189,169

339

340

341 C20 STAIRCASES
342

343 C2010 STAIR CONSTRUCTION

344

345 033000 CONCRETE

346 033000 Concrete to stairs 7 flt 1,500.00 10,500

347 033000 Premium for ramps 3,150 sf 20.00 63,000

348

349 055000 MISCELLANEOUS METALS

350 050001 Open stairs 1 flt 65,000.00 65,000

351 050001 Egress stairs 6 flt 25,000.00 150,000

352 050001 Handrails at ramp 550 lf 120.00 66,000

353 SUBTOTAL 354,500
354

355 C2020 STAIR FINISHES
356

357 090005 RESILIENT FLOORS

358 Rubber tile at stairs - landings 630 sf 14.00 8,820

359 Rubber tile at stairs - treads & risers 805 lft 22.00 17,710

360 Rubber tile at ramps 3,150 sf 14.00 44,100

361

362 090007 PAINTING

363 090007 Finishes to egress staircases; sealed concrete treads
and risers

7 flt 1,500.00 10,500

364 SUBTOTAL 81,130

365

366 TOTAL - STAIRCASES $435,630

367

368

369 C30 INTERIOR FINISHES
370

371 C3010 WALL FINISHES

372

373 040001 MASONRY

374 064100 Brick at Lobby 2,440 sf 40.00 97,600

375 040001 CMU, 8" bathroom; premium for glazed 5,054 sf 5.00 25,270
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Ipswich Elementary School 27-Dec-16
Design Options
Ipswich, MA

Feasibility Study Estimate GFA 123,700

CSI UNIT EST'D SUB TOTAL

CODE DESCRIPTION QTY UNIT COST COST TOTAL COST

OPTION W2a.1 - NEW CONSTRUCTION

376 064100 Premium for Glazed CMU @ corridors 25,510 sf 5.00 127,550

377

378 064020 INTERIOR ARCHITECTURAL WOODWORK

379 Hardwood trim at proscenium 800 sf 55.00 44,000

380 Hardwood wainscot at Media, 7' 2,310 sf 55.00 127,050

381

382 090002 TILE

383 090002 Wall tile at cafeteria, 4' 960 sf 22.00 21,120

384

385 098413 SOUND ABSORBING PANELS

386 098400 Tectum at gym at gym 930 sf 16.00 14,880

387 098400 Acoustic panels

388 098400 Cafeteria 318 sf 30.00 9,540

389 098400 Music 290 sf 30.00 8,700

390

391 090007 PAINTING

392 090007 Paint to GWB 184,341 sf 0.80 147,473

393 090007 Paint to CMU 23,820 sf 1.25 29,775

394 SUBTOTAL 652,958
395

396 C3020 FLOOR FINISHES
397

398 033000 CONCRETE

399 033000 Sealed concrete 2,600 sf 2.50 6,500

400

401 090002 Tile

402 090005 Quarry tile 2,845 sf 23.00 65,435

403 090005 Porcelain pavers 6,425 sf 25.00 160,625

404 090005 Tile base 600 lf 2.50 1,500

405

406 090005 RESILIENT FLOORS

407 090005 Linoleum tile 75,270 sf 7.00 526,890

408 090005 Resilient Base 14,986 lf 2.50 37,465

409 090005 Moisture mitigation 94,460 sf 3.50 330,610

410

411 096810 EPOXY FLOORING

412 090005 Epoxy flooring 5,000 sf 12.00 60,000

413

414 096810 TILE CARPETING

415 096810 Carpet tile 9,725 sf 5.33 51,834

416

417 124810 ENTRANCE FLOOR MAT AND FRAMES

418 124810 Recessed floor grille 500 sf 45.00 22,500

419

420 096560 ATHLETIC FLOORING

421 096429 Wood athletic flooring at gym 5,600 sf 18.50 103,600

422 096429 Ventilating cove base 320 lf 8.00 2,560

423 096429 Rubber flooring at Fitness 2,658 sf 14.00 37,212

424 090005 Wood sprung flooring at stage 1,207 sf 20.00 24,140

425 SUBTOTAL 1,430,871
426

427 C3030 CEILING FINISHES

428
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OPTION W2a.1 - NEW CONSTRUCTION

429 098400 Ceiling finishes 111,330 sf 7.00 779,310

430 SUBTOTAL 779,310

431

432 TOTAL - INTERIOR FINISHES 2,863,139

433

434

435 D10 CONVEYING SYSTEMS
436

437 D1010 ELEVATOR

438

439 055000 MISCELLANEOUS METALS

440 050001 Pit ladder 1 ea 2,500.00 2,500

441 050001 Sill angle 40 lf 25.00 1,000

442

443 142000 ELEVATOR

444 142400 Three stop elevator 1 ea 127,500.00 127,500

445 SUBTOTAL 131,000

446

447 TOTAL - CONVEYING SYSTEMS $131,000

448

449 D13 SPECIAL CONSTRUCTION
450

451 D1313 SPECIAL CONSTRUCTION

452 No work in this section

453 SUBTOTAL

454

455 TOTAL - SPECIAL CONSTRUCTION

456

457 D20 PLUMBING

458

459 D20 PLUMBING, GENERALLY
460 New plumbing systems 123,700 gsf 14.00 1,731,800

461 SUBTOTAL 1,731,800

462

463 TOTAL - PLUMBING $1,731,800

464

465

466 D30 HVAC
467

468 D30 HVAC, GENERALLY

469 New HVAC system; full AC; four pipe induction 123,700 gsf 44.00 5,442,800

470 SUBTOTAL 5,442,800

471

472 TOTAL - HVAC $5,442,800

473

474

475 D40 FIRE PROTECTION

476

477 D40 FIRE PROTECTION, GENERALLY

478 15200 Fire protection system 123,700 gsf 4.50 556,650

479 SUBTOTAL 556,650
480

481 TOTAL - FIRE PROTECTION $556,650
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OPTION W2a.1 - NEW CONSTRUCTION

482

483

484 D50 ELECTRICAL
485

486 D5010 SERVICE & DISTRIBUTION
487 Gear & Distribution

488 Normal Power

489 2500A 408/277V main distribution panelboard 1 ea 85,000.00 85,000

490 Associated panelboards, transformers and feeders 123,700 gsf 3.00 371,100

491 Emergency power

492 175KW diesel generator with WP cover 1 ea 120,000.00 120,000

493 100A ATS (allow) 2 ea 3,830.00 7,660

494 Associated panelboards, transformers and feeders 123,700 gsf 1.50 185,550

495 Equipment Wiring

496 Elevator feed and connection 1 ea 4,000.00 4,000

497 Elevator cab power feed and connection 1 ea 1,500.00 1,500

498 PV rough in 1 ea 20,000.00 20,000

499 Misc. equipment wiring 123,700 gsf 0.75 92,775

500 Kitchen / Servery feed and connections 1 ls 20,000.00 20,000

501 260000 SUBTOTAL 907,585

502 260000

503 260000 D5020 LIGHTING & POWER

504 260000 Lighting & Branch Power -

505 General lighting 123,700 gsf 6.00 742,200

506 Exit lighting 123,700 gsf 0.25 30,925

507 Exterior building lighting 1 ls 7,500.00 7,500

508 Lighting controls

509 Network lighting control panel 1 ls 3,500.00 3,500

510 Lighting controls, switches and sensors 123,700 gsf 1.50 185,550

511 260000 Branch devices

512 Branch devices 123,700 gsf 0.40 49,480

513 260000 Lighting and branch circuitry

514 Branch & lighting circuitry 123,700 gsf 4.50 556,650

515 260000 SUBTOTAL 1,575,805

516 260000

517 260000 D5030 COMMUNICATION & SECURITY SYSTEMS

518 260000 Fire Alarm

519 Make connections at existing control panel 1 ls 3,500.00 3,500

520 Initiating, reporting device and cabling 123,700 gsf 2.50 309,250

521 Testing and programming 1 ls 2,500.00 2,500

522 Security System

523 Security System 123,700 gsf 2.50 309,250

524 Telephone/Data/CATV

525 Network switches, PBX, IP, VP, CCTV 123,700 gsf 2.00 247,400

526 Telecommunications rough in 123,700 gsf 1.00 123,700

527 Telecommunications devices and cabling 123,700 gsf 2.00 247,400

528 IDF Fit out 2 loc 4,500.00 9,000

529 Grounding 1 ls 1,500.00 1,500

530 PA/Clock System

531 Speech enhancement 45 rooms 1,500.00 67,500

532 Make connections at head end 1 ls 3,500.00 3,500
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OPTION W2a.1 - NEW CONSTRUCTION

533 Clocks, speakers and cabling 123,700 gsf 0.75 92,775

534 A/V

535 AV equipment By Owner

536 Rough-In conduit and backboxes only 123,700 gsf 0.25 30,925

537 Sound Systems

538 Gymnasium 1 ls 60,000.00 60,000

539 Gymnasium

540 Scoreboard with feed and connection 1 ls 13,500.00 13,500

541 Equipment feed and connections 1 ls 12,000.00 12,000

542 260000 SUBTOTAL 1,533,700

543 260000

544 260000 D5040 OTHER ELECTRICAL SYSTEMS

545 Miscellaneous

546 260000 Temp power and lights 123,700 gsf 0.50 61,850

547 260000 Seismic restraints 1 ls 5,000.00 5,000

548 260000 Lightning Protection 60,148 sf 0.25 15,037

549 260000 Fees & Permits 123,700 gsf 0.20 24,740

550 SUBTOTAL 106,627

551

552 TOTAL - ELECTRICAL $4,123,717

553

554

555 E10 EQUIPMENT

556

557 E10 EQUIPMENT, GENERALLY

558

559 111620 THEATRICAL EQUIPMENT

560 116620 Theatrical Equipment Stage curtains and rigging 1 ls 75,000.00 75,000

561

562 111250 PROJECTION SCREENS

563 115213 Projection screens 1 ls 10,000.00 10,000

564

565 113100 APPLIANCES

566 114000 Appliances 1 ls 20,000.00 20,000

567

568 114000 FOOD SERVICE EQUIPMENT

569 114000 Kitchen equipment 2,845 sf 200.00 569,000

570

571 116600 ATHLETIC EQUIPMENT

572 116600 Gym wall pads 1,440 sf 10.00 14,400

573 116600 Basketball backstops; 6 ea 6,000.00 36,000

574 116600 Gymnasium dividing net; electrically operated 1,320 sf 20.00 26,400

575 116600 Volleyball net and standards 4 slvs 2,000.00 8,000

576 116600 Retractable bleachers 480 seats 140.00 67,200

577 SUBTOTAL 826,000

578

579 TOTAL - EQUIPMENT $826,000
580

581

582 E20 FURNISHINGS

583

584 E2010 FIXED FURNISHINGS

585
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OPTION W2a.1 - NEW CONSTRUCTION

586 123553 CASEWORK

587 123553 Cubbies 800 ope 280.00 224,000

588 123553 Perimeter shelving 1,584 lf 180.00 285,120

589 123553 Wardrobe units w/ doors 144 ea 1,400.00 201,600

590 123553 Tall cabinet w/ shelves 48 ea 1,400.00 67,200

591 123553 Base cabinet w/ counter 420 lf 350.00 147,000

592 123553 Wall cabinet 420 lf 220.00 92,400

593

594 122100 WINDOW TREATMENT

595 122100 Mini at interior glazing 1 ls 15,000.00 15,000

596 122100 Roller shades at exterior glazing 17,197 sf 7.00 120,379

597 122100 Premium for motorized shades 1 ls 10,000.00 10,000

598 SUBTOTAL 1,162,699

599

600 E2020 MOVABLE FURNISHINGS

601 All movable furnishings to be provided and installed
by owner

602 SUBTOTAL NIC
603

604 TOTAL - FURNISHINGS $1,162,699

605

606

607 F20 SELECTIVE BUILDING DEMOLITION

608

609 F2010 BUILDING ELEMENTS DEMOLITION

610 See main summary for demolition of existing buildings

611 SUBTOTAL
612

613 F2020 HAZARDOUS COMPONENTS ABATEMENT
614 See main summary for HazMat allowance See Summary

615 SUBTOTAL
616

617 TOTAL - SELECTIVE BUILDING DEMOLITION
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CONSTRUCTION COST SUMMARY
BUILDING SYSTEM SubTotal TOTAL $/SF %

OPTION W2a.2 - NEW CONSTRUCTION

A10 FOUNDATIONS
A1010 Standard Foundations $1,378,782

A1020 Special Foundations $0

A1030 Lowest Floor Construction $1,543,805 $2,922,587 $23.63 7.8%

B10 SUPERSTRUCTURE

B1010 Upper Floor Construction $2,260,873

B1020 Roof Construction $2,206,421 $4,467,294 $36.11 11.9%

B20 EXTERIOR CLOSURE

B2010 Exterior Walls $5,172,421

B2020 Windows $1,733,121

B2030 Exterior Doors $100,250 $7,005,792 $56.64 18.7%

B30 ROOFING

B3010 Roof Coverings $1,527,165

B3020 Roof Openings $7,600 $1,534,765 $12.41 4.1%

C10 INTERIOR CONSTRUCTION

C1010 Partitions $2,726,490

C1020 Interior Doors $742,200

C1030 Specialties/Millwork $785,943 $4,254,633 $34.39 11.4%

C20 STAIRCASES

C2010 Stair Construction $416,000

C2020 Stair Finishes $86,420 $502,420 $4.06 1.3%

C30 INTERIOR FINISHES

C3010 Wall Finishes $642,896

C3020 Floor Finishes $1,432,348

C3030 Ceiling Finishes $779,310 $2,854,554 $23.08 7.6%

D10 CONVEYING SYSTEMS

D1010 Elevator $131,000 $131,000 $1.06 0.3%

D13 SPECIAL CONSTRUCTION

D1313 Special Construction

D20 PLUMBING

D20 Plumbing $1,731,800 $1,731,800 $14.00 4.6%

D30 HVAC

D30 HVAC $5,442,800 $5,442,800 $44.00 14.5%
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CONSTRUCTION COST SUMMARY
BUILDING SYSTEM SubTotal TOTAL $/SF %

OPTION W2a.2 - NEW CONSTRUCTION

D40 FIRE PROTECTION

D40 Fire Protection $556,650 $556,650 $4.50 1.5%

D50 ELECTRICAL

D5010 Service & Distribution $907,585

D5020 Lighting & Power $1,575,805

D5030 Communication & Security Systems $1,533,700

D5040 Other Electrical Systems $109,155 $4,126,245 $33.36 11.0%

E10 EQUIPMENT

E10 Equipment $757,000 $757,000 $6.12 2.0%

E20 FURNISHINGS

E2010 Fixed Furnishings $1,157,757

E2020 Movable Furnishings NIC $1,157,757 $9.36 3.1%

F20 HAZMAT REMOVALS

F2010 Building Elements Demolition $0

F2020 Hazardous Components Abatement $0 $0 $0.00 0.0%

TOTAL DIRECT COST (Trade Costs) $37,445,297 $302.71 100.0%
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CSI UNIT EST'D SUB TOTAL

CODE DESCRIPTION QTY UNIT COST COST TOTAL COST

OPTION W2a.2 - NEW CONSTRUCTION

1 GROSS FLOOR AREA CALCULATION
2

3 First Floor 63,600
4 Second Floor 31,400
5 Third Floor 28,700
6

7 TOTAL GROSS FLOOR AREA (GFA) 123,700 sf

8

9

10 A10 FOUNDATIONS
11

12 A1010 STANDARD FOUNDATIONS

13

14 033000 CONCRETE

15 Strip Footings 294 CY

16 Foundation Walls 427 CY

17 Spread Footings 189 CY

18 Piers 101 CY

19 Total Foundation Concrete 1,011 CY

20 Strip footings and grade beams

21 033000 Formwork 6,904 sf 14.00 96,656

22 033000 Re-bar 85,490 lbs. 1.32 112,847

23 033000 Concrete material; 3,000 psi 294 cy 132.00 38,808

24 033000 Placing concrete 294 cy 55.00 16,170

25 033000 Foundation walls at exterior

26 033000 Formwork 16,456 sf 16.00 263,296

27 033000 Re-bar 32,912 lbs. 1.32 43,444

28 033000 Concrete material; 3,000 psi 427 cy 132.00 56,364

29 033000 Placing concrete 427 cy 55.00 23,485

30 033000 Form shelf 2,057 lf 8.00 16,456

31 033000 Spread Footings

32 033000 Formwork 3,066 sf 16.00 49,056

33 033000 Re-bar 17,008 lbs. 1.32 22,451

34 033000 Concrete material; 3,000 psi 189 cy 132.00 24,948

35 033000 Placing concrete 189 cy 55.00 10,395

36 033000 Set anchor bolts grout plates 118 ea 165.00 19,470

37 033000 Piers/Pilasters; 22" x 22"

38 033000 Formwork 3,460 sf 18.00 62,280

39 033000 Re-bar 12,390 lbs 1.32 16,355

40 033000 Concrete material; 3,000 psi 101 cy 132.00 13,332

41 033000 Placing concrete 101 cy 90.00 9,090

42 033000 Elevator pit, complete 1 ls 30,000.00 30,000

43

44 070001 WATERPROOFING, DAMPPROOFING AND CAULKING

45 070001 Dampproofing foundation wall and footing 12,342 sf 3.00 NIC

46

47 072100 THERMAL INSULATION

48 072100 Insulation 8,228 sf 3.00 24,684

49

50 312000 EARTHWORK

51 Strip footings

52 312000 Excavation 2,593 cy 15.00 38,895

53 312000 Remove off site 2,593 cy 20.00 51,860

54 312000 Backfill with imported material 2,299 cy 35.00 80,465

55 Spread footings

56 312000 Excavation 2,311 cy 13.20 30,505
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OPTION W2a.2 - NEW CONSTRUCTION

57 312000 Remove off site 2,311 cy 20.00 46,220

58 312000 Backfill with imported material 2,122 cy 35.00 74,270

59 Miscellaneous

60 312000 Gravel fill beneath footings, 12" 722 cy 35.00 25,270

61 312000 Perimeter drain 2,057 lf 30.00 61,710

62 312000 Allowance for dewatering for foundation work 1 ls 20,000.00 20,000

63 SUBTOTAL 1,378,782

64

65 A1020 SPECIAL FOUNDATIONS

66 No work in this section

67 SUBTOTAL

68

69 A1030 LOWEST FLOOR CONSTRUCTION

70

71 033000 CONCRETE

72 Slab on grade, 5" thick 63,600 sf -

73 033000 Vapor barrier, heavy duty, 15 mil 63,600 sf 1.00 63,600

74 033000 WWF reinforcement 73,140 sf 0.99 72,409

75 033000 Concrete - 5" thick; 4,000 psi 1,029 cy 137.50 141,488

76 033000 Placing concrete 1,029 cy 49.50 50,936

77 033000 Finishing and curing concrete 63,600 sf 2.50 159,000

78 033000 Sawcut full depth control joints 63,600 sf 0.22 13,992

79 033000 Miscellaneous

80 033000 Moisture mitigation 1,100 cy 65.00 NIC

81 033000 Equipment pads 1 ls 15,000.00 15,000

82

83 072100 THERMAL INSULATION

84 072100 Insulation, 2" 63,600 sf 2.15 136,740

85

86 312000 EARTHWORK

87 Slab on grade

88 312000 Crushed stone, 12" 2,356 cy 35.00 82,460

89 312000 Allowance for RAPS 63,600 sf 12.00 763,200
90 312000 Compact sub-grade 63,600 sf 0.55 34,980

91 312000 E & B for underslab plumbing 1 ls 10,000.00 10,000

92 SUBTOTAL 1,543,805

93

94 TOTAL - FOUNDATIONS $2,922,587

95

96

97 A20 BASEMENT CONSTRUCTION

98

99 A2010 BASEMENT EXCAVATION

100 No work in this section

101 SUBTOTAL

102

103 A2020 BASEMENT WALLS

104 No work in this section

105 SUBTOTAL -

106

107 TOTAL - BASEMENT CONSTRUCTION

108

109

110 B10 SUPERSTRUCTURE

111 978 tns -
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OPTION W2a.2 - NEW CONSTRUCTION

112 B1010 FLOOR CONSTRUCTION 15.81 lbs/gsf -

113

114

115 033000 CONCRETE

116 Concrete on Metal Deck

117 033000 WWF reinforcement 69,115 sf 0.94 64,968

118 033000 Concrete Fill to metal deck; Normal Weight 1,382 cy 137.00 189,334

119 033000 Place and finish concrete 60,100 sf 2.50 150,250

120 033000 Rebar to decks 18,030 lbs 1.32 23,800

121

122 051200 STRUCTURAL STEEL FRAMING

123 051200 Beams/Columns/Bracing - w-sections, 15#/SF 451 tns 3,400.00 1,533,400

124 051200 Premium for HSS 90 tns 300.00 27,000

125 051200 Shear studs 13,356 ea 3.50 46,746

126 051200 2" Metal galvanized floor deck 60,100 sf 3.75 225,375

127

128 078100 FIREPROOFING/FIRESTOPPING

129 078100 Fireproofing to deck NIC

130 SUBTOTAL 2,260,873

131

132 B1020 ROOF CONSTRUCTION

133

134 033000 CONCRETE

135 Concrete on Metal Deck

136 033000 WWF reinforcement 5,750 sf 0.94 5,405

137 033000 Concrete Fill to metal deck; Normal Weight 98 cy 137.00 13,426

138 033000 Place and finish concrete 5,000 sf 2.50 12,500

139 033000 Rebar to decks 1,500 lbs 1.32 1,980

140

141 051200 STRUCTURAL STEEL FRAMING

142 051200 Beams/Columns/Joists/Bracing - w-sections,15#/SF 527 tns 3,400.00 1,791,800

143

144 051200 Premium for HSS 158 tns 300.00 47,400

145 051200 1-1/2" Metal galvanized roof deck 70,260 sf 3.50 245,910

146 051200 Canopy framing 22 tns 4,000.00 88,000

147

148 078100 FIREPROOFING/FIRESTOPPING

149 078100 Fireproofing to roof deck NIC

150 SUBTOTAL 2,206,421

151

152 TOTAL - SUPERSTRUCTURE $4,467,294

153

154

155 B20 EXTERIOR CLOSURE
156

157 B2010 EXTERIOR WALLS 38,478 SF -

158

159 042000 MASONRY

160 040001 Granite veneer block, 6' 12,606 sf 70.00 882,420

161 040001 CMU back up, 12" at gym 4,069 sf 28.00 113,932

162 040001 Staging to exterior wall 54,969 sf 3.50 192,392

163
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164 052000 MISC. METALS

165 050001 Miscellaneous metals 16,675 sf 2.00 33,350

166

167 070001 WATERPROOFING, DAMPPROOFING AND CAULKING

168 070001 Air and vapor barrier 38,478 sf 6.00 230,868

169 070001 AVB at window openings 5,497 lf 5.00 27,485

170 070001 AVB at soffits 4,832 sf 6.00 28,992

171 070001 Miscellaneous sealants 54,969 sf 0.50 27,485

172

173 076400 CLADDING

174 076400 Trespa 25,872 sf 70.00 1,811,040

175 076400 Alucobond panel at soffits12" deep x 16" high 4,832 sf 65.00 314,080

176 076400 Roof screen allowance 3,200 sf 75.00 240,000

177 076400 Mockups 1 ls 25,000.00 25,000

178

179 072100 THERMAL INSULATION

180 072100 Insulation, 4" mineral wool 38,478 sf 4.00 153,912

181 072100 Insulation, 3" mineral wool 25,872 sf 3.50 90,552

182 072100 Insulation, 4" spray foam 12,606 sf 5.00 63,030

183 072100 Insulation at window openings 5,497 lf 2.50 13,743

184 072100 Insulation at soffits 4,832 sf 3.50 16,912

185

186 092900 GYPSUM BOARD ASSEMBLIES

187 092900 Exterior gypsum sheathing 34,409 sf 3.00 103,227

188 092900 8" stud 34,409 sf 11.00 378,499

189 092900 3-5/8" stud, staggered 34,409 sf 5.00 172,045

190 092900 GWB lining, 2 layers 34,409 sf 5.40 185,809

191 092900 Framing at soffit 4,832 sf 14.00 67,648

192 SUBTOTAL 5,172,421

193

194 B2020 WINDOWS 16,491 SF

195

196 061000 ROUGH CARPENTRY

197 061000 Wood blocking at openings 5,497 lf 14.00 76,958

198

199 070001 WATERPROOFING, DAMPPROOFING AND CAULKING

200 070001 Backer rod & double sealant 5,497 lf 9.00 49,473

201

202 080001 METAL WINDOWS, 30% 16,491 sf

203 080001 Windows/Storefront 16,491 sf 90.00 1,484,190

204 080001 Sunscreen 1 ls 100,000.00 100,000

205

206 089000 LOUVERS

207 089000 Aluminum louvers 250 sf 70.00 17,500

208

209 101400 SIGNAGE

210 101400 Building mounted aluminum letters 1 ls 5,000.00 5,000

211 SUBTOTAL 1,733,121

212

213 B2030 EXTERIOR DOORS

214

215 061000 ROUGH CARPENTRY
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OPTION W2a.2 - NEW CONSTRUCTION

216 061000 Wood blocking at openings 20 lf 11.00 220

217

218 079200 JOINT SEALANTS

219 070001 Backer rod & double sealant 20 lf 9.00 180

220

221 081110 HOLLOW METAL

222 081113 Frames, double 1 ea 450.00 450

223 081113 HM door 2 leaf 500.00 1,000

224

225 084110 ALUMINUM-FRAMED ENTRANCES AND STOREFRONTS

226 080001 Glazed aluminum entrance doors including frame and
hardware; double

8 pr 8,000.00 64,000

227 080001 Glazed aluminum entrance doors including frame and
hardware; single

8 ea 4,000.00 32,000

228

229 087100 DOOR HARDWARE

230 081113 Hardware 2 leaf 1,000.00 2,000

231

232 090007 PAINTING

233 090007 Finish doors and frames 2 ea 200.00 400

234 SUBTOTAL 100,250

235

236 TOTAL - EXTERIOR CLOSURE $7,005,792

237

238

239 B30 ROOFING

240

241 B3010 ROOF COVERINGS

242

243 070001 WATERPROOFING, DAMPPROOFING AND CAULKING

244 070001 AVB at roof perimeter 2,000 lf 8.00 16,000

245

246 070002 ROOFING AND FLASHING

247 Flat Roof

248 070002 PVC roofing system, 80 mil, complete 70,260 sf 16.00 1,124,160

249 070002 Rough blocking 12,000 lf 15.00 180,000

250 Miscellaneous Roofing

251 070002 Roof edge/fascia 2,000 lf 75.00 150,000

252 070002 Walk pads 1,405 sf 5.00 7,025

253 070002 PVC roofing at entry canopy 2,940 sf 17.00 49,980

254 SUBTOTAL 1,527,165

255

256 B3020 ROOF OPENINGS

257

258 086300 ROOF SKYLIGHTS

259 086300 Roof hatch, allowance 2 loc 3,800.00 7,600

260 SUBTOTAL 7,600
261

262 TOTAL - ROOFING $1,534,765

263

264

265 C10 INTERIOR CONSTRUCTION

266

267 C1010 PARTITIONS
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OPTION W2a.2 - NEW CONSTRUCTION

268

269 040001 MASONRY

270 040001 CMU, 12" gym 1,862 sf 28.00 52,136

271 040001 CMU, 12" stair 4,788 sf 28.00 134,064

272 040001 CMU, 8" corridor 45,539 sf 23.00 1,047,397

273 040001 CMU, 8" bathroom 5,054 sf 23.00 116,242

274

275 050001 MISCELLANEOUS METALS

276 050001 Seismic clips 1,076 ea 120.00 129,120

277 050001 Miscellaneous metals to masonry 57,243 sf 1.00 57,243

278

279 061000 ROUGH CARPENTRY

280 061000 Rough blocking 4,389 lf 6.00 26,334

281

282 070001 WATERPROOFING, DAMPPROOFING AND CAULKING

283 070001 Sealants & caulking at partitions 4,389 lf 9.00 39,501

284

285 080002 GLASS AND GLAZING

286 080002 Interior glazing/borrowed lites 1 ls 100,000.00 100,000

287

288 092900 GYPSUM BOARD ASSEMBLIES

289 092900 Demising - 2 layers GWB b/s 12,369 sf 16.00 197,904

290 092900 Standard 4,389 sf 13.00 57,057

291 092900 Furring to CMU 41,620 sf 6.60 274,692

292 092900 GWB assemblies 123,700 sf 4.00 494,800

293 SUBTOTAL 2,726,490
294

295 C1020 INTERIOR DOORS

296

297 090007 Interior doors, frames and hardware 123,700 gsf 6.00 742,200

298 SUBTOTAL 742,200

299

300 C1030 SPECIALTIES / MILLWORK

301

302 055000 MISCELLANEOUS METALS

303 050001 Miscellaneous metals throughout building 123,700 sf 1.00 123,700

304

305 061000 ROUGH CARPENTRY

306 061000 Backer panels in electrical closets 1 ls 10,000.00 10,000

307

308 064020 INTERIOR ARCHITECTURAL WOODWORK

309 Reception desk 1 ls 18,000.00 18,000

310 Media desk 1 ls 9,000.00 9,000

311 064100 Window sill; Solid surface 1,832 lf 50.00 91,600

312 064100 Mailboxes 1 ls 7,500.00 7,500

313

314 070001 WATERPROOFING, DAMPPROOFING AND CAULKING

315 070001 Miscellaneous sealants throughout building 123,700 sf 1.00 123,700

316

317 101100 VISUAL DISPLAY SURFACES

318 Markerboard 7,024 sf 22.00 154,528

319 Tackboard 3,552 sf 20.00 71,040

320

321 101400 DISPLAY CASES
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322 101100 Display cases, 6' x 6' x 2' deep semi recessed
aluminum w/ wood trim

5 ea 5,000.00 25,000

323

324 101400 SIGNAGE

325 101400 Building directory 1 loc 3,000.00 NIC

326 Room Signs 123,700 gsf 0.25 30,925

327 101400 Other signage 1 ls 5,000.00 5,000

328

329 102110 TOILET COMPARTMENTS

330 Toilet Partitions and accessories 123,700 gsf 0.80 98,960

331

332 104400 FIRE PROTECTION SPECIALTIES

333 104400 Fire extinguisher cabinets 41 ea 350.00 14,350

334

335 105000 LOCKERS

336 Lockers, staff 12 ea 220.00 2,640

337 SUBTOTAL 785,943

338

339 TOTAL - INTERIOR CONSTRUCTION $4,254,633

340

341

342 C20 STAIRCASES
343

344 C2010 STAIR CONSTRUCTION

345

346 033000 CONCRETE

347 033000 Concrete to stairs 8 flt 1,500.00 12,000

348 033000 Premium for ramps 3,150 sf 20.00 63,000

349

350 055000 MISCELLANEOUS METALS

351 050001 Open stairs 3 flt 50,000.00 150,000

352 050001 Egress stairs 5 flt 25,000.00 125,000

353 050001 Handrails at ramp 550 lf 120.00 66,000

354 SUBTOTAL 416,000
355

356 C2020 STAIR FINISHES
357

358 090005 RESILIENT FLOORS

359 Rubber tile at stairs - landings 720 sf 14.00 10,080

360 Rubber tile at stairs - treads & risers 920 lft 22.00 20,240

361 Rubber tile at ramps 3,150 sf 14.00 44,100

362

363 090007 PAINTING

364 090007 Finishes to egress staircases; sealed concrete treads
and risers

8 flt 1,500.00 12,000

365 SUBTOTAL 86,420

366

367 TOTAL - STAIRCASES $502,420

368

369

370 C30 INTERIOR FINISHES
371

372 C3010 WALL FINISHES

373

374 040001 MASONRY

375 064100 Brick at Lobby 2,440 sf 40.00 97,600
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376 040001 CMU, 8" bathroom; premium for glazed 5,054 sf 5.00 25,270

377 064100 Premium for Glazed CMU @ corridors 31,800 sf 5.00 159,000

378

379 064020 INTERIOR ARCHITECTURAL WOODWORK

380 Hardwood trim at proscenium 800 sf 55.00 44,000

381 Hardwood wainscot at Media, 7' 1,624 sf 55.00 89,320

382

383 090002 TILE

384 090002 Wall tile at cafeteria, 4' 840 sf 22.00 18,480

385

386 098413 SOUND ABSORBING PANELS

387 098400 Tectum at gym at gym 930 sf 16.00 14,880

388 098400 Acoustic panels

389 098400 Cafeteria 318 sf 30.00 9,540

390 098400 Music 290 sf 30.00 8,700

391

392 090007 PAINTING

393 090007 Paint to GWB 184,681 sf 0.80 147,745

394 090007 Paint to CMU 22,689 sf 1.25 28,361

395 SUBTOTAL 642,896
396

397 C3020 FLOOR FINISHES
398

399 033000 CONCRETE

400 033000 Sealed concrete 2,600 sf 2.50 6,500

401

402 090002 Tile

403 090005 Quarry tile 2,500 sf 23.00 57,500

404 090005 Porcelain pavers 6,425 sf 25.00 160,625

405 090005 Tile base 600 lf 2.50 1,500

406

407 090005 RESILIENT FLOORS

408 090005 Linoleum tile 75,555 sf 7.00 528,885

409 090005 Resilient Base 14,809 lf 2.50 37,023

410 090005 Moisture mitigation 94,805 sf 3.50 331,818

411

412 096810 EPOXY FLOORING

413 090005 Epoxy flooring 5,000 sf 12.00 60,000

414

415 096810 TILE CARPETING

416 096810 Carpet tile 9,050 sf 5.33 48,237

417

418 124810 ENTRANCE FLOOR MAT AND FRAMES

419 124810 Recessed floor grille 500 sf 45.00 22,500

420

421 096560 ATHLETIC FLOORING

422 096429 Wood athletic flooring at gym 5,600 sf 18.50 103,600

423 096429 Ventilating cove base 320 lf 8.00 2,560

424 096429 Rubber flooring at Fitness 3,400 sf 14.00 47,600

425 090005 Wood sprung flooring at stage 1,200 sf 20.00 24,000

426 SUBTOTAL 1,432,348
427

428 C3030 CEILING FINISHES
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429

430 098400 Ceiling finishes 111,330 sf 7.00 779,310

431 SUBTOTAL 779,310

432

433 TOTAL - INTERIOR FINISHES 2,854,554

434

435

436 D10 CONVEYING SYSTEMS
437

438 D1010 ELEVATOR

439

440 055000 MISCELLANEOUS METALS

441 050001 Pit ladder 1 ea 2,500.00 2,500

442 050001 Sill angle 40 lf 25.00 1,000

443

444 142000 ELEVATOR

445 142400 Three stop elevator 1 ea 127,500.00 127,500

446 SUBTOTAL 131,000

447

448 TOTAL - CONVEYING SYSTEMS $131,000

449

450 D13 SPECIAL CONSTRUCTION
451

452 D1313 SPECIAL CONSTRUCTION

453 No work in this section

454 SUBTOTAL

455

456 TOTAL - SPECIAL CONSTRUCTION

457

458 D20 PLUMBING

459

460 D20 PLUMBING, GENERALLY
461 New plumbing systems 123,700 gsf 14.00 1,731,800

462 SUBTOTAL 1,731,800

463

464 TOTAL - PLUMBING $1,731,800

465

466

467 D30 HVAC
468

469 D30 HVAC, GENERALLY

470 New HVAC system; full AC; four pipe induction 123,700 gsf 44.00 5,442,800

471 SUBTOTAL 5,442,800

472

473 TOTAL - HVAC $5,442,800

474

475

476 D40 FIRE PROTECTION

477

478 D40 FIRE PROTECTION, GENERALLY

479 15200 Fire protection system 123,700 gsf 4.50 556,650

480 SUBTOTAL 556,650
481
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482 TOTAL - FIRE PROTECTION $556,650

483

484

485 D50 ELECTRICAL
486

487 D5010 SERVICE & DISTRIBUTION
488 Gear & Distribution

489 Normal Power

490 2500A 408/277V main distribution panelboard 1 ea 85,000.00 85,000

491 Associated panelboards, transformers and feeders 123,700 gsf 3.00 371,100

492 Emergency power

493 175KW diesel generator with WP cover 1 ea 120,000.00 120,000

494 100A ATS (allow) 2 ea 3,830.00 7,660

495 Associated panelboards, transformers and feeders 123,700 gsf 1.50 185,550

496 Equipment Wiring

497 Elevator feed and connection 1 ea 4,000.00 4,000

498 Elevator cab power feed and connection 1 ea 1,500.00 1,500

499 PV rough in 1 ea 20,000.00 20,000

500 Misc. equipment wiring 123,700 gsf 0.75 92,775

501 Kitchen / Servery feed and connections 1 ls 20,000.00 20,000

502 260000 SUBTOTAL 907,585

503 260000

504 260000 D5020 LIGHTING & POWER

505 260000 Lighting & Branch Power -

506 General lighting 123,700 gsf 6.00 742,200

507 Exit lighting 123,700 gsf 0.25 30,925

508 Exterior building lighting 1 ls 7,500.00 7,500

509 Lighting controls

510 Network lighting control panel 1 ls 3,500.00 3,500

511 Lighting controls, switches and sensors 123,700 gsf 1.50 185,550

512 260000 Branch devices

513 Branch devices 123,700 gsf 0.40 49,480

514 260000 Lighting and branch circuitry

515 Branch & lighting circuitry 123,700 gsf 4.50 556,650

516 260000 SUBTOTAL 1,575,805

517 260000

518 260000 D5030 COMMUNICATION & SECURITY SYSTEMS

519 260000 Fire Alarm

520 Make connections at existing control panel 1 ls 3,500.00 3,500

521 Initiating, reporting device and cabling 123,700 gsf 2.50 309,250

522 Testing and programming 1 ls 2,500.00 2,500

523 Security System

524 Security System 123,700 gsf 2.50 309,250

525 Telephone/Data/CATV

526 Network switches, PBX, IP, VP, CCTV 123,700 gsf 2.00 247,400

527 Telecommunications rough in 123,700 gsf 1.00 123,700

528 Telecommunications devices and cabling 123,700 gsf 2.00 247,400

529 IDF Fit out 2 loc 4,500.00 9,000

530 Grounding 1 ls 1,500.00 1,500

531 PA/Clock System

532 Make connections at head end 1 ls 3,500.00 3,500
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533 Clocks, speakers and cabling 123,700 gsf 0.75 92,775

534 Speech enhancement 45 rooms 1,500.00 67,500

535 A/V

536 AV equipment By Owner

537 Rough-In conduit and backboxes only 123,700 gsf 0.25 30,925

538 Sound Systems

539 Gymnasium 1 ls 60,000.00 60,000

540 Gymnasium

541 Scoreboard with feed and connection 1 ls 13,500.00 13,500

542 Equipment feed and connections 1 ls 12,000.00 12,000

543 260000 SUBTOTAL 1,533,700

544 260000

545 260000 D5040 OTHER ELECTRICAL SYSTEMS

546 Miscellaneous

547 260000 Temp power and lights 123,700 gsf 0.50 61,850

548 260000 Seismic restraints 1 ls 5,000.00 5,000

549 260000 Lightning Protection 70,260 sf 0.25 17,565

550 260000 Fees & Permits 123,700 gsf 0.20 24,740

551 SUBTOTAL 109,155

552

553 TOTAL - ELECTRICAL $4,126,245

554

555

556 E10 EQUIPMENT

557

558 E10 EQUIPMENT, GENERALLY

559

560 111620 THEATRICAL EQUIPMENT

561 116620 Theatrical Equipment Stage curtains and rigging 1 ls 75,000.00 75,000

562

563 111250 PROJECTION SCREENS

564 115213 Projection screens 1 ls 10,000.00 10,000

565

566 113100 APPLIANCES

567 114000 Appliances 1 ls 20,000.00 20,000

568

569 114000 FOOD SERVICE EQUIPMENT

570 114000 Kitchen equipment 2,500 sf 200.00 500,000

571

572 116600 ATHLETIC EQUIPMENT

573 116600 Gym wall pads 1,440 sf 10.00 14,400

574 116600 Basketball backstops; 6 ea 6,000.00 36,000

575 116600 Gymnasium dividing net; electrically operated 1,320 sf 20.00 26,400

576 116600 Volleyball net and standards 4 slvs 2,000.00 8,000

577 116600 Retractable bleachers 480 seats 140.00 67,200

578 SUBTOTAL 757,000

579

580 TOTAL - EQUIPMENT $757,000
581

582

583 E20 FURNISHINGS

584

585 E2010 FIXED FURNISHINGS
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586

587 123553 CASEWORK

588 123553 Cubbies 800 ope 280.00 224,000

589 123553 Perimeter shelving 1,584 lf 180.00 285,120

590 123553 Wardrobe units w/ doors 144 ea 1,400.00 201,600

591 123553 Tall cabinet w/ shelves 48 ea 1,400.00 67,200

592 123553 Base cabinet w/ counter 420 lf 350.00 147,000

593 123553 Wall cabinet 420 lf 220.00 92,400

594

595 122100 WINDOW TREATMENT

596 122100 Mini at interior glazing 1 ls 15,000.00 15,000

597 122100 Roller shades at exterior glazing 16,491 sf 7.00 115,437

598 122100 Premium for motorized shades 1 ls 10,000.00 10,000

599 SUBTOTAL 1,157,757

600

601 E2020 MOVABLE FURNISHINGS

602 All movable furnishings to be provided and installed
by owner

603 SUBTOTAL NIC
604

605 TOTAL - FURNISHINGS $1,157,757

606

607

608 F20 SELECTIVE BUILDING DEMOLITION

609

610 F2010 BUILDING ELEMENTS DEMOLITION

611 See main summary for demolition of existing buildings

612 SUBTOTAL
613

614 F2020 HAZARDOUS COMPONENTS ABATEMENT
615 See main summary for HazMat allowance See Summary

616 SUBTOTAL
617

618 TOTAL - SELECTIVE BUILDING DEMOLITION
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OPTION W2a.3 - NEW CONSTRUCTION

A10 FOUNDATIONS
A1010 Standard Foundations $1,394,727

A1020 Special Foundations $0

A1030 Lowest Floor Construction $1,584,307 $2,979,034 $24.08 8.0%

B10 SUPERSTRUCTURE

B1010 Upper Floor Construction $2,196,270

B1020 Roof Construction $2,206,421 $4,402,691 $35.59 11.8%

B20 EXTERIOR CLOSURE

B2010 Exterior Walls $5,172,421

B2020 Windows $1,733,121

B2030 Exterior Doors $100,250 $7,005,792 $56.64 18.7%

B30 ROOFING

B3010 Roof Coverings $1,527,165

B3020 Roof Openings $7,600 $1,534,765 $12.41 4.1%

C10 INTERIOR CONSTRUCTION

C1010 Partitions $2,726,490

C1020 Interior Doors $742,200

C1030 Specialties/Millwork $785,943 $4,254,633 $34.39 11.4%

C20 STAIRCASES

C2010 Stair Construction $416,000

C2020 Stair Finishes $86,420 $502,420 $4.06 1.3%

C30 INTERIOR FINISHES

C3010 Wall Finishes $642,896

C3020 Floor Finishes $1,432,348

C3030 Ceiling Finishes $779,310 $2,854,554 $23.08 7.6%

D10 CONVEYING SYSTEMS

D1010 Elevator $131,000 $131,000 $1.06 0.3%

D13 SPECIAL CONSTRUCTION

D1313 Special Construction

D20 PLUMBING

D20 Plumbing $1,731,800 $1,731,800 $14.00 4.6%

D30 HVAC

D30 HVAC $5,442,800 $5,442,800 $44.00 14.5%
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D40 FIRE PROTECTION

D40 Fire Protection $556,650 $556,650 $4.50 1.5%

D50 ELECTRICAL

D5010 Service & Distribution $907,585

D5020 Lighting & Power $1,575,805

D5030 Communication & Security Systems $1,533,700

D5040 Other Electrical Systems $109,155 $4,126,245 $33.36 11.0%

E10 EQUIPMENT

E10 Equipment $757,000 $757,000 $6.12 2.0%

E20 FURNISHINGS

E2010 Fixed Furnishings $1,157,757

E2020 Movable Furnishings NIC $1,157,757 $9.36 3.1%

F20 HAZMAT REMOVALS

F2010 Building Elements Demolition $0

F2020 Hazardous Components Abatement $0 $0 $0.00 0.0%

TOTAL DIRECT COST (Trade Costs) $37,437,141 $302.64 100.0%
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1 GROSS FLOOR AREA CALCULATION
2

3 First Floor 65,300
4 Second Floor 29,700
5 Third Floor 28,700
6

7 TOTAL GROSS FLOOR AREA (GFA) 123,700 sf

8

9

10 A10 FOUNDATIONS
11

12 A1010 STANDARD FOUNDATIONS

13

14 033000 CONCRETE

15 Strip Footings 298 CY

16 Foundation Walls 436 CY

17 Spread Footings 189 CY

18 Piers 101 CY

19 Total Foundation Concrete 1,024 CY

20 Strip footings and grade beams

21 033000 Formwork 6,992 sf 14.00 97,888

22 033000 Re-bar 85,930 lbs. 1.32 113,428

23 033000 Concrete material; 3,000 psi 298 cy 132.00 39,336

24 033000 Placing concrete 298 cy 55.00 16,390

25 033000 Foundation walls at exterior

26 033000 Formwork 16,808 sf 16.00 268,928

27 033000 Re-bar 33,616 lbs. 1.32 44,373

28 033000 Concrete material; 3,000 psi 436 cy 132.00 57,552

29 033000 Placing concrete 436 cy 55.00 23,980

30 033000 Form shelf 2,101 lf 8.00 16,808

31 033000 Spread Footings

32 033000 Formwork 3,066 sf 16.00 49,056

33 033000 Re-bar 17,008 lbs. 1.32 22,451

34 033000 Concrete material; 3,000 psi 189 cy 132.00 24,948

35 033000 Placing concrete 189 cy 55.00 10,395

36 033000 Set anchor bolts grout plates 118 ea 165.00 19,470

37 033000 Piers/Pilasters; 22" x 22"

38 033000 Formwork 3,460 sf 18.00 62,280

39 033000 Re-bar 12,390 lbs 1.32 16,355

40 033000 Concrete material; 3,000 psi 101 cy 132.00 13,332

41 033000 Placing concrete 101 cy 90.00 9,090

42 033000 Elevator pit, complete 1 ls 30,000.00 30,000

43

44 070001 WATERPROOFING, DAMPPROOFING AND CAULKING

45 070001 Dampproofing foundation wall and footing 12,606 sf 3.00 NIC

46

47 072100 THERMAL INSULATION

48 072100 Insulation 8,404 sf 3.00 25,212

49

50 312000 EARTHWORK

51 Strip footings

52 312000 Excavation 2,634 cy 15.00 39,510

53 312000 Remove off site 2,634 cy 20.00 52,680

54 312000 Backfill with imported material 2,336 cy 35.00 81,760

55 Spread footings

56 312000 Excavation 2,311 cy 13.20 30,505
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57 312000 Remove off site 2,311 cy 20.00 46,220

58 312000 Backfill with imported material 2,122 cy 35.00 74,270

59 Miscellaneous

60 312000 Gravel fill beneath footings, 12" 728 cy 35.00 25,480

61 312000 Perimeter drain 2,101 lf 30.00 63,030

62 312000 Allowance for dewatering for foundation work 1 ls 20,000.00 20,000

63 SUBTOTAL 1,394,727

64

65 A1020 SPECIAL FOUNDATIONS

66 No work in this section

67 SUBTOTAL

68

69 A1030 LOWEST FLOOR CONSTRUCTION

70

71 033000 CONCRETE

72 Slab on grade, 5" thick 65,300 sf -

73 033000 Vapor barrier, heavy duty, 15 mil 65,300 sf 1.00 65,300

74 033000 WWF reinforcement 75,095 sf 0.99 74,344

75 033000 Concrete - 5" thick; 4,000 psi 1,056 cy 137.50 145,200

76 033000 Placing concrete 1,056 cy 49.50 52,272

77 033000 Finishing and curing concrete 65,300 sf 2.50 163,250

78 033000 Sawcut full depth control joints 65,300 sf 0.22 14,366

79 033000 Miscellaneous

80 033000 Moisture mitigation 1,100 cy 65.00 NIC

81 033000 Equipment pads 1 ls 15,000.00 15,000

82

83 072100 THERMAL INSULATION

84 072100 Insulation, 2" 65,300 sf 2.15 140,395

85

86 312000 EARTHWORK

87 Slab on grade

88 312000 Crushed stone, 12" 2,419 cy 35.00 84,665

89 312000 Allowance for RAPS 65,300 sf 12.00 783,600
90 312000 Compact sub-grade 65,300 sf 0.55 35,915

91 312000 E & B for underslab plumbing 1 ls 10,000.00 10,000

92 SUBTOTAL 1,584,307

93

94 TOTAL - FOUNDATIONS $2,979,034

95

96

97 A20 BASEMENT CONSTRUCTION

98

99 A2010 BASEMENT EXCAVATION

100 No work in this section

101 SUBTOTAL

102

103 A2020 BASEMENT WALLS

104 No work in this section

105 SUBTOTAL -

106

107 TOTAL - BASEMENT CONSTRUCTION

108

109

110 B10 SUPERSTRUCTURE

111 965 tns -
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112 B1010 FLOOR CONSTRUCTION 15.60 lbs/gsf -

113

114

115 033000 CONCRETE

116 Concrete on Metal Deck

117 033000 WWF reinforcement 67,160 sf 0.94 63,130

118 033000 Concrete Fill to metal deck; Normal Weight 1,343 cy 137.00 183,991

119 033000 Place and finish concrete 58,400 sf 2.50 146,000

120 033000 Rebar to decks 17,520 lbs 1.32 23,126

121

122 051200 STRUCTURAL STEEL FRAMING

123 051200 Beams/Columns/Bracing - w-sections, 15#/SF 438 tns 3,400.00 1,489,200

124 051200 Premium for HSS 88 tns 300.00 26,400

125 051200 Shear studs 12,978 ea 3.50 45,423

126 051200 2" Metal galvanized floor deck 58,400 sf 3.75 219,000

127

128 078100 FIREPROOFING/FIRESTOPPING

129 078100 Fireproofing to deck NIC

130 SUBTOTAL 2,196,270

131

132 B1020 ROOF CONSTRUCTION

133

134 033000 CONCRETE

135 Concrete on Metal Deck

136 033000 WWF reinforcement 5,750 sf 0.94 5,405

137 033000 Concrete Fill to metal deck; Normal Weight 98 cy 137.00 13,426

138 033000 Place and finish concrete 5,000 sf 2.50 12,500

139 033000 Rebar to decks 1,500 lbs 1.32 1,980

140

141 051200 STRUCTURAL STEEL FRAMING

142 051200 Beams/Columns/Joists/Bracing - w-sections,15#/SF 527 tns 3,400.00 1,791,800

143

144 051200 Premium for HSS 158 tns 300.00 47,400

145 051200 1-1/2" Metal galvanized roof deck 70,260 sf 3.50 245,910

146 051200 Canopy framing 22 tns 4,000.00 88,000

147

148 078100 FIREPROOFING/FIRESTOPPING

149 078100 Fireproofing to roof deck NIC

150 SUBTOTAL 2,206,421

151

152 TOTAL - SUPERSTRUCTURE $4,402,691

153

154

155 B20 EXTERIOR CLOSURE
156

157 B2010 EXTERIOR WALLS 38,478 SF -

158

159 042000 MASONRY

160 040001 Granite veneer block, 6' 12,606 sf 70.00 882,420

161 040001 CMU back up, 12" at gym 4,069 sf 28.00 113,932

162 040001 Staging to exterior wall 54,969 sf 3.50 192,392

163

164 052000 MISC. METALS
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OPTION W2a.3 - NEW CONSTRUCTION

165 050001 Miscellaneous metals 16,675 sf 2.00 33,350

166

167 070001 WATERPROOFING, DAMPPROOFING AND CAULKING

168 070001 Air and vapor barrier 38,478 sf 6.00 230,868

169 070001 AVB at window openings 5,497 lf 5.00 27,485

170 070001 AVB at soffits 4,832 sf 6.00 28,992

171 070001 Miscellaneous sealants 54,969 sf 0.50 27,485

172

173 076400 CLADDING

174 076400 Trespa 25,872 sf 70.00 1,811,040

175 076400 Alucobond panel at soffits12" deep x 16" high 4,832 sf 65.00 314,080

176 076400 Roof screen allowance 3,200 sf 75.00 240,000

177 076400 Mockups 1 ls 25,000.00 25,000

178

179 072100 THERMAL INSULATION

180 072100 Insulation, 4" mineral wool 38,478 sf 4.00 153,912

181 072100 Insulation, 3" mineral wool 25,872 sf 3.50 90,552

182 072100 Insulation, 4" spray foam 12,606 sf 5.00 63,030

183 072100 Insulation at window openings 5,497 lf 2.50 13,743

184 072100 Insulation at soffits 4,832 sf 3.50 16,912

185

186 092900 GYPSUM BOARD ASSEMBLIES

187 092900 Exterior gypsum sheathing 34,409 sf 3.00 103,227

188 092900 8" stud 34,409 sf 11.00 378,499

189 092900 3-5/8" stud, staggered 34,409 sf 5.00 172,045

190 092900 GWB lining, 2 layers 34,409 sf 5.40 185,809

191 092900 Framing at soffit 4,832 sf 14.00 67,648

192 SUBTOTAL 5,172,421

193

194 B2020 WINDOWS 16,491 SF

195

196 061000 ROUGH CARPENTRY

197 061000 Wood blocking at openings 5,497 lf 14.00 76,958

198

199 070001 WATERPROOFING, DAMPPROOFING AND CAULKING

200 070001 Backer rod & double sealant 5,497 lf 9.00 49,473

201

202 080001 METAL WINDOWS, 30% 16,491 sf

203 080001 Windows/Storefront 16,491 sf 90.00 1,484,190

204 080001 Sunscreen 1 ls 100,000.00 100,000

205

206 089000 LOUVERS

207 089000 Aluminum louvers 250 sf 70.00 17,500

208

209 101400 SIGNAGE

210 101400 Building mounted aluminum letters 1 ls 5,000.00 5,000

211 SUBTOTAL 1,733,121

212

213 B2030 EXTERIOR DOORS

214

215 061000 ROUGH CARPENTRY

216 061000 Wood blocking at openings 20 lf 11.00 220

217
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218 079200 JOINT SEALANTS

219 070001 Backer rod & double sealant 20 lf 9.00 180

220

221 081110 HOLLOW METAL

222 081113 Frames, double 1 ea 450.00 450

223 081113 HM door 2 leaf 500.00 1,000

224

225 084110 ALUMINUM-FRAMED ENTRANCES AND STOREFRONTS

226 080001 Glazed aluminum entrance doors including frame and
hardware; double

8 pr 8,000.00 64,000

227 080001 Glazed aluminum entrance doors including frame and
hardware; single

8 ea 4,000.00 32,000

228

229 087100 DOOR HARDWARE

230 081113 Hardware 2 leaf 1,000.00 2,000

231

232 090007 PAINTING

233 090007 Finish doors and frames 2 ea 200.00 400

234 SUBTOTAL 100,250

235

236 TOTAL - EXTERIOR CLOSURE $7,005,792

237

238

239 B30 ROOFING

240

241 B3010 ROOF COVERINGS

242

243 070001 WATERPROOFING, DAMPPROOFING AND CAULKING

244 070001 AVB at roof perimeter 2,000 lf 8.00 16,000

245

246 070002 ROOFING AND FLASHING

247 Flat Roof

248 070002 PVC roofing system, 80 mil, complete 70,260 sf 16.00 1,124,160

249 070002 Rough blocking 12,000 lf 15.00 180,000

250 Miscellaneous Roofing

251 070002 Roof edge/fascia 2,000 lf 75.00 150,000

252 070002 Walk pads 1,405 sf 5.00 7,025

253 070002 PVC roofing at entry canopy 2,940 sf 17.00 49,980

254 SUBTOTAL 1,527,165

255

256 B3020 ROOF OPENINGS

257

258 086300 ROOF SKYLIGHTS

259 086300 Roof hatch, allowance 2 loc 3,800.00 7,600

260 SUBTOTAL 7,600
261

262 TOTAL - ROOFING $1,534,765

263

264

265 C10 INTERIOR CONSTRUCTION

266

267 C1010 PARTITIONS

268

269 040001 MASONRY
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OPTION W2a.3 - NEW CONSTRUCTION

270 040001 CMU, 12" gym 1,862 sf 28.00 52,136

271 040001 CMU, 12" stair 4,788 sf 28.00 134,064

272 040001 CMU, 8" corridor 45,539 sf 23.00 1,047,397

273 040001 CMU, 8" bathroom 5,054 sf 23.00 116,242

274

275 050001 MISCELLANEOUS METALS

276 050001 Seismic clips 1,076 ea 120.00 129,120

277 050001 Miscellaneous metals to masonry 57,243 sf 1.00 57,243

278

279 061000 ROUGH CARPENTRY

280 061000 Rough blocking 4,389 lf 6.00 26,334

281

282 070001 WATERPROOFING, DAMPPROOFING AND CAULKING

283 070001 Sealants & caulking at partitions 4,389 lf 9.00 39,501

284

285 080002 GLASS AND GLAZING

286 080002 Interior glazing/borrowed lites 1 ls 100,000.00 100,000

287

288 092900 GYPSUM BOARD ASSEMBLIES

289 092900 Demising - 2 layers GWB b/s 12,369 sf 16.00 197,904

290 092900 Standard 4,389 sf 13.00 57,057

291 092900 Furring to CMU 41,620 sf 6.60 274,692

292 092900 GWB assemblies 123,700 sf 4.00 494,800

293 SUBTOTAL 2,726,490
294

295 C1020 INTERIOR DOORS

296

297 090007 Interior doors, frames and hardware 123,700 gsf 6.00 742,200

298 SUBTOTAL 742,200

299

300 C1030 SPECIALTIES / MILLWORK

301

302 055000 MISCELLANEOUS METALS

303 050001 Miscellaneous metals throughout building 123,700 sf 1.00 123,700

304

305 061000 ROUGH CARPENTRY

306 061000 Backer panels in electrical closets 1 ls 10,000.00 10,000

307

308 064020 INTERIOR ARCHITECTURAL WOODWORK

309 Reception desk 1 ls 18,000.00 18,000

310 Media desk 1 ls 9,000.00 9,000

311 064100 Window sill; Solid surface 1,832 lf 50.00 91,600

312 064100 Mailboxes 1 ls 7,500.00 7,500

313

314 070001 WATERPROOFING, DAMPPROOFING AND CAULKING

315 070001 Miscellaneous sealants throughout building 123,700 sf 1.00 123,700

316

317 101100 VISUAL DISPLAY SURFACES

318 Markerboard 7,024 sf 22.00 154,528

319 Tackboard 3,552 sf 20.00 71,040

320

321 101400 DISPLAY CASES

322 101100 Display cases, 6' x 6' x 2' deep semi recessed
aluminum w/ wood trim

5 ea 5,000.00 25,000
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OPTION W2a.3 - NEW CONSTRUCTION

323

324 101400 SIGNAGE

325 101400 Building directory 1 loc 3,000.00 NIC

326 Room Signs 123,700 gsf 0.25 30,925

327 101400 Other signage 1 ls 5,000.00 5,000

328

329 102110 TOILET COMPARTMENTS

330 Toilet Partitions and accessories 123,700 gsf 0.80 98,960

331

332 104400 FIRE PROTECTION SPECIALTIES

333 104400 Fire extinguisher cabinets 41 ea 350.00 14,350

334

335 105000 LOCKERS

336 Lockers, staff 12 ea 220.00 2,640

337 SUBTOTAL 785,943

338

339 TOTAL - INTERIOR CONSTRUCTION $4,254,633

340

341

342 C20 STAIRCASES
343

344 C2010 STAIR CONSTRUCTION

345

346 033000 CONCRETE

347 033000 Concrete to stairs 8 flt 1,500.00 12,000

348 033000 Premium for ramps 3,150 sf 20.00 63,000

349

350 055000 MISCELLANEOUS METALS

351 050001 Open stairs 3 flt 50,000.00 150,000

352 050001 Egress stairs 5 flt 25,000.00 125,000

353 050001 Handrails at ramp 550 lf 120.00 66,000

354 SUBTOTAL 416,000
355

356 C2020 STAIR FINISHES
357

358 090005 RESILIENT FLOORS

359 Rubber tile at stairs - landings 720 sf 14.00 10,080

360 Rubber tile at stairs - treads & risers 920 lft 22.00 20,240

361 Rubber tile at ramps 3,150 sf 14.00 44,100

362

363 090007 PAINTING

364 090007 Finishes to egress staircases; sealed concrete treads
and risers

8 flt 1,500.00 12,000

365 SUBTOTAL 86,420

366

367 TOTAL - STAIRCASES $502,420

368

369

370 C30 INTERIOR FINISHES
371

372 C3010 WALL FINISHES

373

374 040001 MASONRY

375 040001 Brick at Lobby 2,440 sf 40.00 97,600

376 040001 CMU, 8" bathroom; premium for glazed 5,054 sf 5.00 25,270
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OPTION W2a.3 - NEW CONSTRUCTION

377 040001 Premium for Glazed CMU @ corridors 31,800 sf 5.00 159,000

378

379 064020 INTERIOR ARCHITECTURAL WOODWORK

380 Hardwood trim at proscenium 800 sf 55.00 44,000

381 Hardwood wainscot at Media, 7' 1,624 sf 55.00 89,320

382

383 090002 TILE

384 090002 Wall tile at cafeteria, 4' 840 sf 22.00 18,480

385

386 098413 SOUND ABSORBING PANELS

387 098400 Tectum at gym at gym 930 sf 16.00 14,880

388 098400 Acoustic panels

389 098400 Cafeteria 318 sf 30.00 9,540

390 098400 Music 290 sf 30.00 8,700

391

392 090007 PAINTING

393 090007 Paint to GWB 184,681 sf 0.80 147,745

394 090007 Paint to CMU 22,689 sf 1.25 28,361

395 SUBTOTAL 642,896
396

397 C3020 FLOOR FINISHES
398

399 033000 CONCRETE

400 033000 Sealed concrete 2,600 sf 2.50 6,500

401

402 090002 Tile

403 090005 Quarry tile 2,500 sf 23.00 57,500

404 090005 Porcelain pavers 6,425 sf 25.00 160,625

405 090005 Tile base 600 lf 2.50 1,500

406

407 090005 RESILIENT FLOORS

408 090005 Linoleum tile 75,555 sf 7.00 528,885

409 090005 Resilient Base 14,809 lf 2.50 37,023

410 090005 Moisture mitigation 94,805 sf 3.50 331,818

411

412 096810 EPOXY FLOORING

413 090005 Epoxy flooring 5,000 sf 12.00 60,000

414

415 096810 TILE CARPETING

416 096810 Carpet tile 9,050 sf 5.33 48,237

417

418 124810 ENTRANCE FLOOR MAT AND FRAMES

419 124810 Recessed floor grille 500 sf 45.00 22,500

420

421 096560 ATHLETIC FLOORING

422 096429 Wood athletic flooring at gym 5,600 sf 18.50 103,600

423 096429 Ventilating cove base 320 lf 8.00 2,560

424 096429 Rubber flooring at Fitness 3,400 sf 14.00 47,600

425 090005 Wood sprung flooring at stage 1,200 sf 20.00 24,000

426 SUBTOTAL 1,432,348
427

428 C3030 CEILING FINISHES

429
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430 098400 Ceiling finishes 111,330 sf 7.00 779,310

431 SUBTOTAL 779,310

432

433 TOTAL - INTERIOR FINISHES 2,854,554

434

435

436 D10 CONVEYING SYSTEMS
437

438 D1010 ELEVATOR

439

440 055000 MISCELLANEOUS METALS

441 050001 Pit ladder 1 ea 2,500.00 2,500

442 050001 Sill angle 40 lf 25.00 1,000

443

444 142000 ELEVATOR

445 142400 Three stop elevator 1 ea 127,500.00 127,500

446 SUBTOTAL 131,000

447

448 TOTAL - CONVEYING SYSTEMS $131,000

449

450 D13 SPECIAL CONSTRUCTION
451

452 D1313 SPECIAL CONSTRUCTION

453 No work in this section

454 SUBTOTAL

455

456 TOTAL - SPECIAL CONSTRUCTION

457

458 D20 PLUMBING

459

460 D20 PLUMBING, GENERALLY
461 New plumbing systems 123,700 gsf 14.00 1,731,800

462 SUBTOTAL 1,731,800

463

464 TOTAL - PLUMBING $1,731,800

465

466

467 D30 HVAC
468

469 D30 HVAC, GENERALLY

470 New HVAC system; full AC; four pipe induction 123,700 gsf 44.00 5,442,800

471 SUBTOTAL 5,442,800

472

473 TOTAL - HVAC $5,442,800

474

475

476 D40 FIRE PROTECTION

477

478 D40 FIRE PROTECTION, GENERALLY
479 15200 Fire protection system 123,700 gsf 4.50 556,650

480 SUBTOTAL 556,650
481

482 TOTAL - FIRE PROTECTION $556,650
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483

484

485 D50 ELECTRICAL
486

487 D5010 SERVICE & DISTRIBUTION
488 Gear & Distribution

489 Normal Power

490 2500A 408/277V main distribution panelboard 1 ea 85,000.00 85,000

491 Associated panelboards, transformers and feeders 123,700 gsf 3.00 371,100

492 Emergency power

493 175KW diesel generator with WP cover 1 ea 120,000.00 120,000

494 100A ATS (allow) 2 ea 3,830.00 7,660

495 Associated panelboards, transformers and feeders 123,700 gsf 1.50 185,550

496 Equipment Wiring

497 Elevator feed and connection 1 ea 4,000.00 4,000

498 PV rough in 1 ea 20,000.00 20,000

499 Elevator cab power feed and connection 1 ea 1,500.00 1,500

500 Misc. equipment wiring 123,700 gsf 0.75 92,775

501 Kitchen / Servery feed and connections 1 ls 20,000.00 20,000

502 260000 SUBTOTAL 907,585

503 260000

504 260000 D5020 LIGHTING & POWER

505 260000 Lighting & Branch Power -

506 General lighting 123,700 gsf 6.00 742,200

507 Exit lighting 123,700 gsf 0.25 30,925

508 Exterior building lighting 1 ls 7,500.00 7,500

509 Lighting controls

510 Network lighting control panel 1 ls 3,500.00 3,500

511 Lighting controls, switches and sensors 123,700 gsf 1.50 185,550

512 260000 Branch devices

513 Branch devices 123,700 gsf 0.40 49,480

514 260000 Lighting and branch circuitry

515 Branch & lighting circuitry 123,700 gsf 4.50 556,650

516 260000 SUBTOTAL 1,575,805

517 260000

518 260000 D5030 COMMUNICATION & SECURITY SYSTEMS

519 260000 Fire Alarm

520 Make connections at existing control panel 1 ls 3,500.00 3,500

521 Initiating, reporting device and cabling 123,700 gsf 2.50 309,250

522 Testing and programming 1 ls 2,500.00 2,500

523 Security System

524 Security System 123,700 gsf 2.50 309,250

525 Telephone/Data/CATV

526 Network switches, PBX, IP, VP, CCTV 123,700 gsf 2.00 247,400

527 Telecommunications rough in 123,700 gsf 1.00 123,700

528 Telecommunications devices and cabling 123,700 gsf 2.00 247,400

529 IDF Fit out 2 loc 4,500.00 9,000

530 Grounding 1 ls 1,500.00 1,500

531 PA/Clock System

532 Make connections at head end 1 ls 3,500.00 3,500

533 Clocks, speakers and cabling 123,700 gsf 0.75 92,775
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534 Speech enhancement 45 rooms 1,500.00 67,500

535 A/V

536 AV equipment By Owner

537 Rough-In conduit and backboxes only 123,700 gsf 0.25 30,925

538 Sound Systems

539 Gymnasium 1 ls 60,000.00 60,000

540 Gymnasium

541 Scoreboard with feed and connection 1 ls 13,500.00 13,500

542 Equipment feed and connections 1 ls 12,000.00 12,000

543 260000 SUBTOTAL 1,533,700

544 260000

545 260000 D5040 OTHER ELECTRICAL SYSTEMS

546 Miscellaneous

547 260000 Temp power and lights 123,700 gsf 0.50 61,850

548 260000 Seismic restraints 1 ls 5,000.00 5,000

549 260000 Lightning Protection 70,260 sf 0.25 17,565

550 260000 Fees & Permits 123,700 gsf 0.20 24,740

551 SUBTOTAL 109,155

552

553 TOTAL - ELECTRICAL $4,126,245

554

555

556 E10 EQUIPMENT

557

558 E10 EQUIPMENT, GENERALLY

559

560 111620 THEATRICAL EQUIPMENT

561 116620 Theatrical Equipment Stage curtains and rigging 1 ls 75,000.00 75,000

562

563 111250 PROJECTION SCREENS

564 115213 Projection screens 1 ls 10,000.00 10,000

565

566 113100 APPLIANCES

567 114000 Appliances 1 ls 20,000.00 20,000

568

569 114000 FOOD SERVICE EQUIPMENT

570 114000 Kitchen equipment 2,500 sf 200.00 500,000

571

572 116600 ATHLETIC EQUIPMENT

573 116600 Gym wall pads 1,440 sf 10.00 14,400

574 116600 Basketball backstops; 6 ea 6,000.00 36,000

575 116600 Gymnasium dividing net; electrically operated 1,320 sf 20.00 26,400

576 116600 Volleyball net and standards 4 slvs 2,000.00 8,000

577 116600 Retractable bleachers 480 seats 140.00 67,200

578 SUBTOTAL 757,000

579

580 TOTAL - EQUIPMENT $757,000
581

582

583 E20 FURNISHINGS

584

585 E2010 FIXED FURNISHINGS

586
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587 123553 CASEWORK

588 123553 Cubbies 800 ope 280.00 224,000

589 123553 Perimeter shelving 1,584 lf 180.00 285,120

590 123553 Wardrobe units w/ doors 144 ea 1,400.00 201,600

591 123553 Tall cabinet w/ shelves 48 ea 1,400.00 67,200

592 123553 Base cabinet w/ counter 420 lf 350.00 147,000

593 123553 Wall cabinet 420 lf 220.00 92,400

594

595 122100 WINDOW TREATMENT

596 122100 Mini at interior glazing 1 ls 15,000.00 15,000

597 122100 Roller shades at exterior glazing 16,491 sf 7.00 115,437

598 122100 Premium for motorized shades 1 ls 10,000.00 10,000

599 SUBTOTAL 1,157,757

600

601 E2020 MOVABLE FURNISHINGS

602 All movable furnishings to be provided and installed
by owner

603 SUBTOTAL NIC
604

605 TOTAL - FURNISHINGS $1,157,757

606

607

608 F20 SELECTIVE BUILDING DEMOLITION

609

610 F2010 BUILDING ELEMENTS DEMOLITION

611 See main summary for demolition of existing buildings

612 SUBTOTAL
613

614 F2020 HAZARDOUS COMPONENTS ABATEMENT
615 See main summary for HazMat allowance See Summary

616 SUBTOTAL
617

618 TOTAL - SELECTIVE BUILDING DEMOLITION
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SITEWORK ALL OPTIONS

1

2 G SITEWORK
3

4 G10 SITE PREPARATION & DEMOLITION
5 Site Demolitions and Relocations
6 024100 Site construction fence/barricades; visual screen 2,200 lf 9.00 19,800
7 02200 Demolish existing paving 1 ls 150,000.00 150,000
8 02200 Miscellaneous demolition allowance including

existing utilities
1 ls 75,000 75,000

9 Site Earthwork
10 310000 Construction entrances/wheel washes (allowance) 2 loc 12,000.00 24,000

11 311000 Strip topsoil, store; assume 12" 4,630 cy 8.00 37,040
12 310000 Cut/fill 16,667 cy 9.00 150,003

13 310000 Export excess material - assumed balanced site

14 310000 Fine grading 22,222 sy 0.75 16,667

15 310000 Imported fill 1 ls 100,000.00 100,000

15 312500 Silt fence/erosion control (allowance) 2,200 lf 12.00 26,400

16 312500 Erosion Control monitoring & maintenance 1 ls 30,000.00 30,000

17 Hazardous Waste Remediation

18 SUBTOTAL 628,910

19

20 G20 SITE IMPROVEMENTS

21

22 Roadways and Parking Lots - assumed reconstruction of existing parking/roads
23 Bituminous concrete paving 48,000 sf -

24 320000 gravel base; 12" thick 1,778 cy 35.00 62,230
25 320000 bituminous concrete; 4" thick 5,333 sy 26.00 138,658
26 320000 6"x18" granite curb 4,006 lf 35.00 140,210
27 320000 Premium for radius curbs 1 ls 15,000.00 15,000
28 320000 Road markings 1 ls 10,000.00 10,000
29 321724 Signage; entrance 1 ls 20,000.00 20,000
30 Pedestrian paving; allowance of 6,000 sf
31 Concrete paving broom finish 6,000 sf -
32 320000 gravel base; 8" thick 149 cy 35.00 5,215
33 033000 concrete paving; 4" thick 6,000 sf 6.50 39,000
34 Concrete pavers; allowance of 15,000 sf
35 Concrete pavers 15,000 sf -
36 320000 sand bedding; 1" thick 44 cy 25.00 1,100
37 033000 Precast concrete pavers 15,000 sf 14.00 210,000
38 320000 gravel base; 8" thick 372 cy 35.00 13,020
39 033000 concrete base; 4" thick 15,000 sf 5.00 75,000
40 Site Improvements
40 129300 Retaining walls 600 lf 315.00 189,000

41 129300 Bicycle racks; benches, trash receptacles, walls, steps -
Allowance

1 ls 250,000.00 250,000

42 129300 Play surfacing 6,000 sf 18.00 108,000

43 129300 Play equipment 1 ls 20,000.00 20,000

43 129300 Flag pole 1 loc 7,500.00 7,500

44 129300 Playing field allowance 1 ls 110,000.00 110,000

45

46 Landscaping & Plantings:
47 329900 Spread existing amended topsoil @ seeded areas. 4,630 cy 22.00 101,860

48 329900 New seeded areas 30,000 sf 0.10 3,000
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CSI UNIT EST'D SUB TOTAL

CODE DESCRIPTION QTY UNIT COST COST TOTAL COST

SITEWORK ALL OPTIONS

49 02830 Planting allowance 1 ls 150,000.00 150,000
50 SUBTOTAL 1,668,793

51

52 G30 CIVIL MECHANICAL UTILITIES

53

54 331000 WATER UTILITIES

55 312003 New fire DI piping; 8" 1,400 lf 90.00 126,000

56 312003 New fire hydrant 5 loc 2,600.00 13,000

57 312003 FD connection 1 loc 2,000.00 2,000

58 312003 Gate valves 4 loc 750.00 3,000
59 312003 Connect to existing water line 2 ea 10,000.00 20,000

60

61 333000 SANITARY SEWERAGE UTILITIES

62 333000 Sanitary sewer

63 333000 6" PVC Sanitary sewer 661 lf 55.00 36,355

64 333000 SMH 5 ea 4,000.00 20,000

65 333000 Grease trap; 9,000 Gal 1 loc 15,000.00 15,000

66 312003 Connect to existing sewer line 1 ea 5,000.00 5,000

67

68 334000 STORM DRAINAGE UTILITIES

69 333000 12" RCP storm drain 2,285 lf 80.00 182,800

70 333000 DMH 18 ea 4,000.00 72,000

71 333000 CB 23 ea 4,000.00 92,000

72 333000 Stormceptor 1 loc 18,000.00 18,000

73 312003 Allowance for stormwater infiltration system 7,200 sf 24.00 172,800

74

75 312003 Gas service
76 312003 E&B trench for new lines, pipe and install by utilities
77 312003 New gas service 450 lf 25.00 11,250
78 SUBTOTAL 789,205
79

80 G40 ELECTRICAL UTILITIES
81 016100 Electric handhole 2 ea 1,500.00 3,000

82 016100 Primary ductbank 600 lf 120.00 72,000

83 016100 Transformer by Utility Company 1 ea NIC

84 016100 Transformer pad 1 ea 2,000.00 2,000
85 016100 Secondary service
86 016100 Ductbank 50 lf 500.00 25,000

87 016100 Emergency service
88 016100 Ductbank 100 lf 150.00 15,000
89 016100 Generator pad 1 ea 1,500.00 1,500

90 016100 Site lighting

91 016100 Allowance for site lighting 1 ls 150,000.00 150,000

92 016100 Site communications and security

93 016100 Site security 1 ls 15,000.00 15,000

94 016100 Communication riser pole 1 ea 2,500.00 2,500

95 016100 Telecom handhole 2 ea 1,500.00 3,000

96 016100 Ductbank 600 lf 130.00 78,000

97 SUBTOTAL 367,000

98

99 SUBTOTAL - SITE DEVELOPMENT $3,453,908
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Ipswich Elementary School

Ipswich, MA

STUDY ESTIMATE
GRAND SUMMARY

OPTION NO.W3B RENOVATION / ADDITION $52,316,449

OPTION NO. W A2.3 NEW CONSTRUCTION $57,937,354

December 27, 2016

 “Construction Cost Consultants” 

 175 D erby St ., Suite 5, Hin gh am, MA  02043 

 ptim@amfogarty.com 
 TEL: (781) 749-72 72 ● FAX:  (781) 740-2652 

& Assoc., Inc. 
A.M. Fogarty                    

 Prepared by: A. M. Fogarty & Associates, Inc.
IPSWICH  ELEM SCHOOL STUDY 12 -16.xls12/27/201610:52 AM  Page 1



STUDY

Ipswich Elementary School

Ipswich, MA

27-Dec-16

Designer: Perkins Eastman

OPTION NO. W3B - RENOVATION/ADDITION 

GSF COST TOTAL

PER S.F.

RENOVATION 50,600 GSF $185.42 $9,382,216

ADDITION 73,100 GSF $304.77 $22,279,030

BUILDING DEMOLITION $506,000

HAZARDOUS WASTE REMOVAL $780,000

SITE COST $3,677,610

---------------

TOTAL DIRECT COST $36,624,857

CM AT RISK CHPTR 149A

DESIGN CONTINGENCY 12% $4,394,983

CM CONTINGENCY 3.0% $1,230,595

ESCALATION ( bid spring 2018) 6% $2,535,026

GENERAL CONDITIONS 24 mos $110,000 $2,640,000

GENERAL REQUIREMENTS/PHASING 5% $2,371,273

BUILDING PERMIT 0% $0

P&P BOND & INSURANCE 2% $995,935

PROFIT 3% $1,523,780

---------------

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $52,316,449

COST PER  SF $422.93

 “Construction Cost Consulta nts” 

 175 Derby St ., Suite 5, Hin gh am, M A  02043 

 ptim@amfogarty.com 
 TEL: (781) 749-7272 ● FAX:  (7 81) 740-2652 

& Assoc., Inc. 
A.M. Fogarty                    

 Prepared by: A. M. Fogarty & Associates, Inc.
IPSWICH  ELEM SCHOOL STUDY 12 -16.xls12/27/201610:52 AM Page  2



STUDY

Ipswich Elementary School

Ipswich, MA

27-Dec-16

Designer: Perkins Eastman

OPTION NO. 2 A.3 - NEW CONSTRUCTION

GSF COST TOTAL

PER S.F.

NEW CONSTRUCTION 123,700 GSF $37,293,403

BUILDING DEMOLITION $379,500

HAZARDOUS WASTE REMOVAL $780,000

SITE COST $3,746,310

---------------

TOTAL DIRECT COST $42,199,213

CM AT RISK CHPTR 149A

DESIGN CONTINGENCY 12% $5,063,906

CM CONTINGENCY 3.0% $1,417,894

ESCALATION ( bid spring 2018) 6% $2,920,861

GENERAL CONDITIONS 20 mos $110,000 $2,200,000

GENERAL REQUIREMENTS 2.5% $1,345,047

BUILDING PERMIT 0% $0

P&P BOND & INSURANCE 2% $1,102,938

PROFIT 3% $1,687,496

---------------

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $57,937,354

COST PER  SF $468.37

 “Construction Cost Consulta nts” 

 175 Derby St ., Suite 5, Hin gh am, M A  02043 

 ptim@amfogarty.com 
 TEL: (781) 749-7272 ● FAX:  (7 81) 740-2652 

& Assoc., Inc. 
A.M. Fogarty                    

 Prepared by: A. M. Fogarty & Associates, Inc.
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PROJECT: Ipswich Elementary School ADDITION GSF: 73,100
LOCATION: Ipswich, MA ADDITION COST/SF $355.08
CLIENT: PMA Consultants, LLC NEW GSF: 123,700
DATE: 27-Dec-16 NEW COST/SF $341.14

SUMMARY
No.: 14060

RENO ADDITION NEW

ESTIMATE ESTIMATE ESTIMATE

  TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL

A.  SUBSTRUCTURE
A10 - FOUNDATIONS
          A1010 STANDARD FOUNDATIONS $0 $815,022 $1,862,131
          A1020 SPECIAL FOUNDATIONS $0 $0 $0
          A1030 SLAB ON GRADE $35,480 $441,818 $991,414
A20 - BASEMENT CONSTRUCTION
          A2010 BASEMENT EXCAVATION $0 $0 $0
          A2020 BASEMENT WALLS $0 $0 $0

B.  SHELL
B10 - SUPERSTRUCTURE
          B1010 FLOOR CONSTRUCTION $85,900 $1,600,446 $1,970,248
          B1020 ROOF CONSTRUCTION $0 $1,058,381 $2,281,548
B20 - EXTERIOR ENCLOSURE
          B2010 EXTERIOR WALLS $384,325 $2,505,969 $4,656,653
          B2020 EXTERIOR WINDOWS $256,620 $1,200,394 $2,139,760
          B2030 EXTERIOR DOORS $37,000 $95,702 $144,902
B30 - ROOFING
          B3010 ROOF COVERINGS $702,050 $643,350 $1,443,738
          B3020 ROOF OPENINGS $0 $9,075 $12,450

C.  INTERIORS
C10 - INTERIOR CONSTRUCTION
          C1010 PARTITIONS $968,664 $1,543,294 $2,518,838
          C1020 INTERIOR DOORS $367,350 $551,125 $918,475
          C1030 FITTINGS $271,640 $1,005,490 $1,123,130
C20 - STAIRS
          C2010 STAIR CONSTRUCTION $15,000 $207,250 $333,750
          C2020 STAIR FINISHES $6,200 $23,300 $29,500
C30 - INTERIOR FINISHES
          C3010 WALL FINISHES $225,600 $412,675 $681,375
          C3020 FLOOR FINISHES $533,643 $1,047,965 $1,541,924
          C3030 CEILING FINISHES $305,860 $444,055 $757,510

D. SERVICES
D10 - CONVEYING
          D1010 ELEVATORS & LIFTS $0 $155,750 $155,750
          D1010 ESCALATORS & MOVING WALKS $0 $0 $0
          D1090 OTHER CONVEYING SYSTEMS $0 $0 $0
D20 - PLUMBING
          D2010 PLUMBING $657,800 $950,300 $1,608,100
D30 - HVAC
          D3010 HVAC $2,125,200 $3,070,200 $5,195,400
D40 - FIRE PROTECTION
          D4010 SPRINKLERS $245,410 $354,535 $599,945
          D4020 STANDPIPES $0 $0 $0
          D4030 FIRE PROTECTION SPECIALTIES $0 $0 $0

 Prepared by: A. M. Fogarty & Associates, Inc.
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          D4090 OTHER FIRE PROTECTION SYSTEMS $0 $0 $0
D50 - ELECTRICAL
          D5010 ELECTRICAL SERVICE & DISTRIBUTION $227,700 $483,950 $711,650
          D5020 LIGHTING & BRANCH WIRING $447,810 $646,935 $1,094,745
          D5030 COMMUNICATION & SECURITY $404,800 $584,800 $989,600
          D5090 OTHER ELECTRICAL SYSTEMS $576,840 $1,031,340 $1,608,180
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RENO ADDITION NEW

Ipswich Elementary School ESTIMATE ESTIMATE ESTIMATE

  TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL

E.  EQUIPMENT & FURNISHINGS
E10 - EQUIPMENT
          E1010 COMMERCIAL EQUIPMENT $0 $450,000 $450,000
          E1020 INSTITUTIONAL EQUIPMENT $7,500 $157,360 $221,860
          E1030 VEHICULAR EQUIPMENT $0 $0 $0
          E1090 OTHER EQUIPMENT $0 $0 $0
E20 - FURNISHINGS
          E 2010 FIXED FURNISHINGS $493,825 $738,550 $1,250,829
          E2020 MOVABLE FURNISHINGS $0 $0 $0

F.  SPECIAL CONSTRUCTION & DEMOLITION
F10 - SPECIAL CONSTRUCTION
          F1010 SPECIAL STRUCTURES $0 $0 $0
          F1020 INTEGRATED CONSTRUCTION $0 $0 $0
          F1030 SPECIAL CONSTRUCTION SYSTEMS $0 $0 $0
          F1040 SPECIAL FACILITIES $0 $0 $0

          F1050 SPECIAL CONTROLS & INSTRUMENTATION $0 $0 $0
F20 - SELECTIVE BUILDING DEMOLITION
          F2010 BUILDING ELEMENTS DEMOLITION $506,000 $50,000 $379,500
          F2020 HAZARDOUS COMPONENTS ABATEMENT $780,000 $0 $780,000

G. BUILDING SITEWORK
G10 - SITE PREPARATION
          G1010 SITE CLEARING $0 $206,663 $212,663
          G1020 SITE DEMOLITION & RELOCATIONS $0 $255,269 $288,269
          G1030 SITE EARTHWORK $0 $281,900 $311,900
          G1040 HAZARDOUS WASTE REMEDIATION $0 $0 $0
G20 - SITE IMPROVEMENTS
          G2010 ROADWAYS $0 $516,549 $516,549
          G2020 PARKING LOTS $0 $0 $0
          G2030 PEDESTRIAN PAVING $0 $520,890 $520,590
          G2040 SITE DEVELOPMENT $0 $563,450 $563,450
          G2050 LANDSCAPING $0 $187,850 $187,850
G30 - SITE MECHANICAL UTILITIES
          G3010 WATER SUPPLY $0 $149,671 $149,671
          G3020 SANITARY SEWER $0 $72,675 $72,675
          G3030 STORM SEWER $0 $506,094 $506,094
          G3040 HEATING DISTRIBUTION $0 $0 $0
          G3050 COOLING DISTRIBUTION $0 $0 $0
          G3060 FUEL DISTRIBUTION $0 $40,300 $40,300
          G3090 OTHER SITE MECHANICAL UTILITIES $0 $0 $0
G40 - SITE ELECTRICAL UTILITIES
          G4010 ELECTRICAL DISTRIBUTION $0 $211,300 $211,300
          G4020 SITE LIGHTING $0 $165,000 $165,000
          G4030 SITE COMMUNICATIONS & SECURITY $0 $0 $0
          G4090 OTHER SITE ELECTRICAL UTILITIES $0 $0 $0
G90 - OTHER SITE CONSTRUCTION
          G9010 SERVICE AND PEDESTRIAN TUNNELS $0 $0 $0
          G9090 OTHER SITE SYSTEMS $0 $0 $0

--------- --------- ---------
TOTAL DIRECT COST $10,668,216 $25,956,641 $42,199,213
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Ipswich Elementary School 12/27/16
=========================================================================================================

RENO RENO ADDITION ADDITION NEW NEW

DESCRIPTION UNIT COST UNIT QUANTITY TOTAL QUANTITY TOTAL QUANTITY TOTAL

=========================================================================================================

A.  SUBSTRUCTURE

A10 - FOUNDATIONS

A1010 STANDARD FOUNDATIONS

033000 CAST IN PLACE CONCRETE

Perim. Wall Footing (1' x 2'-6" ) :
4,000 psi, NW, (incl. placement) $182.00 CY 65 $11,830 176 $32,032
Formwork $6.00 SFCA 1,400 $8,400 3,700 $22,200

Rebar $1.16 LBS 3,250 $3,770 8,800 $10,208

Column Footing Perm 5' x 5 'x 12"
4,000 psi, NW, (incl. placement) $186.00 CY 28 $5,208 81 $15,066
Formwork $7.00 SFCA 600 $4,200 1,680 $11,760
Rebar $1.16 LBS 2,100 $2,436 6,075 $7,047

Column Footing Int 8'-0" x 8'-0" x 16"
4,000 psi, NW, (incl. placement) $186.00 CY 82 $15,252 95 $17,670
Formwork $8.00 SFCA 1,664 $13,312 1,920 $15,360
Rebar $1.16 LBS 6,150 $7,134 7,125 $8,265

Foundation Frost Wall (1'-4" x 6'-0" D   ):
4,000 psi, NW, (incl. placement) $195.00 CY 207 $40,365 562 $109,590
Formwork $11.00 SFCA 8,400 $92,400 22,800 $250,800
Brick Shelf $12.00 LF 700 $8,400 1,900 $22,800
Reinforcing steel $1.16 LBS 31,050 $36,018 84,300 $97,788

Gym Int. Wall Footing (1' X 2' lf):
4,000 psi, NW, (incl. placement) $188.00 CY GYM 2nd LVL 10 $1,880
Formwork $6.00 SFCA 260 $1,560
Rebar $1.16 LBS 500 $580

Ramp/Stage Found. Wall Foot (180 lf):
4,000 psi, NW, (incl. placement) $186.00 CY 13.5 $2,511 13.5 $2,511
Formwork $6.00 SFCA 360 $2,160 360 $2,160
Rebar $1.16 LBS 675 $783 675 $783

8" Ramp/Stage Knee Wall  (180 lf):
4,000 psi, NW, (incl. placement) $186.00 CY 13.5 $2,511 13.5 $2,511
Formwork $6.00 SFCA 1,080 $6,480 1,080 $6,480
Rebar $1.16 LBS 1,688 $1,958 1,688 $1,958

Corridor Ramp  Foundation $5,000.00 LOC 4 $20,000
Corridor Ramp w/ stair   Foundation $9,500.00 LOC 3 $28,500 4 $38,000
Grade Beam @ brace frames $550.00 CY 4 $2,200 8 $4,400
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Ipswich Elementary School 12/27/16
=========================================================================================================

RENO RENO ADDITION ADDITION NEW NEW

DESCRIPTION UNIT COST UNIT QUANTITY TOTAL QUANTITY TOTAL QUANTITY TOTAL

=========================================================================================================

Foundation tie to exist $50.00 LF 125 $6,250

12" Elevator mat $575.00 CY 6 $3,450 6 $3,450
Elevator pit wall $800.00 CY 6 $4,800 6 $4,800
Elev. sump pit $1,200.00 LS 1 $1,200 1 $1,200
Canopy FTG & pier $1,200.00 EA 4 $4,800 4 $4,800
Pilasters $950.00 CY 15 $14,250 30 $28,500
Equipment pads $4,000.00 LS $0 1 $4,000

072100 INSULATION

2" Rigid ext. found. insul -4'
  w/prot.bd $3.05 SF 2,800 $8,540 7,600 $23,180

071000 DAMPPROOF., WATERPROOF. & CAULKING*

Foundation dampproofing $1.90 SF 2,800 $5,320 7,600 $14,440
Elev. pit waterproofing $4,100.00 LS 1 $4,100 1 $4,100

310000 EARTHWORK

RAM Piers $12.00 SF 30,432 $365,184 69,146 $829,752

Foundation Earthwork:
Foundation excavation $10.00 CY 4,500 $45,000 10,250 $102,500
Foundation backfill (on site mat'l) $8.00 CY 4,500 $36,000 10,250 $82,000
Foundation drain $28.00 LF 725 $20,300 2,000 $56,000

Excavate and underpin  N/A

---------- ---------- ----------
$0 $815,022 $1,862,131

A1030 SLAB ON GRADE

310000 EARTHWORK

12" Gravel base $32.00 CY $0 1,127 $36,064 2,561 $81,952
Geotextile fabric $1.00 SF 30,432 $30,432 69,146 $69,146
Structural fill $32.00 CY 1,250 $40,000 2,500 $80,000
Excavate plumbing trenches $7,500 LS 1 $7,500 1 $7,500 1 $15,000

033000 CAST IN PLACE CONCRETE

5" Slab on Grade:
3500 psi, NW, (incl. placement) $182.00 CY 474 $86,268 1,076 $195,832

 Prepared by: A. M. Fogarty & Associates, Inc.
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Ipswich Elementary School 12/27/16
=========================================================================================================

RENO RENO ADDITION ADDITION NEW NEW

DESCRIPTION UNIT COST UNIT QUANTITY TOTAL QUANTITY TOTAL QUANTITY TOTAL

=========================================================================================================

6x6 W 2.9  X  W 2.9 $1.68 SF 30,432 $51,126 69,146 $116,165
Control Joint $3.10 LF 1,550 $4,805 3,460 $10,726
Trowel Finish $2.00 SF 30,432 $60,864 69,146 $138,292

Thicken slab $182.00 CY 20 $3,640 50 $9,100

RENOVATION:
Patch slab at plumbing $24 SF 1,000 $24,000

072100 INSULATION

2" Rigid Slab Insul. $3.20 SF 1,000 $3,200 30,432 $97,382 69,146 $221,267

072616 BELOW GRADE VAPOR RETARDER

Stegro vapor barrier $0.78 SF 1,000 $780 30,432 $23,737 69,146 $53,934

---------- ---------- ----------
$35,480 $441,818 $991,414

TOTAL A10 FOUNDATIONS $35,480 $1,256,840 $2,853,545

A20 - BASEMENT CONSTRUCTION N/A

TOTAL A20 - BASEMENT CONSTRUCTION $0 $0 $0

B.  SHELL

B10 - SUPERSTRUCTURE

B1010 FLOOR CONSTRUCTION

051200 STRUCTURAL STEEL 

Floor frame (15 lbs / SF) $3,650.00 TONS 320.0 $1,168,000 409.2 $1,493,580
Shear stud  (10/100 SF) $5.50 EA 4,267 $23,469 5,456 $30,008
T.S. brace frame Incl. above

RENOVATION:
Seismic Upgrade - Clip Partition $1.50 GSF 50,600 $75,900
Misc. Beams at New openings $10,000 LS 1 $10,000

033000 CAST IN PLACE CONCRETE

4 1/2" NW Deck fill - TYP $4.90 SF 42,668 $209,073 54,554 $267,315
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Ipswich Elementary School 12/27/16
=========================================================================================================

RENO RENO ADDITION ADDITION NEW NEW

DESCRIPTION UNIT COST UNIT QUANTITY TOTAL QUANTITY TOTAL QUANTITY TOTAL

=========================================================================================================

053100 STEEL DECKING

2" x 18 Ga. comp deck - TYP $3.15 SF 42,668 $134,404 54,554 $171,845
Sound isolation premium @ GYM $10.00 SF 5,800 $58,000

072100 INSULATION

Spray on fireproofing - Shaft opening $7,500.00 LS N/A 1 $7,500 1 $7,500

---------- ---------- ----------
$85,900 $1,600,446 $1,970,248

B1020 ROOF CONSTRUCTION

051200 STRUCTURAL STEEL 

Low Slope Typ. flat roof frame ( 15 lbs / SF)$3,650.00 TONS 233.6 $852,458 532.9 $1,945,085
Galv. RTU dunnage - allow $3,800.00 TONS 8 $30,400 16 $60,800
8' Galv. TS roof screen support $3,800.00 TONS 8 $30,400 8 $30,400
Frame Main Entry Canopies $3,800.00 TONS 3.75 $14,250 3.75 $14,250

033000 CAST IN PLACE CONCRETE

3 1/2" NWConc. Deck fill - mech $4.10 SF 1,500 $6,150 1,500 $6,150

053100 STEEL DECKING

1 1/2" x 18 ga acoust. deck - gym $7.15 SF 5,600 $40,040 5,600 $40,040
1 1/2" x 18 ga acoust. deck - fit gym $7.15 SF 2,900 $20,735 3,400 $24,310
2" x 20 Ga. comp deck - mech $2.35 SF 1,500 $3,525 1,500 $3,525
1 1/2" x  20 Ga balance flat roof deck $2.45 SF 21,132 $51,773 60,546 $148,338

1 1/2" x  20 Ga main entry canopy  roof deck $2.30 SF 500 $1,150 500 $1,150

072100 INSULATION

Spray on fireproofing - Shaft opening $7,500.00 LS 1 $7,500 1 $7,500

---------- ---------- ----------
$0 $1,058,381 $2,281,548

TOTAL B10 SUPERSTRUCTURE $85,900 $2,658,827 $4,251,795

B20 - EXTERIOR ENCLOSURE
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Ipswich Elementary School 12/27/16
=========================================================================================================

RENO RENO ADDITION ADDITION NEW NEW

DESCRIPTION UNIT COST UNIT QUANTITY TOTAL QUANTITY TOTAL QUANTITY TOTAL

=========================================================================================================

 B2010 EXTERIOR WALLS

040001 MASONRY*

Masonry Veneer:
4" Granite water table 6'H $55.00 SF 4,230 $232,650 12,606 $693,330
GF Masonry flashing $12.50 LF 946 $11,825 1,900 $23,750

RENOVATION ( 100% ext @ 12' H =19,958 GSF) :
Clean Existing Exterior $1.75 SF 19,958 $34,927
Repair Masonry Veneer $5.00 SF 19,958 $99,790

054000 COLD FORMED METAL FRAMING

3" Soffit/eave framing $5.90 SF 1,892 $11,163 3,800 $22,420
3" Canopy ceiling framing $5.00 SF 500 $2,500 500 $2,500
1/2" Dens glass sheathing -soffit $9.00 SF 1,892 $17,028 3,800 $34,200
1/2" Dens glass sheathing -ceiling $3.00 SF 1,892 $5,676 3,800 $11,400
8" x 18 Ga. stud @ typical wall $11.25 SF 28,220 $317,475 49,050 $551,813

1/2" Dens glass sheathing-ext. wall $2.85 SF 28,220 $80,427 49,050 $139,793

050001 MISCELLANEOUS & ORNAMENTAL IRON*

Misc. Metals $1.00 SF 19,968 $19,968 28,220 $28,220 49,050 $49,050
*Relieving angle carried w/Structure

071326 AIR & VAPOR BARRIERS

Adhered air & vapor barrier - wall $5.25 SF 28,220 $148,155 48,050 $252,263
Adhered air & vapor barrier - canopy clg $5.25 SF 500 $2,625 500 $2,625
Adhered air & vapor barrier - soffit $5.25 SF 1,892 $9,933 3,800 $19,950

072100 INSULATION

New Exterior Wall:
4" Cellulose Spray foam $3.95 SF 28,220 $111,469 48,050 $189,798
4" mineral wool Insul  $3.45 SF 28,220 $97,359 48,050 $165,773

Existing Exterior Wall:
2 1/2" Spray Insul $3.25 SF 19,968 $64,896

074213 PERFORMED CLADDING

Trespa rainscreen $75.00 SF 15,116 $1,133,700 25,872 $1,940,400

8' Equip roof screen  - allow $75.00 SF 1,600 $120,000 3,200 $240,000
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Ipswich Elementary School 12/27/16
=========================================================================================================

RENO RENO ADDITION ADDITION NEW NEW

DESCRIPTION UNIT COST UNIT QUANTITY TOTAL QUANTITY TOTAL QUANTITY TOTAL

=========================================================================================================

Aluminum 16 ga Panel:
Soffits $48.00 SF 1,800 $86,400 3,800 $182,400
Main entry canopy ceiling $28.00 SF 500 $14,000 500 $14,000

092116 GYPSUM WALLBOARD

2 Lyr 5/8" gyp @ new ext. wall $2.20 SF 28,220 $62,084 49,050 $107,910
Furr w / 1 Lyr 5/8" gyp @ ext. wall $8.00 SF 19,968 $159,744

090007 PAINTING*

Exterior painting $5,000.00 LS 1 $5,000 1 $5,000 1 $5,000

101400 IDENTIFYING DEVICES (EXT. BLD MTD SIGNAGE)

24" Alum bldg mtd letter  - allow $345.00 EA 24 $8,280 24 $8,280

---------- ---------- ----------
$384,325 $2,505,969 $4,656,653

B2020 EXTERIOR WINDOWS

061000 ROUGH CARPENTRY

P.T. - perim blocking $6.85 LF 2,200 $15,070 7,500 $51,375 12,750 $87,338

071326 AIR & VAPOR BARRIERS

Flex flashing - perim $7.50 LF 2,200 $16,500 7,500 $56,250 12,750 $95,625

071000 DAMPPROOF., WATERPROOF. & CAULKING*

Exterior sealants - perim. $6.25 LF 2,200 $13,750 7,500 $46,875 12,750 $79,688

080001 METAL WINDOWS*

Curtain wall - 7" $100.00 SF 3,000 $300,000 6,000 $600,000
Sun screen  (30") - allow $210.00 LF 150 $31,500 300 $63,000

Alum. Window - 30% ext $84.00 SF 8,466 $711,144 14,415 $1,210,860

RENOVATION:
Replace existing Windows $84.00 SF 2,500 $210,000

109000 MISCELLANEOUS SPECIALTIES
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DESCRIPTION UNIT COST UNIT QUANTITY TOTAL QUANTITY TOTAL QUANTITY TOTAL

=========================================================================================================

Alum louvers - allow $65.00 SF 20 $1,300 50 $3,250 50 $3,250

---------- ---------- ----------
$256,620 $1,200,394 $2,139,760

B2030 EXTERIOR DOORS

061000 ROUGH CARPENTRY

P.T. - perim blocking - HM open $4.10 LF 92 $377 92 $377

071000 DAMPPROOF., WATERPROOF. & CAULKING*

Exterior sealants - perim. HM open $6.25 LF 92 $575 92 $575

080001 METAL WINDOWS*

7' Alum. Doors (Incl. Hardware):
Main Entry - dbl $8,200.00 EA 1 $8,200 1 $8,200
Side Entry - dbl $8,200.00 EA 2 $16,400 1 $8,200 2 $16,400
Café - dbl $8,200.00 EA 1 $8,200 1 $8,200
Main Gym - dbl $8,200.00 EA 2 $16,400
Fit Gym - dbl $8,200.00 EA 1 $8,200
Kindergarten - sgl $4,200.00 EA 6 $25,200 6 $25,200
Pre-K $4,200.00 EA 2 $8,400 2 $8,400
Administration - sgl $4,200.00 EA 1 $4,200 1 $4,200
Stair Egress - dbl $8,200.00 EA 2 $16,400 2 $16,400 4 $32,800
Auto opener - allow $6,500.00 PR 1 $6,500 1 $6,500
Classroom - sgl N/A
Media center $4,200.00 EA 1 $4,200
*Storefront at entries W /B 2020

081113 HOLLOW METALWORK

Insulated HM Doors and Frame:
Receiving - dbl $2,700.00 EA 1 $2,700 1 $2,700
Elec/mech rm - sgl $1,350.00 EA 1 $1,350 1 $1,350
Elec/mech rm - dbl $2,700.00 EA 1 $2,700 1 $2,700
Storage - dbl $2,700.00 EA 1 $2,700 1 $2,700

083323 SPECIAL DOORS

Ext OH Doors  N/A

---------- ---------- ----------
$37,000 $95,702 $144,902
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TOTAL B20 - EXTERIOR ENCLOSURE $677,945 $3,802,065 $6,941,315

B30 - ROOFING

B3010 ROOF COVERINGS

061000 ROUGH CARPENTRY

Roof Blocking $0.75 SF 33,000 $24,750 31,132 $23,349 71,046 $53,285
Mechanical equip blocking $5,000.00 LS 1 $5,000 1 $5,000 1 $5,000

070002 ROOFING AND FLASHING*

PVC  roof - canopy $10.00 SF 500 $5,000 500 $5,000
PVC roof w/ 7" rigid insul $14.00 SF 31,132 $435,848 71,046 $994,644
1/2" Gyp prot. bd w/glass mat @ PVC $1.55 SF 31,132 $48,255 71,046 $110,121
Poly vapor barrier - 100% $0.35 SF 31,132 $10,896 71,046 $24,866
Membrane flashing $1 SF 33,000 $36,300 31,132 $34,245 71,046 $78,151
Roof walkway paver $24.00 EA 500 $12,000 750 $18,000 1,250 $30,000
*Roof system 80 mil white 

Alum.Trim :
Typical wall coping $25.00 LF 1,200 $30,000 1,200 $30,000 2,800 $70,000
Main entry canopy Coping $25.00 LF 65 $1,625 65 $1,625
Misc. flashing $1.00 SF 31,132 $31,132 71,046 $71,046

RENOVATION:
Remove & replace sloped roofing N/A
Remove & replace flat roofing $18.00 SF 33,000 $594,000

---------- ---------- ----------
$702,050 $643,350 $1,443,738

B3020 ROOF OPENINGS

077200 ROOF ACCESSORIES

Roof hatch $4,200.00 EA 1 $4,200 1 $4,200
Elevator vent $1,500.00 EA 1 $1,500 1 $1,500
Roof Rail at Mech $135.00 LF 25 $3,375 50 $6,750
Stage vent N/A
Skylights NIC
*Mechanical equip screen is included with B1020 & B2010

---------- ---------- ----------
$0 $9,075 $12,450
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TOTAL B30 ROOFING $702,050 $652,425 $1,456,188

C.  INTERIORS

C10 - INTERIOR CONSTRUCTION

C1010 PARTITIONS

040001 MASONRY*
  

CMU partitions $5.00 GSF 50,600 $253,000 73,100 $365,500 123,700 $618,500

Repair Existing CMU - ALLOW $20,000 LS 1 $20,000

050001 MISCELLANEOUS & ORNAMENTAL IRON*

Misc metals @ CMU partitions $0.30 GSF see structural 73,100 $21,930 123,700 $37,110
Expansion joints $10,000 LS 1 $10,000 1 $10,000

061000 ROUGH CARPENTRY

Raised Stage Platform and Ramp $34.00 SF 1,100 $37,400 1,100 $37,400
Interior blocking $0.30 GSF 50,600 $15,180 73,100 $21,930 123,700 $37,110
Misc. rough carpentry $0.50 GSF 50,600 $25,300 73,100 $36,550 123,700 $61,850

072100 INSULATION

Firestopping $0.42 GSF 50,600 $21,252 73,100 $30,702 123,700 $51,954

081113 HOLLOW METALWORK

Interior H.M Windows, Sidelites and Transoms (INC. GLAZING):
Misc.  window/sidelight & transom $78.00 SF 200 $15,600 600 $46,800 950 $74,100

083323 SPECIAL DOORS

Access panels $0.22 GSF 50,600 $11,132 73,100 $16,082 123,700 $27,214

092116 GYPSUM WALLBOARD

Specialty Partitions:
Stage/café divider (48' x 15') $110.00 SF 720 $79,200 720 $79,200
Gym/Fitness Gym Divider Partition NIC
Class room  Divider Partition NIC

Drywall Partitions:
GWB assemblies $12.00 GSF 50,600 $607,200 73,100 $877,200 123,700 $1,484,400
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*Partitions include sound attenuation, tape & joint compound finish
---------- ---------- ----------

$968,664 $1,543,294 $2,518,838

C1020 INTERIOR DOORS

081113 HOLLOW METALWORK
081416 WOOD AND PLASTIC DOORS
087100 FINISH HARDWARE

Interior Doors $6.75 GSF 50,600 $341,550 73,100 $493,425 123,700 $834,975

080001 METAL WINDOWS*

Aluminum ( Frame, Door, Glass, Glazing and Hdw):
Vest - dbl $8,200.00 PR $0 1 $8,200 1 $8,200
Main office -sgl $3,600.00 EA $0 2 $7,200 2 $7,200
Media center - dbl $8,200.00 EA 1 $8,200 1 $8,200

Aluminum Storefront:
Vestibule 10' $88.00 SF 150 $13,200 150 $13,200
Main office 10' $88.00 SF 200 $17,600 200 $17,600
Media center $88.00 SF 200 $17,600 200 $17,600
Vestibule security window $4,000.00 EA 1 $4,000 1 $4,000

083323 SPECIAL DOORS

Dish drop window $3,000.00 EA 1 $3,000 1 $3,000
Kitchen OH  grille $4,500.00 EA 1 $4,500 1 $4,500
Main office security grate NIC
Corridor  security grate NIC

---------- ---------- ----------
$367,350 $551,125 $918,475

C1030 FITTINGS

050001 MISCELLANEOUS & ORNAMENTAL IRON*

Gym equip. support & frame $5,000.00 LS 1 $5,000 1 $5,000
OT/PT swing support $1,500.00 LS 1 $1,500 1 $1,500
Misc. metals $1.00 GSF 50,600 $50,600 73,100 $73,100 123,700 $123,700

062000 FINISH CARPENTRY

 Prepared by: A. M. Fogarty & Associates, Inc.
IPSWICH  ELEM SCHOOL STUDY 12 -16.xls12/27/201610:52 AM                                             Page 17



Ipswich Elementary School 12/27/16
=========================================================================================================

RENO RENO ADDITION ADDITION NEW NEW

DESCRIPTION UNIT COST UNIT QUANTITY TOTAL QUANTITY TOTAL QUANTITY TOTAL

=========================================================================================================

Utility & closet shelving $5,000.00 LS 1 $5,000 1 $5,000 1 $5,000
Typ. window sill/apron (nic cw-gym) $36.00 LF 1,550 $55,800 2,550 $91,800
Built - in corridor benches $400.00 LF 10 $4,000 20 $8,000 30 $12,000
Pre-K & Kindergarten class story seating area$15,000 EA 1 $15,000 12 $180,000 1 $15,000
Proscenium trim @ stage front panel $35,000 LS 1 $35,000 1 $35,000
Misc. wood trim $1.00 GSF 50,600 $50,600 73,100 $73,100 123,700 $123,700

Custom Casework:
Admin desk $10,000 LS 1 $10,000 1 $10,000
Circulation desk $20,000 LS 1 $20,000 1 $20,000
Student cubby $450 EA W / ADDITION 800 $360,000 800 $360,000

102113 COMPARTMENTS & CUBICLES

Toilet Partitions $0.35 GSF 50,600 $17,710 73,100 $25,585 123,700 $43,295

102813 TOILET & BATH ACCESSORIES

Toilet Accessories $0.45 GSF 50,600 $22,770 73,100 $32,895 123,700 $55,665
*Excludes classroom accessories

101100 MARKERBOARDS & TACKBOARDS

Markerboard and Tackboard $0.95 GSF 50,600 $48,070 73,100 $69,445 123,700 $117,515

109000 MISCELLANEOUS SPECIALTIES

Metal corridor student locker NIC
Kitchen staff locker - allow $225.00 EA $0 4 $900 4 $900
Wall & corner guards - allow $5,000.00 LS 1 $5,000 1 $5,000 1 $5,000
Fire extinguisher and cab - allow $450.00 EA W / ADDITION 15 $6,750 15 $6,750
Cubicle curtain track w/ curtain - health off.$1,200.00 EA $0 2 $2,400 2 $2,400
Misc. specialties $0.50 GSF 50,600 $25,300 73,100 $36,550 123,700 $61,850

101400 IDENTIFYING DEVICES

Building directory - allow $5,000.00 EA 1 $5,000 1 $5,000
Dedication plaque $3,500.00 EA 1 $3,500 1 $3,500
Door signage plaque $0.15 GSF 50,600 $7,590 73,100 $10,965 123,700 $18,555

---------- ---------- ----------
$271,640 $1,005,490 $1,123,130

TOTAL C10 - INTERIOR CONSTRUCTION $1,607,654 $3,099,909 $4,560,443

C20 - STAIRS
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C2010 STAIR CONSTRUCTION

050001 MISCELLANEOUS & ORNAMENTAL IRON*

Metal Pan Stair w/Rails:
Main lobby $48,500 FLT 1 $48,500 2 $97,000
Egress corridor stair $27,500 FLT 4 $110,000 5 $137,500
Stage stair $4,500.00 FLT 1 $4,500 1 $4,500
Roof access  stair NIC

Interior Rails:
Corridor  ramp / stair wall rail $150.00 LF 120 $18,000 440 $66,000

Stage ramp wall rail $125.00 LF 50 $6,250 50 $6,250
Lobby guardrail $350.00 LF 20 $7,000 20 $7,000

Frame Stage platform risers $45.00 LFT 150 $6,750 150 $6,750
Upgrade Existing Stairs $7,500.00 FLTS 2 $15,000

033000 CAST IN PLACE CONCRETE

Conc stair pan fill - full flt $1,250.00 FLTS 5 $6,250 7 $8,750

---------- ---------- ----------
$15,000 $207,250 $333,750

C2020 STAIR FINISHES

090005 RESILIENT FLOORING*

Lobby  Stair rubber treads and risers $1,300.00 FLTS 1 $1,300 1 $1,300
Egress Stair rubber treads and risers $1,300.00 FLTS 2 $2,600 4 $5,200 6 $7,800

090007 PAINTING*

Paint stair & rails - full flt $1,800.00 FLTS 2 $3,600 5 $9,000 7 $12,600

095000 WOOD FLOOR

Stage access stair finish $3,000.00 FLTS 1 $3,000 1 $3,000
Stage platform  tread & risers $32.00 LFT 150 $4,800 150 $4,800

---------- ---------- ----------
$6,200 $23,300 $29,500
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TOTAL C20 - STAIRS $21,200 $230,550 $363,250

C30 - INTERIOR FINISHES

C3010 WALL FINISHES

071000 DAMPPROOF., WATERPROOF. & CAULKING*

Joint sealants - interior $0.55 GSF 50,600 $27,830 73,100 $40,205 123,700 $68,035

062500 FINISH CARPENTRY

Wood Wall Panel - allow $42.00 SF $0 500 $21,000 1,000 $42,000

098400 ACOUSTICAL WALL TREATMENT

Tectum Wall Panel:
2" Main Gymnasium -allow $20.00 SF 1,800 $36,000 1,800 $36,000
2" Fit Gymnasium -allow $20.00 SF 500 $10,000 500 $10,000

Fabric Wrapped Acoustical Panels - Allow:
Stage $27.00 SF 100 $2,700 100 $2,700
Café $27.00 SF 200 $5,400 200 $5,400 200 $5,400
Corridor $27.00 SF 150 $4,050 150 $4,050 300 $8,100
Music class rm $27.00 SF 250 $6,750 250 $6,750
IMC $27.00 SF 250 $6,750 250 $6,750

041002 MASONRY*

Glazed CMU Premium:  
Toilet rm - 8' $10.00 SF 3,600 $36,000 6,000 $60,000 9,600 $96,000
Stairs - 36" Wainscot $10.00 SF 250 $2,500 750 $7,500 750 $7,500
Corridor wainscot $10.00 SF 2,000 $20,000 4,000 $40,000 9,500 $95,000
Kitchen $10.00 SF 1,500 $15,000 1,500 $15,000
Café - allow $10.00 SF 500 $5,000 500 $5,000

090007 PAINTING*

Vinyl Wall Graphics $5,000.00 LS 1 $5,000 1 $5,000 1 $5,000
Interior painting- walls $2.20 GSF 50,600 $111,320 73,100 $160,820 123,700 $272,140

---------- ---------- ----------
$225,600 $412,675 $681,375

C3020 FLOOR FINISHES
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033000 CAST IN PLACE CONCRETE

Sealed Concrete - mech / elec rm $0.95 SF 300 $285 500 $475 1,000 $950

Polished & Sealed Concrete Floor Finish: 
Tech and Art Room $4.50 SF $0 1,200 $5,400 2,400 $10,800
Café $4.50 SF $0 5,800 $26,100 6,000 $27,000

090003 TILE FLOORING*

Quarry Tile Flooring:
Kitchen - Mud set $24.00 SF 2,800 $67,200 2,800 $67,200

QT Base $11.00 LF 230 $2,530 230 $2,530

Ceramic Tile:
Toilet Room ( mud set ) $25.00 SF 1,500 $37,500 2,000 $50,000 3,500 $87,500
Janitor Closet $21.00 SF 50 $1,050 100 $2,100 150 $3,150
Ceramic Base $12.50 LF 450 $5,625 750 $9,375 1,200 $15,000
Waterproof underlayment $8.25 SF 1,600 $13,200 2,200 $18,150

Porcelain Paver - Lobby $21.00 SF 6,425 $134,925 6,425 $134,925

090005 RESILIENT FLOORING*

Tile Linoleum Flooring $6.75 SF 47,750 $322,313 48,300 $326,025 87,155 $588,296
Rubber base $2.20 GSF 50,600 $111,320 73,100 $160,820 123,700 $272,140

Premium Adhesive $1.00 SF 47,750 $47,750 48,300 $48,300 93,580 $93,580

095000 WOOD FLOOR

Wood sports flooring - main gym $18.10 SF 6,000 $108,600 6,000 $108,600
Wood sports flooring - fit gym $18.10 SF 2,900 $52,490 3,400 $61,540
Stage wood flooring - maple $14.50 SF 1,000 $14,500 1,000 $14,500
Vented base $6.50 LF 450 $2,925 625 $4,063

096800 CARPET

Admin/Media  carpet $5.00 SF 1,000 $5,000 2,500 $12,500 4,000 $20,000
Premium Adhesive $1.00 SF 1,000 $1,000 2,500 $2,500 4,000 $4,000

124813 MATS

Alum. Entrance Grille:
Main entry recessed grille ( 1 EA) $44.00 SF 100 $4,400 100 $4,400
Egress walk off mat $1,800.00 EA 1 $1,800 2 $3,600 2 $3,600

---------- ---------- ----------
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$533,643 $1,047,965 $1,541,924

C3030 CEILING FINISHES

092116 GYPSUM WALLBOARD

Gyp ceiling - allow $10.50 SF 2,500 $26,250 5,000 $52,500 10,000 $105,000
Stage acoustical reflector - allow $20,000 LS 1 $20,000 1 $20,000
Gyp soffits & light coves $0.75 GSF 50,600 $37,950 73,100 $54,825 123,700 $92,775

090003 ACOUSTICAL TILE*

2 x 4 Ultima - Typical $4.35 SF 48,100 $209,235 58,800 $255,780 103,100 $448,485
Allow For specialty ceilings $0.50 SF 50,600 $25,300 73,100 $36,550 123,700 $61,850

090007 PAINTING*

Paint gyp ceiling $0.85 SF 2,500 $2,125 5,000 $4,250 10,000 $8,500
Paint gyp soffits &  light coves $5,000.00 LS 1 $5,000 1 $5,000 1 $5,000
Paint exposed structure - main gym $1.50 SF 6,000 $9,000 6,000 $9,000
Paint exposed structure - fit  gym $1.50 SF 2,900 $4,350 3,400 $5,100
Paint exposed structure - stage $1.50 SF 1,200 $1,800 1,200 $1,800

---------- ---------- ----------
$305,860 $444,055 $757,510

TOTAL C30 - INTERIOR FINISHES $1,065,103 $1,904,695 $2,980,809

D. SERVICES

D10 - CONVEYING

D1010 ELEVATORS & LIFTS

140001 ELEVATORS*

Stage lift N/A
New passenger elevator ( 1 door) $50,000 STOP 3 $150,000 3 $150,000
Upgrade / replace  existing elevator ( 1 door) NIC

050001 MISCELLANEOUS & ORNAMENTAL IRON*

New Elevator:
Elev. framing $3,000.00 EA 1 $3,000 1 $3,000
Elev. pit ladder $1,500.00 EA 1 $1,500 1 $1,500
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Elev. Sump grate $750.00 EA 1 $750 1 $750
Elev. Louver $500.00 EA 1 $500 1 $500

---------- ---------- ----------
$0 $155,750 $155,750

TOTAL D10 - CONVEYING $0 $155,750 $155,750

D20 - PLUMBING

D2010 PLUMBING FIXTURES

Plumbing $13.00 GSF 50,600 $657,800 73,100 $950,300 123,700 $1,608,100

---------- ---------- ----------
$657,800 $950,300 $1,608,100

TOTAL D20 - PLUMBING $657,800 $950,300 $1,608,100

D30 - HVAC

D3010 HVAC

HVAC $42.00 GSF 50,600 $2,125,200 73,100 $3,070,200 123,700 $5,195,400

---------- ---------- ----------
$2,125,200 $3,070,200 $5,195,400

TOTAL D30 - HVAC $2,125,200 $3,070,200 $5,195,400

D40 - FIRE PROTECTION

D4010 SPRINKLERS

210001 FIRE SUPPRESSION*
 
Sprinkler system - wet $4.85 GSF 50,600 $245,410 73,100 $354,535 123,700 $599,945
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---------- ---------- ----------
$245,410 $354,535 $599,945

TOTAL D40 - FIRE PROTECTION $245,410 $354,535 $599,945

D50 - ELECTRICAL

D5010 ELECTRICAL SERVICE & DISTRIBUTION

260001 ELECTRICAL*

Electrical $4.50 GSF 50,600 $227,700 73,100 $328,950 123,700 $556,650
Electrical sub metering $30,000.00 LS 1 $30,000 1 $30,000
Emergency Generator - 175 kw $125,000 LS 1 $125,000 1 $125,000

---------- ---------- ----------
$227,700 $483,950 $711,650

D5020 LIGHTING & BRANCH WIRING

260001 ELECTRICAL*

Lighting $6.75 GSF 50,600 $341,550 73,100 $493,425 123,700 $834,975
Lighting Control $2.10 GSF 50,600 $106,260 73,100 $153,510 123,700 $259,770

---------- ---------- ----------
$447,810 $646,935 $1,094,745

D5030 COMMUNICATION & SECURITY
260001 ELECTRICAL*

Security $3.00 GSF 50,600 $151,800 73,100 $219,300 123,700 $371,100
Tele/data cabling, racks and switches $5.00 GSF 50,600 $253,000 73,100 $365,500 123,700 $618,500

---------- ---------- ----------
$404,800 $584,800 $989,600

D5090 OTHER ELECTRICAL SYSTEMS

260001 ELECTRICAL*

Speech Reinforcement $3,000.00 EA 45 $135,000 45 $135,000
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PV Rough in $28,000.00 LS 1 $28,000 1 $28,000
Fire Alarm $3.00 GSF 50,600 $151,800 73,100 $219,300 123,700 $371,100
DAS $35,000.00 LS 1 $35,000 1 $35,000
Devices $4.00 GSF 50,600 $202,400 73,100 $292,400 123,700 $494,800
Clocks and PA $2.50 GSF 50,600 $126,500 73,100 $182,750 123,700 $309,250
Gym/Café Sound System $0.50 GSF 50,600 $25,300 73,100 $36,550 123,700 $61,850
Lighting Protection $0.30 GSF 50,600 $15,180 73,100 $21,930 123,700 $37,110
Mechanical Wiring $1.10 GSF 50,600 $55,660 73,100 $80,410 123,700 $136,070

---------- ---------- ----------
$576,840 $1,031,340 $1,608,180

TOTAL D50 - ELECTRICAL $1,657,150 $2,747,025 $4,404,175

E.  EQUIPMENT & FURNISHINGS

E10 - EQUIPMENT

E1010 COMMERCIAL EQUIPMENT

114000 FOOD SERVICE EQUIPMENT

Kitchen equipment & casework $450,000 LS 1 $450,000 1 $450,000

---------- ---------- ----------
$0 $450,000 $450,000

E1020 INSTITUTIONAL EQUIPMENT

113100 APPLIANCES

Staff kitchen refrigerator $1,000.00 EA 1 $1,000 1 $1,000
Staff kitchen microwave $500.00 EA 1 $500 1 $500
Medical office refrigerator w/ice $1,000.00 EA 1 $1,000 1 $1,000
Stackable washer and dryer - kitchen NIC

116600 ATHLETIC & SPORTS EQUIPMENT

Main Gym:
Basketball backstops - electric $9,500.00 EA $0 6 $57,000
Wall padding - 6' $15.00 SF 1,440 $21,600 1,440 $21,600
Motorized gym divider curtain (62'6"x22') $13.50 SF 1,360 $18,360 1,360 $18,360
Volley ball court equip. $700.00 EA 2 $1,400 2 $1,400
Scoreboard $20,000 EA 1 $20,000 1 $20,000
Bleachers $125 SEAT 480 $60,000 480 $60,000
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DESCRIPTION UNIT COST UNIT QUANTITY TOTAL QUANTITY TOTAL QUANTITY TOTAL

=========================================================================================================

Fitness Room:
Backboard $5,500 EA 2 $11,000 2 $11,000

Misc. fitness equipment NIC

116143 STAGE DRAPERY

Stage curtains $15,000 LS 1 $15,000 1 $15,000

115213 PROJECTION SCREENS

Projection screen - stage $7,500.00 EA 1 $7,500 1 $7,500

Projection screen - media center $7,500.00 EA 1 $7,500 1 $7,500
AV Equipment NIC

119000 MISC. EQUIPMENT

Smart boards NIC
Metal storage shelving NIC
Book security equipment NIC
Kiln NIC

---------- ---------- ----------
$7,500 $157,360 $221,860

TOTAL E10 - EQUIPMENT $7,500 $607,360 $671,860

E20 - FURNISHINGS

E 2010 FIXED FURNISHINGS

129000 MISC. FURNISHINGS

Meco shade - manual $5.25 SF 2,500 $13,125 8,400 $44,100 14,415 $75,679

123553 CLASSROOM CASEWORK

Casework 9.50 GSF 50,600 $480,700 73,100 $694,450 123,700 $1,175,150

---------- ---------- ----------
$493,825 $738,550 $1,250,829

E2020 MOVABLE FURNISHINGS NIC
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---------- ---------- ----------
$0 $0 $0

TOTAL E20 - FURNISHINGS $493,825 $738,550 $1,250,829

F.  SPECIAL CONSTRUCTION & DEMOLITION

TOTAL F10 - SPECIAL CONSTRUCTION $0 $0 $0

F20 - SELECTIVE BUILDING DEMOLITION

F2010 BUILDING ELEMENTS DEMOLITION  

Demolish existing building $7.50 GSF 50,600 $379,500
Interior Gut and Removals $10.00 GSF 50,600 $506,000
Selective Demolition at Additions $50,000 LS 1 $50,000

---------- ---------- ----------
$506,000 $50,000 $379,500

F2020 HAZARDOUS COMPONENTS ABATEMENT

Hazardous Waste Allowance $780,000 LS 1 $780,000 1 $780,000

---------- ---------- ----------
$780,000 $0 $780,000

TOTAL F20 - SELECTIVE BUILDING DEMOLITION $1,286,000 $50,000 $1,159,500

G. BUILDING SITEWORK

G10 - SITE PREPARATION

G1010 SITE CLEARING

311000 SITE PREPARATION & CLEARING

General Site Prep 0.20 SF 232,063 $46,413 262,063 $52,413
Erosion control 4.50 LF 2,500 $11,250 2,500 $11,250
Construction fence - allow 12.00 LF 2,000 $24,000 2,000 $24,000
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Construction entrance 10,000.00 EA 2 $20,000 2 $20,000
Strip and stack top soil -6" - allow 10.00 CY 3,000 $30,000 3,000 $30,000
Clear and Grub 25,000.00 LS 1 $25,000 1 $25,000
Remove utilities 50,000.00 LS 1 $50,000 1 $50,000

---------- ---------- ----------
$0 $206,663 $212,663

G1020 SITE DEMOLITION & RELOCATIONS

Remove Existing:
Remove Existing Surfaces 1.10 SF 232,063 $255,269 262,063 $288,269

---------- ---------- ----------
$0 $255,269 $288,269

G1030 SITE EARTHWORK

310000 EARTHWORK   
  

Site Cut to fill 12.00 CY $0 12,500 $150,000 15,000 $180,000
Site Fill ( import as necessary ) 20.00 CY $0 5,000 $100,000 5,000 $100,000
Site grading 1.10 SY $0 29,000 $31,900 29,000 $31,900

---------- ---------- ----------
$0 $281,900 $311,900

TOTAL G10 - SITE PREPARATION $0 $743,832 $812,832

G20 - SITE IMPROVEMENTS

G2010 ROADWAYS

321000 PAVING AND CURBING

Entry Drive:
Bituminous Pavement 26.25 SY 6,650 $174,563 6,650 $174,563
Vehicular Concrete Pavement 11.00 SY 3,820 $42,020 3,820 $42,020
12" Gravel base 27.00 CY 2,220 $59,940 2,220 $59,940
Granite Curbing 39.00 LF 5,834 $227,526 5,834 $227,526

Parking/traffic signage 5,000.00 LS 1 $5,000 1 $5,000
Parking line panting 7,500.00 LS 1 $7,500 1 $7,500

---------- ---------- ----------
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$0 $516,549 $516,549

G2020 PARKING LOTS

see above
---------- ---------- ----------

$0 $0 $0

G2030 PEDESTRIAN PAVING

321000 PAVING AND CURBING

Concrete Entry Pavement:
4" Concrete pavement 7.50 SF 21,500 $161,250 21,500 $161,250
8" Gravel base 22.00 CY 450 $9,900 450 $9,900
Tactile warning paver 300.00 EA 5 $1,500 4 $1,200
Specialty Pavement 200,000.00 LS 1 $200,000 1 $200,000

Play Areas:
Rubber play surface - elem 19.00 SF 6,000 $114,000 6,000 $114,000
8" Gravel base 32.00 CY 395 $12,640 395 $12,640
Perimeter curb 48.00 LF 450 $21,600 450 $21,600

---------- ---------- ----------
$0 $520,890 $520,590

G2040 SITE DEVELOPMENT

323000 SITE IMPROVEMENTS

Allowance:
Retaining Walls 325.00 LF 600 $195,000 600 $195,000
4' CL Perm fence 36.00 LF 2,500 $90,000 2,500 $90,000
CL Gate 775.00 EA 4 $3,100 4 $3,100
8' CL Fence 36.00 LF 300 $10,800 300 $10,800
Trash receptacle 1,200.00 EA 6 $7,200 6 $7,200
Flagpole 4,500.00 EA 1 $4,500 1 $4,500
Metal benches 1,200.00 EA 8 $9,600 8 $9,600
Bike racks 2,500.00 LS 4 $10,000 4 $10,000
4' Ornamental fence 85.00 LF 450 $38,250 450 $38,250
Basketball goal and post 1,500.00 EA 1 $1,500 1 $1,500
Playground Equipment - rework/modify 20,000.00 LS 1 $20,000 1 $20,000
Bollards 850.00 EA 10 $8,500 10 $8,500
Playing Fields 110,000.00 LS 1 $110,000 1 $110,000
Loading Dock Stair and Platform 35,000.00 LS 1 $35,000 1 $35,000

 Prepared by: A. M. Fogarty & Associates, Inc.
IPSWICH  ELEM SCHOOL STUDY 12 -16.xls12/27/201610:52 AM                                             Page 29



Ipswich Elementary School 12/27/16
=========================================================================================================

RENO RENO ADDITION ADDITION NEW NEW

DESCRIPTION UNIT COST UNIT QUANTITY TOTAL QUANTITY TOTAL QUANTITY TOTAL

=========================================================================================================

Exterior Rails 20,000.00 LS 1 $20,000 1 $20,000

---------- ---------- ----------
$0 $563,450 $563,450

G2050 LANDSCAPING

329000 PLANTING

Lawn:
6" Loam  - augment existing 18.00 CY $0 1,200 $21,600 1,200 $21,600

Rake seed and fertilize 2.50 SY $0 6,500 $16,250 6,500 $16,250

Planting allowance 150,000.00 LS $0 1 $150,000 1 $150,000

---------- ---------- ----------
$0 $187,850 $187,850

TOTAL G20 - SITE IMPROVEMENTS $0 $1,788,739 $1,788,439

G30 - SITE MECHANICAL UTILITIES

G3010 WATER SUPPLY

330000 UTILITIES

Street connection 7,500.00 EA 1 $7,500 1 $7,500
4" Domestic 55.00 LF 30 $1,650 30 $1,650
6" Fire 68.00 LF 30 $2,040 30 $2,040
8" Main 82.00 LF 1,358 $111,356 1,358 $111,356
6" Lateral @ fire hydrant 74.00 LF 50 $3,700 50 $3,700
Hydrant 2,250.00 EA 5 $11,250 5 $11,250
8" Gate valve 1,150.00 EA 4 $4,600 4 $4,600
6" Gate valve 1,100.00 EA 6 $6,600 6 $6,600
4" Gate valve 975.00 EA 1 $975 1 $975

---------- ---------- ----------
$0 $149,671 $149,671

G3020 SANITARY SEWER

330000 UTILITIES

Piping:
Street Connection 7,500.00 LS 1 $7,500 1 $7,500
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8" PVC 65.00 LF 675 $43,875 675 $43,875
Grease trap 8,500.00 EA 1 $8,500 1 $8,500
Sanitary manhole 3,200.00 EA 4 $12,800 4 $12,800

---------- ---------- ----------
$0 $72,675 $72,675

G3030 STORM SEWER

330000 UTILITIES

12" RCP 62.00 LF 2,037 $126,294 2,037 $126,294

Catch Basin 3,500.00 EA 25 $87,500 25 $87,500
Drain Manhole 3,500.00 EA 14 $49,000 14 $49,000
Water Quality Structure 12,000.00 EA 1 $12,000 1 $12,000
Outlet Control structure 4,800.00 EA 1 $4,800 1 $4,800
Street Connection for overflow 7,500.00 LS 1 $7,500 1 $7,500
Infiltration field 20.00 SF 7,200 $144,000 7,200 $144,000

Misc. Courtyard and area drains 75,000.00 LS 1 $75,000 1 $75,000

---------- ---------- ----------
$0 $506,094 $506,094

G3060 FUEL DISTRIBUTION

Trench gas line 42.00 LF 900 $37,800 900 $37,800
Gas pad 2,500.00 LS 1 $2,500 1 $2,500

---------- ---------- ----------
$0 $40,300 $40,300

TOTAL G30 - SITE MECHANICAL UTILITIES $0 $768,740 $768,740

G40 - SITE ELECTRICAL UTILITIES

G4010 ELECTRICAL DISTRIBUTION

330000 UTILITIES

Transformer pad 3,500.00 EA 1 $3,500 1 $3,500
Generator pad 3,500.00 EA 1 $3,500 1 $3,500
Trench and Conc duct bank:
Primary Ductback 75.00 LF 750 $56,250 750 $56,250
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Secondary Ductbank 75.00 LF 100 $7,500 100 $7,500
Tel/data Ductbank 75.00 LF 750 $56,250 750 $56,250
Elec manhole 8,500.00 EA $1 $8,500 $1 $8,500

260001 ELECTRICAL*

Spare or Empty Raceways:
PVC Underground:
2" 8.10 LF 1,500 $12,150 1,500 $12,150
4" 17.05 LF 3,000 $51,150 3,000 $51,150
Secondary Service Feed 125.00 LF 100 $12,500 100 $12,500

---------- ---------- ----------

$0 $211,300 $211,300

G4020 SITE LIGHTING

260001 ELECTRICAL*

Lighting Fixtures:
Roadway Fixtures 4,200.00 EA 25 $105,000 25 $105,000
Pedestrian Lighting 3,000.00 EA 10 $30,000 10 $30,000
Specialty Lighting 30,000.00 LS 1 $30,000 1 $30,000

---------- ---------- ----------
$0 $165,000 $165,000

TOTAL G40 - SITE ELECTRICAL UTILITIES $0 $376,300 $376,300
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Winthrop Elementary School
Summary of Project Estimates

Construction Costs and Total Project Costs
Repair Only, Add/Reno, New Build

Base Repair Add-Reno New-Build
Repair only to 
Winthrop Bldg

K-5 for 775 at 
Winthrop Site

K-5 for 775 at 
Winthrop Site

March Estim Ch 149 Ch 149
Square Feet 50,485 123,700 123,700
Construction / Building 12,156,323$            42,266,159$            47,610,462$            
Bldg Demo and Hazmat Abatement 1,085,876$              1,786,136$              1,480,985$              
Building Sitework 634,611$                 4,916,703$              4,808,012$              
ECC: Estimated Construction Cost (GMP) 13,876,810$            48,968,998$            53,899,459$            
Construction Contingency (3% Add Reno/New-Build) 607,816$                 1,469,070$              1,616,984$              
Owner's Contingency at 1% see above 489,690$                 538,995$                 
Technology Budget 576,000$                 930,000$                 930,000$                 
FF&E Budget 576,000$                 930,000$                 930,000$                 
Remaining Soft Costs 3,253,080$              8,077,379$              8,772,029$              
TPC: Total Project Cost 18,889,706$            60,865,137$            66,687,466$            

Bare Bldg Costs $/SF 241$                         342$                         385$                         

Estimated Ineligible Costs
Bldg Costs in Excess of $312/SF N/A 3,671,759$              9,016,062$              
Site Costs in Excess of 8% of Bare Bldg Costs: N/A 1,535,410$              N/A
Assume 50% of Const Contin is Ineligible N/A 734,535$                 808,492$                 
Assumed Legal Fees in Soft Costs N/A 40,000$                    40,000$                    
Assumed Moving Costs in Soft Costs N/A 150,000$                 150,000$                 

Total Ineligible Costs: 18,889,706$            6,131,704$              10,014,554$            

A. TPC: Total Project Cost 18,889,706$            60,865,137$            66,687,466$            
Total Ineligible Costs 18,889,706$            6,131,704$              10,014,554$            

Basis for MSBA Grant -$                          54,733,433$            56,672,912$            
MSBA Reimbursement Percent 49.05% 49.05% 49.05%

B. MSBA Grant -$                          26,846,749$            27,798,064$            
A - B = Town Share 18,889,706$            34,018,388$            38,889,403$            

effective MSBA % 0.00% 44.11% 41.68%

Base 45.74%
Maint. Incent. 1.31%
Green 2.00%
Total, D-B-B 49.05%
CM at Risk 0.00%
Total, CM@Risk 49.05%

Winthrop Elementary School

MSBA Reimbursement Rates
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Ipswich Public Schools 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  MSBA 
 
FROM:   Joanne M. Cuff, Director of Finance and Operations 
 
DATE:   January 3, 2017 
 
RE:  Capital Budget Statement for Ipswich Elementary School Building Project 
 
 
The Ipswich School District in conjunction with the Town of Ipswich has initiated planning 
to address deficiencies and issues as identified in the Statement of Interest for the Winthrop 
Elementary school building.  The aim of the project is to provide adequate, safe and 
economical facilities that meet the MSBA’s Education Program Space Standards and 
Guidelines for elementary school buildings.  The preferred grade configuration is for a 
District-wide K-5 school for 775 students, one of the four grade configurations indicated in 
the MSBA Study Certification dated March 5, 2015. 
 
It is anticipated the gross cost of the construction range for a new build to be approximately 
between $60,500,000 and $66,500,000 with an estimated 41.5% coming from the MSBA as 
reimbursement leaving the Town to fund the remaining 58.5%, an estimated range between 
$35,500,000 and $39,000,000.  The School Committee and the School Building Committee 
have carefully reviewed and analyzed the affordability of the project.  The funding source 
for this project would be through bonds paid through debt exclusions supported by the tax 
levy of the town. 

 
 

PAYNE SCHOOL BLDG. 
1 LORD SQUARE 

IPSWICH, MA 01938-1909 
TEL. (978) 356-2935 X 1117  

FAX (978) 356-0445 
jcuff@ipsk12.net 

 
 

PREPARING FOR LIFE THROUGH LEARNING 
Visit us at our Website: www.ipsk12.net 

Joanne M. Cuff 
Director of Finance and Operations 
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Nov
2017

Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov
2018

Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov
2019

Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov
2020

Dec
2021
Jan

NetPoint® 5.1.  Release 5.1.4.0.  Build 6504.   (Mar 30 2016  08:15:12)   Schedule Unit: Days

9/9

Start School
in 

New Building

11/14
     Election

11/14 8/14

DD/CD Design Phases
191

8/16 10/25

Bid & Award
50

10/29 6/26

Phased Construction 20 Months (phases & interim moves TBD)
425

6/29 8/28

Final
FF&E/IT
Set-Up

& Move-In
45

6/29 12/31

Demo Old School
Final Site Work

and Landscaping
131

Ipswich Elementary School
Project Schedule

Design & Construction
from: November 2017 Town Election

to: Final Completion

3/14

Submit
DD to
MSBA

6/13

Submit        
60% CD        
to MSBA        

7/18

        Submit
        90% CD
        to MSBA

        MSBA
        Review

        MSBA
        Review

        MSBA
        Review

Note:
The design submittal dates are subject
to adjustment pending the publication of
the MSBA's 2018 Calendar. The potential
for adjustment will be accounted for in
the planning and scheduling of the design
efforts. 
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Overview and Objectives 
 
The Ipswich Public School District has a rigorous plan in place for the implementation and 
alignment of 21st Century Learning. Through the District’s Successful Habits of Mind, Powerful 
Learning and STEAM work, Ipswich Public Schools strives to create and foster a learning 
environment that prepares all our students to be successful in their future college and career 
endeavors. 
 
Ipswich Public Schools have identified the following six Successful Habits of Mind. These 
Successful Habits of Mind are the District’s 21st Century learning expectations, and are 
embedded in curriculum and instruction: 
 

1. PERSEVERANCE: With perseverance we persist through challenges, manage pressure 
and maintain an optimistic outlook. 

2. COLLABORATION: Through collaboration we demonstrate mutual respect and shared 
responsibility as we work with others to accomplish a task and achieve shared goals. 

3. CRITICAL THINKING: Through critical thinking we reason abstractly, concretely,  
Quantitatively, and resourcefully for a purpose. 

4. CREATIVITY: With creativity we imagine and explore possibilities, challenge existing 
structures and develop novel thoughts and forms of expression. 

5. SELF-MANAGEMENT: With self-management we take responsibility for our own 
behavior and success by setting goals, organizing our resources and revising our 
strategies based on self-reflection. 

6. COMMUNICATION: Through communication we exchange ideas using a variety of 
formats while considering the audience. 

 
Through the integration of these Habits, Ipswich Public Schools supports students in developing 
the skills they will need to be successful in our rapidly changing world. 
 
 By integrating Powerful Learning tenets into curriculum and instruction across the District, IPS 
works to ensure high student achievement in rigorous, vibrant and joyful learning environments. 
 IPS has developed the following descriptors of Powerful Learning for its students: 
 

● Engaging in meaningful, authentic, and challenging tasks. 
● Thinking deeply, taking risks, and demonstrating.  
● Being supported in an environment that fosters confidence and competence. 
● Taking ownership of their learning, making appropriate choices, and engaging in 

self-reflection. 
● Working independently or with peers as valuable members of the learning 

community. 
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There are several instructional mediums Ipswich Public Schools Department invests in in order 
to bring our 21st Century Vision to fruition.  Ipswich is committed to taking an integrated 
approach to education by focusing on STEAM (Science, Technology, Engineering, Arts and 
Mathematics) in our Kindergarten through Grade 12 education program.  Project-based 
Learning is central to the district’s instructional approach where students work with the teacher, 
other adults and each other to solve real world problems. Ipswich Public Schools District uses a 
local commitment to build a Sustainable Community as a platform for elementary education.  
This commitment to sustainability has created lasting partnerships between the schools and 
local organizations.  Finally, education in Ipswich reflects a commitment to all students 
accessing a rigorous curriculum.    A co-teaching model that pairs a regular education teacher 
with a special education teacher supports all students in the classroom.  These and other 
instructional strategies create a learning environment that builds strong content knowledge and 
Habits of Mind in a Powerful Learning environment. 
 
“STEAM” is the avenue in which the Habits and Powerful Learning align with content in Ipswich 
Public Schools. This integrated approach to learning demands instructional space that supports 
students engaged in Design Thinking hands-on, minds-on projects.  Our work with local STEAM 
businesses has created partnerships that are mutually beneficial.  Students need space to 
construct a water filtration system, build a rain-making machine or assemble a musical 
instrument out of household items.  These instructional spaces must accommodate Maker 
Spaces where students can think, wonder and create, using eclectic materials.  Instructional 
space must support small group work, individual learning and rich inclusive collaboration.   The 
space within and without the school building should be seamless to support an active and fluid 
learning environment. 
 
Ipswich Public Schools envisions our new building enhancing the District's commitment to 
Project-Based Learning in our instructional spaces.  Project Based Learning enables our 
students to build knowledge and skills by working on extended projects that require investigation 
into complex problems.  This is another area where collaborative relationships with the 
community help bring interesting projects to fruition.  These projects include student active 
investigation seamlessly using technology in a constructivist setting.  Dynamic space for 
building/creating, researching and collaborating on real-world problems is essential to the 
success of a Project-Based Learning school. Projects need space for creation, presentation and 
display. 
 
Sustainability education is a perfect medium for the real-world problem solving that the Ipswich 
Public School District is committed to integrating into our children’s education.  Learning space 
within the classroom and expanded to the outdoors will help support the projects associated 
with sustainable education.  Our current Farm to School initiative, a joint effort between the 
school and local citizens, has created gardens at each district school.  Students need easy 
access to the outdoors to tend self-created vegetable gardens, analyze local vernal pools and 
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explore the local ecosystem.  Classrooms and common spaces must have the flexibility for 
eager students to analyze, construct, discuss and monitor sustainable projects.  The school 
building can also be an active learning tool with transparent spaces committed to sustainability. 
From planting and water filtration design to food preparation and nutrition, the gardens are an 
active learning lab for inquiry. The cafeteria can support recycling and reusing; the boiler system 
can reflect high efficiency; the roof can house solar panels; and, the walls and floors can be 
made of recycled materials.  All these building systems can be used as learning opportunities 
for sustainable-minded students and teachers.  
 
Over the past few years, the Ipswich Public School District has allocated/re-allocated significant 
funding to support a co-teaching model.  The collaborative effort between professionals creates 
a dynamic adult learning environment.  Our co-teaching model creates a classroom experience 
for students where a regular education teacher and a special education teacher share lesson 
planning, instruction and assessment responsibilities.  This collaborative approach to supporting 
all students enables each student in the class to access a challenging curriculum.  The co-
teaching approach demands additional space to fully realize the model’s potential.  Two 
teachers, facilitating several differentiated small student groups, will be problematic in an 
average sized classroom. 
 
Over the past three years, the Ipswich Public School District has devoted time and resources to 
developing internal professional capacity for high level collaboration.   Teacher leader positions 
were created in Professional Learning Community facilitation, curriculum development and 
instructional technology integration.  Over seventy teachers district-wide are trained as leaders 
in these areas to help facilitate highly effective professional collaboration.  This commitment to 
collaboration extends to the student and parent community.  Our new facility must support 
internal professional collaboration with the space for teachers to meet and work together to build 
a world-class school system for our students.  Additionally, high quality space is needed to work 
and meet with parents in a private and secure area.  Effective collaboration is at the center of 
our work and must be supported by the appropriate space. 

 
The Ipswich Public School District is on a dynamic journey to create an effective learning 
environment, designed to prepare our students for success in this century.  Our new building 
must support hands-on, minds-on, project-based learning.  Technology should be accessed by 
students and professionals in a seamless way.  Instructional space must be flexible enough that 
in the future it can meld to support new instructional strategies and student groupings.  Building 
walls should be permeable to give access to a rich outdoor learning environment.  
 
 
Grade and School Configuration 
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Recently, the Ipswich School Committee, acting on input from the community, decided to 
maintain the PreK-5 grade configuration that has existed in the District for many years.  In 
numerous open meetings, the community, especially elementary school parents, expressed 
strong support for our current elementary school grade configuration.  Parents want to ensure 
that the strong neighborhood school culture that exists in our current elementary experience, is 
preserved in the new school building.   Parents appreciate the powerful relationships that are 
built over time while their children traverse through their elementary school experience.  Student 
grouping will have to be thoughtfully constructed to ensure relationship continuity and strength. 
 
The school configuration question will continue to be analyzed as the school building project 
progresses.  The objective is to have the new building support the strong elementary school 
culture parents have come to expect.  The school configuration must support the nurturing 
learning environment which has become the hallmark of our elementary schools without 
restricting our ability to innovate as education changes.     
  
Ipswich Elementary Schools are currently structured in grade level-based cohort groups and 
generally clustered, whenever possible, in adjacent and/or facing rooms.  At times, when the 
grade level cohort exceeds the recommended class size, another classroom section is added.  
Since common practice is to cluster grade level classrooms together, this addition can require 
moving multiple rooms each year in an effort to keep classrooms together.   
 
Grade level classrooms are serviced by support staff in a variety of ways.  In co-teaching 
classrooms, general education and special education teachers occupy one classroom with their 
students.  Small group instruction predominates and any available space may be used to 
accommodate required special education instruction.  These spaces include, but are not limited 
to, a section of the classroom, some portion of a hallway, the library, or one of two “learning 
labs”, a classroom specifically designated for special education pull out services. For the most 
effective instruction with minimal transitions, future facilities should possess flexible small group 
work spaces close to the clustered cohort.  Classrooms should be larger in overall size, properly 
allowing for simultaneous small group instruction by two professionals as well as adequate 
professional work space. 
 
Special education services may also be required for students not in co-teaching classrooms.  
Students are pulled out to one of two learning labs.  The learning lab classrooms are partitioned 
into small work areas by non-fixed partitions and bookshelves.  Configurations currently result in 
four to seven working spaces within the overall classroom. While every attempt is made to limit 
the number of small groups using this space at one time, there are times during the day when 
all partitioned areas are occupied, resulting in many distractions. This format is particularly 
challenging for students with hearing impairments. FM systems are not installed in these 
learning lab classrooms.  In a new or renovated building, small group instructional spaces built 
into classrooms and located near classroom clusters would eliminate the overcrowding and the 
school-wide scheduling of these spaces.  
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Remedial instruction by math and reading specialists is the most restrictive of general services 
due to the fact that a limited number of these professionals service all grade levels. Reading 
remediation requires small group instruction outside of the classroom.  Currently, this instruction 
takes place in a room off from the library, a classroom or a hallway.  The lack of consistency in 
location restricts quick access to appropriate instructional reading materials and student tools. It 
is recommended that reading instruction occurs in an established location in any new or 
renovated building.  Remedial math instruction suffers the same challenges although, more 
often, support occurs within the classroom or in the immediate hallway area.  Since both math 
and reading specialists also serve as impromptu instructional coaches for their peers, access to 
a collection of instructional materials is important, not only to their teaching effectiveness, but 
also to their ability to remain responsive to their peers. 
 
 
Class Size Policies 
 
On average, class size in grades K-5 is 22, with three sections at each grade level. Pre-school 
classes are full day with age groups alternating days in the week. The average pre-school 
class consists of 15 students. Class configurations reflect our inclusionary model of instruction. 
Like many elementary classrooms, students in grades K-4 remain under the tutelage of the 
same general education teacher(s) throughout the day; although combined grade level 
instruction, meetings and events are frequent. Fifth grade students share discipline-specific 
teachers, moving to different classrooms throughout the day.  Music, physical education and 
art instruction is part of each child’s instructional program; however, the amount of instruction 
varies by grade level and discipline. 
  
Many classrooms include two adults. Over the last three years, there has been a strategic 
approach to creating co-taught classrooms, moving from paraprofessional use to general 
education/special education teaching partners.  
 
Co-teaching comes in many forms: “One Teach, One Observe,” “One Teach, One Assist,” 
alternating teaching, parallel teaching team teaching and station teaching. This allows for a 
fluidity of co-teaching methods for Special Education teacher and regular education teacher 
in the classroom to best support their students’ needs. At Winthrop School, students 
experience forms of co-teaching when classes are combined for a common experience and 
teaching is fluidly presented by multiple teachers. This model is also evidenced when 
academic workshop blocks are structured with Title I teachers and/or Special Education 
teachers, teaching and rotating small groups for instruction. At both Winthrop and Doyon, 
students experience co-teaching in the form of students receiving instruction from the 
classroom teacher, supported by teaching assistants or other support personnel. 

 
During the 2015-2016 school year, general education/special education pairs can be found in 
multiple classrooms. The special education teacher shares the daily instruction with the 
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regular education teacher. As a strategies specialist, the special education teacher’s skilled 
and consistent involvement benefits all students in a grade level. Co-teaching keeps the 
highest skilled professionals actively engaged with all students. This type of co-teaching is 
another model of the student support services available. In the coming years, the District will 
continue to move towards a full co-teaching model. This necessitates the need for elementary 
classrooms to accommodate two teachers, their materials and their belongings along with 
flexible classroom instruction areas. 
  
Small group instruction and personalized learning is not only a priority, but it is also a 
professional agreement in our culture.  As the co-teaching model emphasizes, supporting 
students at the point of instruction and differentiating instruction to meet individual student 
needs occurs constantly throughout the day.  Math and Reading Specialists, the English 
Language Learner Teacher, and even therapists such as Certified Occupational Therapy 
Assistants and Speech and Language Pathologists often work within the context of the 
classroom, instructing a small group of students on grade level and personalized learning 
objectives. Classrooms are equipped with group flexibility in mind. Whenever possible, 
remedial and special education instruction on individualized educational goals occurs 
inclusively.  For instruction that must occur outside of the classroom, small group instructional 
spaces are used. Currently, these spaces are inadequate, overcrowded and undersized; 
however, the goal for the future is to develop these spaces in close proximity to classrooms. 
Fully equipping these spaces with instructional materials and technology is a requirement. 
 
 
School Scheduling Method 
 
Scheduling, the challenge for any school, is driven by several factors.  First and foremost, all 
attempts are made to allow grade level teams of teachers, including any support staff, to meet 
regularly in consultation on students and curriculum.  Since elementary schools rely on 
specialists’ classes to provide this meeting time, a grade-specific specialist block is ideal.  
Specialists, in turn, are scheduled to allow for a team meeting time of their own.  The school day 
can be divided into seven forty-five minute blocks. Of these blocks, one majority of one block 
must be used for specialists’ planning time.  Early release time every Thursday, resulting in 
dismissal at 1:50pm as opposed to 3:05pm, also means that two available blocks on Thursdays 
are unavailable.   
 
Challenges arise in a variety of forms.  Limited space options (i.e., cafeteria use), shared 
building staff (i.e., instrumental music teachers and physical education teacher), differing 
requirements of time in specialists’ classes (i.e., thirty minute kindergarten blocks versus forty-
five minute specialist blocks for older students) and varied offerings (chorus and instrumental 
instruction for intermediate grades) mandate variations in daily/weekly schedules. The end 
result of these restrictions means that schedules are developed, first to ensure all classrooms 
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receive consistent instruction times meeting the time allotment established by the district, 
second, with an eye on available space and, lastly, with regard to staff availability. 
 
Lunches are scheduled to include a recess and currently are scheduled in thirty minute blocks 
for students in grades 1-5.  This rotating schedule continues for two hours.  Specifically, seven 
potential 45 minute blocks are available, but restrictions exist due to the current limited lunch 
seating.  Recess precedes lunch for grades 1-5 with the first lunch seating at 11:15 am. 
Students have 15 minutes to eat, well under the current recommendations for meal times.  As 
one grade level exits, another grade level enters, causing considerable congestion and 
restrictions in our ability to consistently compost and recycle, programs that are important to our 
sustainability-minded community. Kindergarten and preschool children are scheduled in the 
cafeteria for a full thirty minutes to allow for constant supervision, required by national 
accreditation, and to minimize noise for our youngest learners. Lunches conclude at 1:00 pm.   
 
At Winthrop, the student-run school store occupies the stage one day per month for the entirety 
of the lunch period. Transfer patterns are highly restrictive during these times since exiting 
grade levels generally line up and exit out the stage doors.  
 
A new or renovated facility will greatly enhance our ability to more efficiently provide lunch to a 
greater number of students in a shorter scheduled time period.  Currently, lunch times come 
close, or just barely meet the minimum number of minutes required for student lunch time.  
These restrictions in time are a direct result of undersized and multi-use cafeteria spaces. At 
this time, lunches begin at 11:15 and end at 1:15.  No time is factored in for the transition from 
recess to seated eating or exiting the cafeteria.  One of the most frequent parent and student 
complaint is how rushed students feel at lunch time. During this time period, specialists are 
unable to use the cafeteria as a teaching space, creating scheduling challenges. 
 
A new or renovated facility that appropriately and safely seats half of the student body at one 
time would allow more time available for students to eat their lunch at each seating and reduce 
the limitations on the cafeteria as a teaching space.  Lunches would be scheduled for forty-five 
minutes.  Two grade levels would begin the lunch session with fifteen minutes for recess prior to 
lunch, five minutes for transitioning to lunch, twenty minutes to eat with peers, and five minutes 
to transition out of the lunchroom.  One grade level would begin by transitioning directly to lunch 
and follow eating with a fifteen minute recess.  This structure would moderate the number of 
students on the playground at one time. Two such blocks would fit naturally into a daily 
schedule already comprised of forty-five minute blocks.  Since specialists, like all professional 
staff, require a lunch time and a planning time, the two forty-five minute lunch blocks offer the 
perfect time to fulfill the specialists’ needs without jeopardizing student instructional time in 
specialist classes.  
 
Ideally, scheduling in a new or renovated building would be driven primarily by educational 
goals, i.e., team meetings and student collaboration, rather than building restrictions.  With 
proper acoustics and space, the number of lunch rotations could be reduced to two seating with 
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the recess, lunch transition block scheduled for forty-five minutes, fitting more appropriately 
within the overall school schedule.  Safety and supervision concerns for our youngest learners 
should be considered in deciding when, where and with whom they eat lunch. 
 
 
Teaching Methodology 
 
Ipswich Elementary Schools have, over many years, developed a culture of continuous 
improvement.  Teaching methods, student resources, curriculum and assessment are always 
under critical review with an eye to current best practice, research and evolving philosophy.  
Evidence of this responsive culture can be seen in our project-based, global learning methods, 
Learning Cycles curriculum review process and our co-teaching model.  Our collaborative 
efforts are focused on expanded global, transdisciplinary learning.  

 
Transdisciplinary learning demands infusion of critical project-based learning components, such 
as student voice and choice, with 21st century skills, and a high level of transference.  In this 
innovative environment, students are active participants in creating new knowledge, designing 
unique solutions to complex real-world problems.  Students are producers, not consumers. 
“Unlike disciplinary-based learning, interdisciplinary learning and transdisciplinary learning offer 
multidimensional perspectives and methods through quality interactions between disciplines.” 
(Gibbons et al., 1994)* the following chart represents this interactivity between learning modes 
and student/teacher roles. 
 
 

 
  (Park and Son, 2010)*  
 
To this end, the structure of describing the teaching methodologies for isolated disciplines is 
outdated, providing a weak, blurry picture when a more robust, filling response is more true to 
the instructional continuum.  The response, however, has been provided as prescribed. 
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Grouping Practices 
 
Current trends in education, with access to available technologies, highlight the growing 
individualization of learning. With student interest as a driver, students are engaging in highly 
personalized learning.  From reading instruction to research, writing to scientific explorations, 
teachers use a variety of tools to create conditions of “just right” learning for each child.  While 
individualization is much more likely in today’s classrooms, schools remain our society’s social 
organization.  Collaborative learning completed in groups of varied make-up, is a persistent 
common element in all classrooms. 

 
In Ipswich Elementary School, personalized and small group instruction are the norm.  Through 
the use of a variety of assessments, student achievement is monitored with daily tailored 
instruction the result.  Groups are fluid, sometimes comprised of heterogeneous learning needs 
while, in the next moment, organized homogeneously. Since student need is the filter for group 
formation, groups can range in size, most commonly comprised of three to six students. These 
small groups meet in a variety of spaces, many times based on availability. These spaces 
include, but are not limited to, a section of the classroom, some portion of a hallway, the library, 
any open classroom or one of two “learning labs”, a classroom specifically designated for 
special education pull out services. 

 
In co-teaching classrooms, general education and special education teachers occupy one 
classroom with their students.  Areas on the floor, in corners of the classroom or groups of 
clustered desks and/or tables serve as meeting places.  Distractions are plentiful.  For the most 
effective instruction with minimal transitions, future facilities should possess flexible small group 
work spaces close to the clustered cohort.  These spaces should include more classroom 
space, properly allowing for simultaneous small group instruction by two professionals as well 
as adequate professional work space. Fewer spaces would be required for special education 
pull out services using this model, allowing for more square footage to be designated to 
classrooms. 
 
 
Classroom Instruction -- Pre-Kindergarten 
 
The focus of preschool is and should always be learning through play.  Children learn about the 
world and life through various play situations.  In a preschool setting, they need a space that 
can foster play across a variety of realms including science, math, literacy, art and music.  The 
space needs to be accessible to young children so that learning can be student-driven with adult 
facilitation.  This means low tables, stable chairs, bathroom access in the room, multiple sinks 
that are low enough for young children and a variety of organization units that are child friendly, 
but can be moved around when necessary to accommodate a new classroom set-up when 
needed.  Flexible walls and furniture are a must.   
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Preschool classrooms should have easy access to the outdoors and have tools and resources 
readily available to be used for play and exploration. Young children need space to move 
around and also a place to relax when school gets overwhelming.  They learn through their 
senses and love to touch everything. The ideal situation would be adjacent preschool 
classrooms that enable classes to work together at times.  In addition, preschoolers benefit from 
having easy access to the older students in the building as well so that they can continue to 
have “buddy” activities.  Ample square footage would allow the classrooms to be organized into 
various play areas so that students can explore and learn independently.  In an effort to build 
persistence and support interests, it is ideal if projects can be left for several days without 
disruption and/or clean-up. 
 
 
Classroom Instruction -- Primary (K-2) 
 
Long-lasting, positive impressions of formal schooling are made in the earliest years of one’s 
life.  Similarly, parents form persistent opinions, based on initial interactions with a school 
community.  Our early childhood programs, comprised of our three and four year old 
integrated preschool and our nationally-accredited kindergartens, embody the “positive 
feelings” responsibility.  Designed for active, play-based and project-based thematic learning, 
our early childhood programming seeks to grow the child as well as to inform the parent.  
Center-based instruction ensures active student engagement, blended with small group play-
based instruction.  Frequent gross and fine motor practice intertwined with social and 
academic skills means that our classrooms are filled with learning, laughter and friendships.  
Moveable, flexible spaces with easy to clean surfaces, numerous adjacent bathrooms and 
storage space complement outdoor learning spaces that foster observations of the child’s 
world.  Technology, in limited use, reinforces, motivates and expands the opportunities for 
direct observation and exposure. Future, updated programming would require two-way 
mirrors for observation in selected learning spaces, adjoining parent/teacher community 
space for family resources, parent nursing, student assessment and/or special education-
related services. 
 
The key word is accessibility, in both pedagogy and philosophy, as well as in the physical 
design of the building. Educators envision their students accessing curriculum in increasingly 
independent ways. We believe that students learn best when environments provide information 
in a way to promote children to construct knowledge. Students should be able to design and 
lead projects, interact with community in relevant ways, work collaboratively with peers and 
engage in backyard science by studying the immediate natural environment outside their school 
and greater community. 
  
Elementary school students and teachers need access to real materials; they need tools for 
learning, as opposed to textbooks.  They need storage for those materials. Students will need 
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their own personal storage space to promote more independence. Learning spaces must be 
flexible, with moveable walls that help create spaces and furniture that is functional for a variety 
of purposes. All classes should have access to the outdoors and an outdoor classroom setting 
that has weatherproof storage. Project spaces within the classroom will be crucial in order to 
promote a fully integrated STEAM approach. 
 
Supervision of our most vulnerable students is always of concern.  The balance between 
promoting independence and continuous supervision is a difficult one to maintain. Areas must 
be both accessible and with unrestricted views.   
 
 
Classroom Instruction -- Intermediate (Grade 3-5) 
 
Academic rigor is an essential component of a robust curriculum that is appropriately 
challenging, includes quality instruction to stretch students’ minds, and utilizes authentic 
assessments to monitor and measure students’ progress. A rigorous academic environment 
is not only a learning community for students but also for teachers. Both are encouraged to 
be risk-takers, active thinkers, and doers. This environment creates lifelong learners, who 
are capable of independent reflection, self-evaluation, and reasoning. Ultimately, academic 
rigor produces learners who demonstrate mastery of challenging and complex concepts; 
they show initiative and ownership of their own learning; they can critically think and 
problem-solve; they have the capacity to collaborate and lead; and, they possess agility and 
adaptability. 
 
As such, we envision that academic rigor in the future will necessitate a flexibility of learning 
environments. We imagine being paper-free and, in this, that technology is available one-to-
one to students to best support their learning needs. Additionally, learning will best occur in 
small groups and students may have individualized learning plans. Spaces within a 
classroom should accommodate varied groupings and necessitates space and furniture that 
is agile and can be reconfigured. We will need the ability to reconfigure space and furniture. 
For example, rigorous learning calls for break-out spaces between two or three classrooms 
for small groups to work, with the inclusion of transparency (windows) for teacher’s 
monitoring and supervision of students. 
 
A project-based approach to learning with transferable skills/habits such as critical thinking, 
collaboration, perseverance, self-management, communication, and creativity can be seen in 
all classrooms. Currently, it is in our marsh and pond field studies, Invention Convention, 
STEAM Expo, Biography Day,  Authors’ Week and musical and artistic creations, to name a 
few. Our goal is to extend these opportunities and embed them within everyday instruction. 
We want learning designed with the key elements of project-based learning: 

●     Student choice and voice in learning 
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●     In-depth inquiry 
●     Driving questions 
●     Significant content 
●     embedded 21st Century skills 
●     Revision and reflection 
●     Public audience to which students present their work in real-world settings. 

 
As such, Ipswich elementary schools strive to infuse curriculum with Project-Based Learning 
(PBL), and to see this as a needed area of flexibility of the building’s design, especially when 
considering the District’s emphasis on continuous innovation. In order for students to participate 
in PBL, we need STEAM and Project-Based break-out spaces where students can create, test, 
and apply engineering to new ideas. This space would allow and facilitate students to construct 
their own understandings of concepts. Throughout, storage and counters for ongoing projects to 
be stored are needed. Our focus on sustainability guides that students would need access to 
outdoor learning spaces. Since student demonstration of mastery through presentation is a 
major assessment component of PBL, we imagine needing space in the future to display 
student work, both physically and digitally, throughout the school in both public and classroom 
spaces. Students (as well as teachers) need access to a projection system. 
 
Overall, teaching and learning in the intermediate grades depends upon teachers’ and students’ 
ability to use tools and spaces with flexibility. We envision: 

● Convertible spaces and furniture to accommodate small group work and individual work 
● Collaboration beyond classrooms through technology 
● Additional cubby storage in classroom for student supplies rather than pencil boxes and 

clutter on tables  
● LOTS of plugs/usb charging stations for students and for teachers 
● Small group instructional spaces both within and near the classroom. 

 
 
English Language Arts/Literacy  
 
The pervasiveness of required English Language Arts/Literacy instruction can be seen in the 
Massachusetts State Frameworks, incorporating the Common Core State Standards. 
 

 “The standards in this Framework set requirements not only for English 
language arts (ELA) but also for literacy in history/social studies, 
science, and technical subjects. Just as students must learn to read, 
write, speak, listen, and use language effectively in a variety of content 
areas, so too must the standards specify the literacy skills and 
understandings required for college and career readiness in multiple 
disciplines.” (Massachusetts Frameworks for ELA and Literacy, 2011) 
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In keeping with transdisciplinary instruction, the state Frameworks expect students to, not only 
acquire skills and knowledge, but to actively employ these skills in meaningful ways throughout 
their studies.   
 
In the Ipswich Elementary Schools the Readers’ and Writers’ Workshop model is employed.  
This model incorporates student-driven interest, creativity and choice with tailored small group 
instruction and application across inquiry studies, projects and disciplines.  While a guideline of 
one to two hours is suggested for active exploration, practice and use of reading, writing, 
speaking and listening skills each day, instruction and use of these learning objectives occurs 
throughout the day. This philosophy of extensive use is in keeping with the stated ELA Guiding 
Principles. (i.e. Guiding Principle 8: An effective English language arts and literacy curriculum 
builds on the language, experiences, knowledge, and interests that students bring to school.) 
 
 
 Mathematics 

 
As is the case with ELA, mathematics instruction is delivered through a workshop model.  Small 
group, tailored instruction is comprised of a mini-lesson, guided practice and application, often 
in the form of transdisciplinary projects based on real world problem solving.  Whether 
measuring elements of an engineering design to explore patterns in butterfly larva hatchings, 
students explore, create models, problem solve, and reason as they deepen their understanding 
of mathematics.  A guideline of one hour a day is suggested for explicit math instruction, 
practice and exploration but, as stated, application may occur within many projects, creations 
and situations. 

 
 

Science 
 

Science, technology, engineering, arts and humanity, and mathematics all come to life in our 
science instruction.  Schedules support project-based learning/inquiry blocks throughout the 
week. Science is often at the heart of our transdisciplinary, project based instruction.  While 
exploring the energy cycle in local vernal pools, a fifth grader may plot the vernal pool closest to 
her home, estimate the volume of water the pool holds over the course of the year, investigate 
and classify the flora and fauna in the pool, research the historical use of the land surrounding 
the pool and design a bridge and a local public relations campaign to help reptiles cross the 
road closest to the chosen site. Her advocacy is informed by local and national organizations, 
her visual arts classrooms instruction, and experts interested in preserving the wildlife found in 
this elusive pools.  Within this robust area of study lie, not only the scientific guiding principles 
and every discipline, but the heart of a student’s interest and inquiry. Science instruction 
consists of carefully selected exposure to information and consistent guidance punctuated by 
questions.  Collaborative group projects ensure extensive practice in 21st century habits and 
skills.  
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Social Studies  
 

As is the case with Science, the instructional approach to Social Studies is a project-based, 
critical thinking one.  Instruction mirrors that of Science with project blocks and transdisciplinary 
learning forming the vehicle for transference and application.  Like the example given for 
Science, at times it is hard to distinguish where one discipline begins and another ends. 
Collaborative group investigations, activities and readings are all designed to foster curiosity, 
probe different points of view and consider a variety of information sources. Small group and 
individualized instruction support and inform student engagement. 

 
 
World Languages  

 
Currently, no World Languages are introduced at the elementary level in Ipswich Public 
Schools.  Underway, however, is an examination of how to incorporate culture studies into our 
curriculum as a component of global citizenship awareness.  
 
 
Specialized Learning/Therapies 
 
In Ipswich Public Schools, students come first which demands that all professionals take joint 
responsibility for every child. Therefore, we feel it is imperative that a team approach is used to 
take on the responsibility of meeting these needs by providing the most effective staffing, 
scheduling, materials, instruction, and equipment to meet the social, academic, physical, and 
emotional needs of our students. As such, our team of special educators recognizes that it is of 
great importance to educate IPS students with disabilities in the least restrictive environments, 
and that these least restrictive environments are dependent on the individual needs of each 
student. This demands flexibility when setting up programming and schedules for our students.  
 
Additionally, our diverse population requires a range of specialized programming, overseen 
by administrative Program Managers. Students with social/emotional, academic and medical 
challenges are fully included within general education classrooms for much of the day, but 
separate instructional space is required for pull-out services.  Enhanced Elementary 
Classroom programming includes ABA services from a Behavioral Therapist with BCBA 
involvement and oversight. There is a need for areas where staff can easily observe students 
in a behavioral cool-down space. Therapies also require specialized spaces. A sensory room 
is currently shared with occupational therapy services and physical therapy.  Sufficient space 
is needed for appropriate access. Speech and language services include social/emotional 
pragmatics as well as strategies for students with hearing impairment. Such spaces require 
soundproofing and thoughtful space arrangement, not existent in the current configurations. 
Medical conditions that require nursing care throughout the day require privacy, bathroom 
facilities and space, limited and difficult to provide in existing conditions. 
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Community and family engagement are integral components of our schools.  Meetings are 
frequent and encouraged.  Special education meeting spaces are limited, often conflicting 
with ongoing music instruction.  Confidential small group meeting areas are a priority in any 
new facility. 
 
Looking to the future of special education within the Ipswich Public Schools, we see our beliefs 
and best practices continuing with an even greater population of students with disabilities. We 
see the need to continue to use a team approach that includes parents, flexible staffing, 
technology and work spaces to meet the needs of our students. Our vision includes:  

● using a combination of co-taught classrooms, small groups, and one to one teaching to 
meet individual needs 

● using one to one technologies to provide interventions throughout the day for students 
within classrooms as part of daily instruction 

● using a resource library organized by curriculum standards and grade level with ready-
made materials to deliver a modified curriculum immediately as the need arises 

● providing movement areas for students who are in need of sensory stimuli to maintain 
attention, decrease anxiety, and process information 

● providing parents the ability to do non-participant observations to learn strategies that 
are used with their child that can be used at home 

● providing structured opportunities for students to participate with peers during academic 
and non-academic times throughout the day for social thinking and leisure and 
recreation modeling to occur and begin to be generalized. 

 
We will need a building to support the ever-changing needs of our students. Just as our 
teaching approach must be flexible and responsive to what student/s we have from year to year, 
so must our building if we are to meet the individual needs of our student population. This can 
be accomplished by: 
 

● Having large enough classrooms that allow multiple adults to be working with children 
and space to have small groups working within the classroom 

● Having break out spaces attached classrooms or within a cohort of classrooms that can 
be used for small groups/one to one specialized programs to be taught (i.e. social 
thinking, reading, math, etc.) 

● Ensuring that both the breakout spaces and classrooms both have the same access to 
technology 

● Having a storage space for modified materials for each grade level 
● Having a quiet testing office for assessments to be conducted by school psychologist, 

speech pathologist, occupational therapist and physical therapist is a necessity 
● Having a private meeting space for IEP team meetings  
● Having an alcove (L-space) within the classroom for movement breaks to occur rather 

than having to walk down the hall to a sensory room 
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● Having an adaptive gym space available for students to utilize for recess when needed 
to and to receive physical therapy, adaptive physical education, and recreation therapy  

● Rooms/offices that are used by many students should be centrally located (almost like a 
pod with classrooms off of it) so that students do not have to go far for services and that 
the different staff members on a team are able to meet informally and formally. 

● Accessibility throughout the school for students with physical needs without the reliance 
of an elevator (in case of emergencies) 

● Accessibility in and out of the school for students with visual and physical impairments 
(including the playground) 

● Accessibility throughout the school for students with sensory/hearing 
impairments/difficulty processing setting up all spaces that keep in mind acoustics and 
sound systems needed 

 
 
Academic support programming spaces 

 
For academic special education services, two classrooms currently exist in which pull out 
instruction may occur, although up to six small groups may be forced to share the same space 
at one time.  The classrooms are called learning labs and are also used for students receiving 
speech and ABA services.  The lack of closed spaces in this area and heavy use can make 
hearing extremely challenging for students with hearing disabilities. In addition to the learning 
lab, special education services may take place in a section of the classroom (this is particularly 
true in co-taught classrooms), some portion of a hallway, the library. or any open classroom. For 
therapies such as occupational and physical therapy, a co-taught method may be employed 
with service delivery a component of the physical education or visual arts classroom. In most 
cases, therapies must occur in specialized settings equipped with specialized student materials. 
Currently, both OT and PT services take place in the same small room which also serves as a 
sensory room for students with this need. Heavy use leaves little room for privacy and focusing 
challenges, even for the staff. 
 
Reading remediation, particularly in the early grades, requires small group instruction outside of 
the classroom.  Currently, this instruction takes place in a room off from the library, a classroom 
or a hallway.  The lack of consistency in location restricts quick access to appropriate 
instructional reading materials and student materials. It is recommended that reading instruction 
occurs in an established location in any new or renovated building.  Remedial math instruction 
suffers the same challenges although, more often, support occurs within the classroom or in the 
immediate hallway area.   
 
 
Student Guidance and Support Services 
 
We are fortunate to have a highly skilled school social worker in each of our elementary 
buildings.  The primary role of the social worker is to provide mental health and social 
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pragmatics services to students, a tall order for over 400 students!  The caseload and, thus, 
the schedule of the social worker flexes based on the intensity of student needs.  Students 
are referred for services several ways.  First, through the child find process, mental health 
and/or social pragmatics needs may arise. The social worker is responsible for all 504 
documentation and leads all team meetings under these regulations.  If an individual 
education plan is required for identified areas of social/emotional weakness, goals and 
services are written to include the social worker as a provider. Services related to social 
pragmatics may also be facilitated by the speech and language pathologist.   (See additional 
information on support services the section(s) entitled RTI, Class size Policies and Teaching 
Methods). 

 
Students may also be referred to for daily check-ins, weekly meetings and monitoring by the 
classroom teacher and/or a parent.  These sessions are meant to stabilize a child’s 
social/emotional response to concerns, anxiety or problems whether school or home-based.  
The intent of these services in a short-term support.  Should more intense services be 
required, the social worker consults with the parent, providing references and contacts for 
the most appropriate mental health services.  In times of extensive referrals, the school 
psychologist, on rare occasion, takes time out of her academic testing to provide support. 

 
Meeting with families to coach, guide and support them through challenges is also a 
component of the mental health team’s role.  The social worker facilitates coordination and 
reporting with outside agencies, the school and the family.  In times of family crisis or loss, 
the social worker, as part of the district’s mental health team, develops a community 
response and systems for support. 

 
As the “feelings teacher”, the social worker is also scheduled into classrooms to facilitate 
social/emotional growth.  From safety lessons for our youngest children to mindfulness 
practices in all classrooms, lessons are generally thirty minutes and structured in eight week 
cycles. The benefits of creating a respectful, empathetic culture while building relationships 
with families and students are clear, particular with regard to students actively seeking 
support when upset. 
 
 
RTI 
 
Teachers at Paul F. Doyon Memorial and Winthrop Schools provide instruction to students in a 
variety of teaching models: co-teaching, team teaching, flexible grouping, small group 
instruction, and individualized instruction. Teachers understand that every student learns 
differently, thus differentiated forms of instruction are essential for individual success.  As a 
result, teachers continually adjust instructional methodologies and practices to meet the diverse 
learning needs of every student. Response To Intervention (RTI) is the framework that affords 
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teachers the opportunity to provide tiered levels of instruction to all students (tier one - the core 
classroom curriculum; tier two - strategic levels of instruction; tier three - intensive levels of 
instruction). Reading and Math Specialists provide service primarily at the Tier II level.  
 
Students struggling to acquire skills at a pace consistent with their peers are recommended for 
Tier II services through an established process.  Qualified students may receive remedial 
reading, writing and/or math instruction within the confines of the day, often in small, 
homogeneous groupings.  At times, before school, after school or vacation week support is also 
offered.  As a targeted Title I school, Winthrop School’s remediation services are associated 
with targeted assistance grade levels (grade K-2 for reading; Grs 2-4 for math) and must occur 
outside of the classroom’s scheduled reading/math explicit instruction time period. Reading and 
math remediation for grade levels outside those targeted by Title I are delivered in a much more 
flexible manner, at times removing the student during a portion of an established lesson time. At 
Paul F. Doyon, while not tied to Title I funding, reading and math remedial services are identified 
and delivered in a similar manner.  

 
Remedial instruction by math and reading specialists is the most restrictive of general services 
due to the fact that a limited number of these professionals service all grade levels. Reading 
remediation, particularly in the early grades, requires small group instruction outside of the 
classroom.  Currently, this instruction takes place in a room off from the library, a classroom or a 
hallway.  The lack of consistency in location restricts quick access to appropriate instructional 
reading materials and student tools. It is recommended that reading instruction occurs in an 
established location in any new or renovated building.  Remedial math instruction suffers the 
same challenges although, more often, support occurs within the classroom or in the immediate 
hallway area.   

 
Since both math and reading specialists also serve as impromptu instructional coaches for their 
peers, access to a collection of instructional materials is important, not only to their teaching 
effectiveness, but also to their ability to remain responsive in their support of their peers.  
Working spaces for these professionals would be best served if allowing for a large variety of 
instructional materials from which other teachers can borrow and explore. 

 
For students who require more explicit instruction for an identified learning disability, special 
education services are provided in a variety of ways. As inclusive schools, all our children 
experience the majority of their day in a general education classroom, including students who 
require alternative assessments for state testing.  Co-taught general education classrooms are 
found in many grade levels.  There designation is dictated by student need in any given grade 
level cohort.  Pull out services are provided for identified students, taking the place of explicit 
classroom instruction with regard to established identified student learning goals or, in the case 
of identified therapy needs, scheduled with consideration of the child’s overall learning and the 
therapist’s scheduled work day/hours. Services are delivered individually or in small groups in 
locations outside the classroom.   
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For academic special education services, two classrooms currently exist in which this instruction 
may occur, although up to six small groups may be forced to share the same space at one time.  
For therapies such as occupational and physical therapy, a co-taught method may be employed 
with service delivery a component of the physical education or visual arts classroom. In most 
cases, therapies must occur in specialized settings equipped with specialized student materials.  

 
As is true of any pull out service, transition time disrupts, not only a child’s productivity, but 
creates gaps in scheduling efficiency for staff.  To make efficient pull out spaces, location to the 
general education classroom must be considered as should privacy and access to instructional 
resources/materials. 
 
Today’s variety of teaching models demands flexible structures. We envision a building design 
that will afford us the opportunity not only to equip our students with knowledge and essential 
skills for 21st century learning but one that also provides them with a bright, engaging, and 
equitable learning space. For instruction, we recognize the importance of a variety of flexible 
learning spaces: areas for student collaboration; areas for small group instruction; areas for 
quiet reflection; areas for presentation; areas for displaying student work; as well as areas for 
workstations with manipulatives. This “academic playground” will be a learning space that will 
encourage students to explore, take risks and find joy in their discoveries.  
 
Today’s teaching is a collaborative experience. We envision a building design that will afford us 
the opportunity to collaborate with colleagues.  Because teaching is ignited by continuous 
learning, professional development is critical for maximizing the impact of interventions. For 
professional growth, we recognize the need for appropriate space to convene meetings, offer 
trainings, engage in professional development sessions, and to review and analyze student 
work. It must be flexible to accommodate both large and small working groups. This 
professional space will encourage the collaborative development of curriculum, utilize 
assessment to inform instruction, and foster planning for team and co-teaching. 
 
Today’s digital literacies demand space that seamlessly integrate new and innovative 
technologies. Students and teachers need immediate accessibility to assignments and 
instructional materials from any location. We envision a building design that will afford us the 
opportunity to actively engage on interactive whiteboard-like wall surfaces. These could be 
written upon, should have the capacity to store the information, and then have the capability to 
retrieve work to be displayed again.  
 
The RTI student learning and professional working spaces will fuel a culture of learning. 
 
 
Guidance/Mental Health 
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Our School Social Worker is part of our district-wide mental health team with the established 
mission: 
 

Our mission as elementary school counselors is to maintain a safe, 
accepting and positive school environment. We strive to respond with 
professionalism and care to the social, emotional and academic needs 
of our students through comprehensive guidance activities and 
collaboration with parents, teachers and administrators. We will 
encourage the development of self- confidence and social competence 
that is embedded within a fundamental respect and appreciation for the 
differences of others. Our intention is to support educational success 
and prepare students with skills for life-long learning. 
 

Ipswich elementary school Social Workers are working with an increasing number of 
students and facilitating both adult meetings in small groups (tables and chairs) and student 
meetings (with medium-sized groups of children often sitting on the floor). Social Workers 
need flexible space for these meetings, then, along with space for their desks and materials. 
Ipswich Social Workers need secure office spaces that assure confidentiality (phone calls, 
files, conversations) as they continue to work with an increasing caseload of students in 
crisis. Positionally, the Social Workers’ offices make sense to be located near Special 
Education teachers and/or the administration so that students are always “seen” by adults 
as the students are on their way to and from the Social Worker’s office. 
 
The role of the Social Worker is extensive with expansive possibilities always on the horizon. 
The Ipswich elementary student population continues to require more Social Worker 
services. Confidential counseling meetings with students, parents and staff and group social 
pragmatics instructional sessions require flexible spaces with ample, secure storage for 
confidential documents.  
 
Lastly, art therapy, often used with students, requires a sink and running water. Mindfulness 
practices include gross motor movement, not possible in the small office space currently 
being utilized. 
 
 
Sustainability  
 
“When the environmental, economic and social needs of a society are met in the present 
without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their needs.” -Sustainable 
Schools Project Shelburne Farms 
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Sustainability permeates throughout Ipswich Public Elementary Schools in a “Healthy Me; 
Healthy Environment; Healthy Community”-themed vision. As such, we believe that through 
sustainability and sustainable practices, our students will make a difference. They are the 
Healthy Me ~ Healthy Community ~ and Healthy Environment. As such, sustainability education 
empowers students to realize that they have an active role and responsibility for their futures.  
 
Through “Healthy Me” education in sustainability, connections to food are deepened by 
providing students with the tools and equipment to experience the growing process from start to 
finish -- from how food is grown, harvested, and prepared -- from soil, to seed, to supper. 
Students are working with adult learners every step of the way.  Sustainability “Healthy Me” 
practices promote healthy nutrition by utilizing school gardens and a “Kid Kitchen” that is 
accessible to children, families and community. It develops positive life skills and healthy 
choices in the way we take care of ourselves.  
 
Through “Healthy Environment” education in sustainability, students are taught to respect nature 
and the natural world by engaging in opportunities to explore and study the natural 
environments around them. These practices motivate students to be mindful of our ecological 
footprints by providing hands on instruction in indoor/outdoor classrooms on topics ranging from 
recycling to water conservation, biodiversity, composting, and wind and solar power.  
 
Through “Healthy Community” education in sustainability nurtures students’ mindfulness and 
wellness while promoting students as stewards of their community. Here, students are provided 
with opportunities to engage with and give back to the community: maintaining school and 
community gardens and greenhouses that are handicapped accessible; promoting food access, 
recycling, and composting utilizing on-site facilities. Throughout, students are empowered to 
think critically about environmental and agricultural design and engineering: indoor hydroponic 
gardens; solar and wind energy; efficient watering and wastewater systems, composting and 
recycling systems. 
 
In order to provide Ipswich students with the education experiences outlined above, teachers 
and students need a building that supports sustainability education. Teachers and students 
need to be able to move with ease throughout the school, utilize outdoor spaces, including 
outdoor classrooms, and easily access and store the tools and materials needed to instruct 
students in sustainability education.  
 
The school building itself must serve as a learning tool and should include the following 
elements: 

● “Messy Areas” - spaces where students and teachers are free to ‘get messy,’ have room 
to design and build, and bring the outdoors in–especially in the winter months 

● Accessible and clearly defined recycling systems/areas including a “Swap Shop” where 
students and families can reuse, recycle, and share clothing, books 
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● A ‘GREEN’ design - alternative energy sources (solar, wind) that allow students to 
actively monitor energy usage; systems that support water conservation 

● A ‘Kid Kitchen’ that allows students to wash and prepare nutritious meals using the 
vegetables they’ve grown 

● A School/Community Garden, greenhouse, composting system, and tool/materials shed 
● Appropriate and ample storage for tools and materials 
● Movable signage/displays - the ability to change out sustainability related signs to 

engage and maintain students’ interest. 
 
 
Physical Education 
 
Ongoing community discussions seek to improve and expand Ipswich elementary schools’ 
athletic facilities. The community hopes this new Gym space will support both student and the 
community with space that promotes healthy living.  Currently, limited and undersized 
gymnasium space requires the use of the less-than-safe cafeteria space, adjacent to the 
gymnasium, in order to accommodate multiple class instruction.  Outdoor use of both open 
space and the newly-constructed playground at Winthrop assist in ensuring that gross motor 
and cardio opportunities are integrated into daily instruction.  Storage space limitations and 
available space, not contingent on lunch schedules and other times when the cafeteria is 
occupied for a variety of reasons, must be addressed if programming is to be expanded to 
meet current expectations of health, wellness, and physical conditioning for lifetime fitness. 
 
The instructional methods in physical education class have developed from a more games-
based approach to one in which skills and life-long fitness is highlighted.  In a forty-five minute 
class, students often start class with some form of aerobic warm-up activity such as tag or 
moving in patterns about the defined space.  Explicit instruction on a particular skill such as 
catching and throwing is followed by practice, offered at different challenge levels through the 
use of a variety of materials.  A cooperative learning game, one that often requires some 
consideration of strategy and employs skills that have been taught, is played.  Reflection on 
teamwork, healthy eating and measuring heart rates round out the class.  Physical education 
classes occur twice per week for all classrooms, not including any scheduled recess time.  
 
As such, Physical Education classes in Ipswich Public Schools will continue to evolve from a 
skill-based to a fitness emphasis. There will be an increasing focus on healthy lifestyles and 
healthy habits, peppered with fun ways to introduce the emphasis on fitness. This 
necessitates the availability of gym space to accommodate stations with options from which 
students may chose. Mirrors, dance space and a fitness area to be used for classroom 
instruction and health classes are also needed. This classroom should include hook-ups for 
technology and a projection systems to show visuals. It would also serve as an adjacent 
fitness area that can be multi-purposed--classroom instruction, dance, nutrition and health. 
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Additionally, in order to accommodate the need for teacher planning schedules, multiple 
classes must occur simultaneously. We need to create safe environments with proper 
supervision, so that all students are able to actively participate in a fitness curriculum that 
incorporates choice, while being monitored by their teachers. Lastly, an adult shower would be 
very helpful for our teachers who bike or run to school. 
 
The use of outdoor space is also important to physical education in Ipswich Elementary 
Schools. This is aligned with our district’s focus on the outdoors and learning.  As such, we 
need outside spaces for instruction like work-out stations, walking paths, climbing spaces and 
outdoor fitness equipment. Our District’s focus on sustainability defines that these outdoor 
physical education spaces and materials should be “green” and earth-friendly (for example, a 
permeable court that is not black top, but still allows for basketball). This also guides that the 
gym spaces should have easy access to these outdoor learning and fitness environments. 
 
Lastly, the Ipswich community members have expressed much interest and need in having 
these physical education features be available for their use. This would be a draw to the new 
elementary school, and encourage healthy living throughout our community. Availability to 
features such as outdoor fitness stations and walking paths as well as indoor features such as 
the ability to create a regulation-sized basketball court would be a draw and asset to the 
community.  
 
 
Music 
 
Music is an integral and important component in whole child development.  At Winthrop and 
Doyon, general music begins in Pre-K with 30 minute classes and expands to one 45 minute 
class per week for grades K-5. Additionally, 30 minute sing-alongs for kindergarten and first 
grade classes mirror 45 minute chorus classes for 4th and 5th graders. This range of 
instructional group size, from a single class to a grade level, combined with movement 
elements such as dance and rhythm concepts, drives the need for a large open space.  
Choral music calls for easy-to-access risers, currently available when the cafeteria is not 
otherwise occupied. 
  
Instrumental music offerings at the elementary school level are the foundation to Ipswich 
Public Schools’ award-winning high school band and orchestral groups. Commencing in fourth 
grade, 98-100% of students take advantage of instrumental instruction. This high participation 
rate continues into fifth grade. Instrumental instruction, for both band and strings, occurs twice 
per week for 30-45 minutes. Small group instruction, often grouped by instrument type, occurs 
throughout the day at various times.  Scheduling spaces is challenging, often leaving groups 
to practice in open areas such as the hallway, stage and/or library, and even in the principal’s 
office, regardless of the noise impact on other classes.  Large group band and orchestra are 
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scheduled twice per week and is largely dependent on space availability at the time it is 
occurring. 
 
As shown, music is fundamental to an education in Ipswich Public Schools, where all students 
participant in general music.  Additionally, intermediate students have the opportunity to 
participate in chorus, band and orchestra. Unlike other cities and towns, instrumental instruction 
is part of the school day.  At any given time, orchestra, band, chorus and general music may be 
happening simultaneously.  
 
Music is central to the Town of Ipswich ethos and is not an extra in elementary education. Music 
is embedded into a child’s day.  With new STEAM initiatives, music will continue to be an 
embedded and central part of education.  Music education builds 21st century and innovation 
skills, such as communication, critical thinking, problem-solving and collaboration. As such, we 
need three spaces that can support our rigorous curriculum.  These three spaces must be 
sound proof, in order to run several music classes/ensembles at the same time.   Spaces such 
as these three must have proper storage, be acoustically designed for music (sound safety), 
sized appropriately for the number of students, have large open space for movement and 
exploration and for multiple configurations of ensembles/classes.  
 
Music exalts the human spirit.  Music provides opportunities for emotional expression.  The 
Ipswich music program has long been a great gift to the local community.  Ipswich citizens have 
become accustomed to attending top quality student performances throughout the year.  Giving 
tools to elementary school students to express themselves emotionally will benefit their whole 
child development.  Simply put, music is for everyone in Ipswich Elementary Schools and 
availability to features such as music and performance spaces would be a draw and asset to the 
community.  
 
 
Art 
 
The art department foresees a teaching style that fully embraces cross-disciplinary 
collaboration.  This would possibly include team teaching with science, technology, math, social 
studies, literature, music, and/or theater.  With this cross-disciplinary approach, designed for 
more project-based learning, students would require more access to information, a better 
connection with outdoor spaces and their community, as well as a variety of materials that 
would encourage exploration and play. Large spaces for materials, technology, implementation 
of design work, and storage for finished work would also be essential.  In addition, multiple, 
small, user-friendly display areas would enable student sharing, reflection, and presentation of 
work. 
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In order for a building to support this type of teaching, the art room should ideally be centrally 
located with access to the library and other information resources, as well as to the outdoors.  
Bringing the outside into the classroom should be incorporated in the design.  The space should 
allow for 2D, as well as 3D work, providing individual workspace (and drafting tables) for 
students with flexible seating for a variety of age levels, and easy access (for students) to 
materials.  A defined meeting area, a place for visual projection and written board information, a 
place for mechanical technology (press, loom, etc.), a small area for electronic technology, a 
large material and paper storage area (for teacher access), a prep area with visual access to 
the classroom, an easily accessible and well ventilated kiln room with drying racks and room for 
glazes, a minimum of two-three sinks with counter space, and appropriate 2-D and 3-D storage 
for all students using the art room would be essential.  The room should also be equipped with a 
sound system.   
  
With the current proposal of two art rooms in the elementary building, the art department would 
like to suggest that these two rooms be located next to each other so that they could share 
teacher storage facilities and a single, large kiln room that could accommodate either one large 
or two medium size electric kilns.  This would allow for the maximum amount of classroom 
space for each room. 
 
 
Library/Media 
 
The 2015-2016 school year was the first in which our elementary schools were staffed by library 
media specialists in over seven years. The use of the library media specialist differed in each 
elementary building, scheduled to fit the needs of the students and staff.  These two different 
scheduling methods are the “hot debate” in the world of library media specialists as to which is 
the most effective with regard to meeting the needs of a learning community. 

 
At Doyon School, the library media specialist was used as part of the specialist rotation, 
providing much needed team meeting time for classrooms/grade levels.  Each week, the library 
media specialist taught explicit lessons in accessing resources and information using both print 
and electronic resources.  Her instruction supported grade level curriculum with the timely 
introduction of technology tools, stories and skills. All classrooms were scheduled for instruction 
with the library media specialist at least once a week.  

 
At Winthrop School, the library media specialist’s schedule developed based on needs of grade 
levels and classrooms.  For several months, she facilitated a book club in one grade while 
helping teach, record and edit green screen productions as a means to share information about 
planets in a different grade level.  In other months, the library media specialist taught 
questioning techniques, research skills and how to critically analyze websites for bias to both 
teachers and students.   
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Both schools were pleased with the models employed indicating that different needs may have 
existed, and were met, by these variations.  As we move to a new or renovated facility, it is clear 
that the role of the library media specialist is limited only by scheduling, the facility and our 
imagination.  Makerspaces and Learning Commons are areas awaiting our exploration. 
 
Library programs in the future will promote information literacy through global connections and 
content creation. While books will always be an important part of the K-5 library, expanded 
technology resources (such as 1-to-1 devices) and a flexible learning environment (multi-
purpose space with moveable furniture) along with a flexible library schedule will enable 
collaboration, creativity, and communication, linking classrooms locally and globally. Librarians 
will actively collaborate with teachers both in classrooms and in the library instructional space to 
develop lessons, provide resources, and make global connections.  
 
The library media specialists recommend that the total space allotted to the new library be 
divided into smaller areas, based on function. Separate spaces will afford easier library/media 
access for students and staff. Here are five areas of need that we feel should be designed as 
separate spaces: 

● instructional room with a storytelling/performance space and moveable furniture 
● a room for books and other resources with a checkout area and quiet reading area 
● seminar rooms for small group work  
● media production room including green screen (not directly part of the library, but will be 

used by library and classrooms) 
● Makerspace 

 
 
Vocations/Technology 

 
Instruction in the use of technology occurs at the point of use and is embedded in purpose and 
student need. While a more structured typing program is taught to fourth grade students and 
practiced again in fifth grade, the majority of student technology instruction is embedded within 
use.  For example, prior to researching famous Americans as part of an ELA/history/visual 
arts/drama exploration, the library media specialist will give explicit instruction to students on 
how to access an age-appropriate database, introducing one source of information. 

 
 
Technology Integration 
 
Ipswich Public Schools continues to invest in and integrate updated technology systems. Within 
the past five years, IPS has invested a considerable amount of funds and time into this 
technology updating and integration, the goal of which is to bring cutting-edge technology to 
every classroom in the district. The district embarked on a comprehensive technology 
improvement plan which transformed the school’s technology services. This plan included six 
core areas of technology, all needing improvement: infrastructure, account and file 
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management, information services, technology support, applications and user equipment. 
Additionally, the district sought to effectively increase the professional development for 
classroom integrated technology. This included focused individual training, after-school 
workshops, vendor-sponsored workshops, scheduled professional training, weekend technology 
integration courses and a technology tip blog for teachers.  
 
Towards this end, Ipswich Public Schools brought together a Technology Team in 2013. This 
team included teachers, administrators and community members to research the steps 
necessary to bring a vision of technology integration to fruition. The team reviewed best 
practices in technology integration and made recommendations as to the infrastructure 
enhancements that would best built the foundation needed to fully integrate technology into 
learning and teaching district-wide. 

 
During the committee’s review of the existing state of technology in IPS, it was determined that 
three components (servers, cabling/network equipment infrastructure and classroom devices 
such as laptops and smartboards) needed updating. The committee recommended the 
upgrading and replacing of network equipment, cabling and servers as a starting point. This 
included providing network equipment to replace obsolete (then) thirteen-year-old equipment, 
proving network equipment to connect the school to the town fiber MAN and providing wireless 
access in each building. 
 
In the years following, schools were equipped with the hardware needed to best support 21st 
Century learning and teaching. This included: installing projectors; supplying teachers and 
administrators with laptops; providing laptops, tablets and charging carts for students; replacing 
desktop and lab computers; installing prints and attaining software site licenses. 
 
In more recent years, investing and integrating of technology has evolved to include providing 
teachers and students with modern, functioning hardware and software to harness the power of 
21st Century tools and to provide students with a 21st Century curriculum. In this, IPS continues 
to invest in technology tools while supporting teachers in using their tools to enhance teaching 
and learning in the district. Specific hardware associate with this learning includes interactive 
projectors, iPads, Chromebooks, laptops, printers, document cameras and wireless digital pens. 
The development and integration of school-based Technology Specialist teacher leader roles, 
facilitated by the district’s Director of Technology Integration, serves as an avenue for teachers 
to gain support in integrating these new tools.  
 
Over the past four years, several teachers in one of our elementary buildings have written 
grants to acquire FM systems for classrooms, particularly those in which students with hearing 
loss were placed for the school year.  These grants range from local business grants to 
innovation grants offered by the school district.  Currently, in one school, one classroom at each 
grade level, K-3, and the general music classroom are equipped with an FM system.  
Distribution is more random at the second elementary school. The research is quite clear that 
these systems help all students focus on the speaker and, with speaking and listening skills at 
the forefront of collaboration and community, it is our hope that any new or renovated facility will 
possess this systems in all learning spaces.  
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Over the last three years, the Ipswich School District has invested heavily in updating 
technology systems and re-energizing professional development.  Chromebooks, iPads and 
laptops are the tools that our students use each day as they write, explore, and apply 
literacy and math skills.  Recognized as a powerful learning tool with regard to personalized 
learning, teachers use technology in increasingly integrated ways.  There is, however, a 
sensitive awareness that not all families do have access to technology tools at home. Early 
morning computer use is encouraged during Breakfast Club. Technology tools are also 
available after school during Homework Club. 
  
Future technology needs can never be predicted as new innovations and uses arise each 
day. Currently, to support inquiry and outdoor learning, technology tools must be portable 
and durable. Flexibility and an adaptability to change in both philosophy and facilities design 
is the expectation. As such, teachers should be able to move throughout the school in 
different classrooms and areas and be able to present information multiple ways using a 
variety of technology. This means instant access to online tools in classrooms, hallways, 
playgrounds and throughout the school campus. Ample charging stations would be available 
and support a multitude of devices (i.e. iPads, laptops, Chromebook, tablets, document 
cameras). Students would have access to multiple creation tools and spaces that enable 
collaboration, experimentation, recording, and video recording. Makerspaces would be 
accessible to all teachers and students. Makerspaces offer students a creative, educational 
environment where they can gather to create, invent, and learn. 
 
In the future, consideration will be given to ensure equity and accessibility particularly for 
families who do not have the tools needed to complete projects and activities. Families 
would be surveyed and a system would be created for providing families with hotspot cards 
and/or loaner devices. Library hours extended past the school day and a variety of 
technology (desktop, laptop, Chromebook, iPads, Kindles, charging stations, etc.) would be 
available for after school use. Student virtual help-desk would be utilized by teachers and 
students to support learning. As such, the environment would be mobile and allow for 
learning anytime, anywhere. For example, we must consider the possibility of a 1:1 
environment where students can rent to own a device or receive a loaner.  
 
Flexibility of the learning spaces should support the technology of the future. For example, 
modular furniture and window placement would enable teachers to view multiple groups of 
students in break-out spaces. It is likely that technology in the future will no longer be 
contained in a lab but embedded around the campus. Therefore, individual classrooms 
would be large enough to house mobile carts or charging stations without occupying 
teaching and learning space. And, devices, selected for purchase, would have ample battery 
power and storage to house videos and pictures while movies are in the process of being 
created. Lastly, it should be noted that while primary level elementary students have not yet 
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mastered using a server or Google drive, we would expect intermediate elementary students 
to be able to do so. Students (as well as teachers) need access to a projection system. 
 
 
Teacher Planning and Room Assignment Policies 
 
Effective teacher planning and collaboration is the cornerstone of high quality education for 
children.  It is critically important for adult learners to be in a vibrant and joyful work setting. 
Ipswich Public School District has invested heavily in professional development, designed to 
build strong internal capacity in planning and collaboration.  Our new or renovated elementary 
school building must support teacher planning space in multifaceted forms.  Teachers must 
have individual space for quiet planning and professional reflection to fine-tune their craft to 
meet the unique needs of their students.  Additionally, Ipswich teachers must regularly meet 
with vertical and horizontal teaching teams, requiring room to collaborate effectively in both 
small and large groups.  Finally, the District is committed to co-teaching which adds another 
dimension to the space needed for professional collaboration. Co-teaching teams will need time 
in their open classrooms to reflectively and collaboratively plan instruction. Ipswich elementary 
teachers are well positioned to leverage individual and collaborative planning space to positively 
impact Ipswich students, if given an amendable schedule and flexible meeting spaces. 
 
Current facilities conditions, staffing and scheduling all impact teacher planning time and the 
space in which planning occurs. Every attempt is made to ensure the minimal contractual 
requirement of 150 minutes per week per teacher.  Because supervision of elementary students 
is a safety necessity, teacher planning time must occur when students are overseen by another 
adult. The most optimal way to schedule common planning time for classroom teachers is to 
schedule all grade level students in specialists at one time.  Optimally, this provides at least 
three common thirty-minute planning times per week for grade level teams. If scheduled in this 
manner, teachers are able to meet in an open classroom as students are located in specialists’ 
classroom such as the gym, music and art room.  Specialists meet collective only once per 
week, if the schedule allows. They meet in an open specialist’s space. 
 
Since some specialist staff are shared between schools in Ipswich, the optimal situation is 
frequently unachievable.  For some teams, even though contractual planning time is provided 
for each individual, these individual teachers are unable to meet with their peers.  Again, 
teachers are able to use their open classroom for planning if students are located with the 
specialist. 
 
With project-based and transdisciplinary learning the goal, planning between and among 
general education teachers, specialists and support professionals is a key to success.  Due to 
the sheer number of teachers involved and the lack of internal supports to provide for this 
gathering size, meetings of this type (curriculum planning, data analysis, vertical teams) are 
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often not part of the daily schedule. Substitutes are hired and, if possible, an off-site meeting 
place, is reserved. Meetings lasting longer than a specialists’ class and held onsite require 
closing the library and canceling classes with the library media specialist or closing the teacher’s 
lunch room, forcing teachers to eat lunch in their classrooms. 
 
Collaborative planning also occurs with Special Education professionals. Required meetings 
with general education teachers not in co-teaching situations often occur in a corner of the 
library, an empty room, or the special education parent meeting area, provided no meetings are 
in session. To support a Special Education team meeting once a month, coverage is found 
within the building one hour prior to dismissal.  The meeting takes place in the parent meeting 
area.  Co-teaching meetings occur before and after school, and during common lunch and 
planning times, often in their open classroom. 

 
Ipswich Public Schools had made a dedicated investment in professional development. This 
includes both school-based professional development opportunities for teachers, district-wide 
teacher leadership roles and also district-led professional development opportunities. Taken 
together, this plan of professional development provides both a district-wide aligned vision of 
teaching and learning and a school-specific opportunity for supporting teachers’ professional 
growth. 

 
Ipswich Public Schools funds three types of district-wide teacher leadership roles, each of which 
gives teachers compensated time to meet together outside of the classroom to engage in 
professional development work. These are the Compass Leader, PLC (Professional Learning 
Community) leader and Technology Specialist roles. Teachers in all three teacher leader roles 
engage in work-intensive “retreat” days as well as additional beyond-school time for 
professional development. 
 
The Compass Committee is a teacher leadership opportunity where teachers develop 
curriculum, implement it in their classrooms and share it in their schools. Major developments of 
the Compass Committee in the 2015-2016 school year involved continuing to implement a 
common Understanding by Design curriculum template, writing curriculum units featuring critical 
thinking and “thinking routines” and, also, bringing a curriculum validation protocol (which we 
call “Learning Cycles”) to schools. In Learning Cycles, teachers regularly meet in small groups 
to share their curriculum, using a variety of common protocol templates to give valuable 
feedback to colleagues’ curriculum. Learning Cycles were successfully piloted this year and 
culminated in cross-school curriculum sharing cycles and celebrations. 

 
The Professional Learning Community (or PLC) Committee provides an opportunity to teachers 
to receive training and support in effectively leading communities of their peers. Major 
developments of the PLC Committee in the 2015-2016 included practicing and implementing a 
variety of protocols, including looking at data, looking at student work and proposing solutions to 
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dilemma protocols and practices. The PLC Committee also worked together to “tune” (give 
feedback to) a teacher-led model of PLC groups in which teachers would work together -- often 
cross-school and grade-grade -- around common topics of inquiry. This “teacher-led” PLC 
model will be piloted in the 2016-2017 school year. 

 
The Technology Specialist role compensates teachers for being trained in and implementing 
classroom support for the use of technology. Major developments of the Technology Specialist 
team in the 2015-2016 school year included weekly workshops for teachers in a wide variety of 
“apps” and technology tools, such as green screens. Additionally, the Technology Specialist 
teachers were available at school-based levels to work one-on-one with teachers who might 
need support integrating technology into their classrooms. 

 
All faculty members participate in a district-wide PD day in the fall, during which the entire 
district meets together to work towards an identified element of our common district vision. In 
the fall of 2015, for example, the district met in October to receive a common district text 
(Making Thinking Visible) and to work in cross-school small groups of teachers to learn about 
“thinking routines.” This year’s curriculum focus was on critical thinking, and teachers 
throughout the district wrote a unit featuring critical thinking that was recorded in the common 
Understanding by Design district template. The elementary school teachers wrote their critical 
thinking units in cross-school grade level teams. Due to space restrictions in our elementary 
schools, these meetings occurred off-site.  

 
Lastly, Ipswich Public Schools hosts district-wide professional development each summer. In 
the summer of 2016, over 90 teachers will participate in these professional development 
opportunities. Available professional development includes an online course in writing TED 
Talks, an open-ended 21st Century curriculum writing course, a STEAM (Science, Technology, 
Engineering, Arts and Math) curriculum writing course and a Professional Learning Community 
training. Teachers work both independently as well as interdisciplinary and cross-grade in these 
professional development sessions. 

 
It should also be noted that Ipswich Public Schools invested in a district-level leadership role of 
Director of Teaching and Learning, starting in the 2015-2016 school year. The person in this 
role aligns teaching and learning across the district via facilitation of the teacher leadership 
opportunities and also through the development and presentation of district-wide professional 
development opportunities. 
 
 
Food Service Program 
 
The Ipswich Public Schools prides itself on sustaining a well-run, district managed, food 
services program which provides nutritious and affordable meals to students and staff.  As 
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participants of the National School Breakfast and Lunch Program, the district adheres to the 
guidelines, set by the USDA, which regulate school food service programs.  On average, the 
District provides 55 breakfasts and 268 lunch meals per day to our elementary students.  A 
debit card point of sale system is used throughout the district to account for meal sales. 
 
At both the Winthrop and Doyon Elementary Schools the cafeterias are used for breakfast and 
lunch periods, school-wide and grade level concerts and public events, and for the Extended 
Day Program.  The kitchens at both schools are antiquated, insufficient in area, and are 
furnished with outdated equipment.   
 
The new school should be configured with a dedicated, full service kitchen and cafeteria space.  
The kitchen should be equipped with state of the art equipment that supports scratch cooking 
and considers food preparation for students with food allergies.  There should also be a 
dedicated area where students can participate with food preparation.  With such a strong Farm 
to School and sustainability community connection, community use such as nutritional cooking 
classes for children and families, using local produce, is of high interest. In this area, Ipswich 
students can learn basic cooking techniques, be educated about nutrition, explore new foods 
and work with local chefs.  The goal is to empower Ipswich students to develop healthy eating 
habits through the use of whole foods.  The new facility should also provide opportunities for 
recycling and sustainability initiatives. 
 
 
Transportation Policies 
 
The District provides bus transportation for all students in grades K-12.  For regular education 
students and in accordance with M.G.L. Ch. 71, Sec. 68, a fee is charged to all secondary 
students and to those elementary students (K-6) who reside within two miles from their school. 
Transportation for Special Education students is either provided by district vehicles - to both in 
and out of district schools, or by outside transportation vendors. 
 
Eight bus routes are utilized to transport students to the Winthrop and Doyon elementary 
schools.  Four hundred and forty-nine elementary students are registered to participate in the 
transportation program.  Many students are dropped off and picked up daily at both the 
elementary schools, causing both safety and traffic concerns.  School staff, including a crossing 
guard at the Winthrop School, provides supervision on school property at arrival and dismissal 
times. The congestion at dismissal time on both properties negatively impacts the traffic flow on 
the streets which abut the properties. 
 
Innovative design will be required to manage the traffic flow around the new elementary 
building. Since students come to school from so many varied ways, differentiated drop off and 
pick up areas should be employed.  Areas for buses and vans, off-set queuing lanes for parents, 
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and separate entrances for those who walk and ride bikes to school should be developed into 
the building plan.  Every consideration should be made to ensure students safety and to 
minimize traffic congestion on the school site and neighboring community.  
 
 
Functional and Spatial Relationships 
 
The overall plan of the Ipswich Public Elementary School is to be configured and oriented to 
create effective indoor-out connections and to maximize controlled use of natural daylight in 
core academic spaces. The plan is to be organized with logical zoning for afterhours/community 
use to allow access in a flexible, but controlled manner. The administration is to be positioned 
for natural visibility and control of the main entry/approach, as well as for the active after-hours 
programs. Ideally, natural visibility would extend out to the parking and play areas, but may be 
subject to site constraints. 
 
Students should recognize a clear, main entry. Additionally, the building should have an 
independent pre-school entrance and separate, discreet service/delivery area. Nested in the 
objectives for access is the need to keep buses and cars separate while leading students into a 
recognizable main entry while also allowing direct pedestrian access from the school to outdoor 
spaces without crossing vehicular pathways. Furthermore, the school and grounds are to be 
organized to encourage a welcoming, walkable and communal environment. 
 
Academically, the desire is to create a school that is scaled and comfortable with a 
neighborhood feel. The goal is to place kindergarten, special education and general classrooms 
in a way that allows for multiple organizational groupings. The intent is to keep preschool 
separate, preschool and kindergarten on the first floor and maintain integration of special 
education spaces. OT/PT spaces are to be located with the gymnasium; Learning Centers are 
to be dispersed school-wide. A mix of break-out, small group and one-on-one spaces are to be 
integrated and adjacent to academic areas. 
 
The media center, as the heart of the school, is to be located centrally and easily accessible to 
academic classrooms. The art rooms are intended to be centrally accessible, near or adjacent 
to the Media Center but will also benefit from having convenient outdoor connections and views. 
The music programs would ideally be convenient to art and academics, but also require 
acoustic separation (inside and out). The music rooms will benefit from being located in the 
backstage zone to allow use as green rooms and for use of the stage for music programs. 
 
The cafeteria is intended to have a direct and visible connection to outdoor play/recess that 
facilitates effective oversight and natural supervision as one of the primary extended learning 
spaces (morning and afternoon). The cafeteria and kitchen should also have relatively direct 
access to the outdoor gardens, composting and proposed or future greenhouse. Portions of the 
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cafeteria and the kitchen recycling/receiving rooms will be planned for potential community and 
enrichment programs that may include spaces such as a Second-Hand Shop (gently used 
clothes and supplies available to all), Gardening, and Food Lab and as a Composting Recycling 
Drop. 
 
Storage closets are to be located convenient to the lobby and cafeteria to foster additional and 
flexible uses for FRIES (parents organization), SLP (student leadership), EDP (extended day), 
and DEEP/ACE (enrichment) programs. 
 
The plan options are being developed and assessed in-part by their ability to provide semi-direct 
and convenient access to outdoor play. The plans will be developed to show glass 
window/walls, doorways and direct corridor connections to play space, including enlarged 
vestibule space that can function as secure access point and mud-room zone that may include 
coat hooks, boot trays and small storage space. 
 
Outdoor Classrooms are proposed to best support the elementary schools’ sustainable learning 
program and help achieve one of several priority design goals* in making good outdoor 
connections and promote stewardship. The outdoor classrooms are intended to be a series of 
spaces for classroom gathering, experimenting and quiet/contemplation. They will be planned 
for raised garden beds, composting, rainwater collection, rain-chains, bio-swales, sundials, 
anemometer and time lapse photography, butterfly bushes, bird houses, feeders, rotting logs 
and other natural learning elements. 
 
*Priority goals are summarized in the appendix of the PDP Report, specifically page 10 of the 
Visioning Overview. 
 
 
Security and Visibility Requirements 
 
The Ipswich Public School Department will do an overall assessment of the new building 
Security Program. A security consulting firm will also conduct interviews with the IT Department 
as well as the Ipswich Police Department to identify the needs and requirements for full 
integration, operation and control with the security systems. These interviews will be critical in 
assessing the requirements associated with the infrastructure and the backbone on which that 
system will function. An assessment will be provided for the new building facility, identifying the 
measures recommended to protect all assets in the building. The security plan will balance a 
desire for unrestricted flexible learning spaces (including outdoors) with reasonable security 
measures.  A security plan will be in place that addresses: 
  

● Personnel, Liaisons and Supporting Procedures 
● Visitor Screening Measures 
● Video Surveillance Measures 
● Access Control Measures 
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● Natural Surveillance and CPTED measures 
● Internal and External Response Measures 
● Existing Security Systems Integration and Function (Hardware, Software, IT and 

Networking) 
● Parking Lots and General Site Security 

 
(PE/DPC) Confirmed, both the Police and Fire departments have been an engaged in the 
process thus far in order to develop the site program requirements as well as understand some 
of the potential constraints and issues that may be present at alternate sites under 
consideration. 
 
 
Other Comments 
 
All (6) PreK and (6) Kindergarten rooms will have single user toilet rooms within their 1200sf 
room area as required by building code and age-level logistics. All (30) general academic 
classrooms are intended to have sinks within each room to best support project based activities, 
particularly related to sustainability and STEAM experiences.  The sinks will not only benefit 
clean-up, but also offer a much needed water source with potential bubbler or bottle filler 
integrated for active children.   
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   Version
11.24.2010 Elementary School Space Summary

Ipswich Elementary

ROOM TYPE
ROOM

NFA1  # OF RMS area totals
ROOM

NFA1  # OF RMS area totals
ROOM

NFA1  # OF RMS  area totals 
ROOM

NFA1  # OF RMS  area totals Comments

18,064  17,662  36 38,100  34 36,200  
(List classrooms of different sizes separately)
Pre-Kindergarten w/ toilet 900 1 900 892 1 892 1,200 2 2,400              1,200 2 2,400             1,100 SF min - 1,300 SF max

Kindergarten/toilet (edited for 1/6 enroll, 22/CR) 900 3 2,700 1,030 3 3,090 1,200 6 7,200              1,200 6 7,200             1,100 SF min - 1,300 SF max

General CRs (modified for CR's req'd/Gr.) 904 16 14,464 855 16 13,680 950 30 28,500            950 28 26,600           900 SF min - 1,000 SF max

Flexible/Extended Learning (utilizes 50sf from each CR above)
5,606  3,992  10,330  9,060  

(List rooms of different sizes separately)
Self-Contained SPED 0 0 -                  950 6 5,700             8% of pop. in self-contained SPED

Self-Contained SPED - toilet 0 0 -                  60 6 360                
Resource Room 0 0 -                  500 4 2,000             1/2 size Genl. Clrm.

Small Group Room / Reading 0 0 -                  500 2 1,000             1/2 size Genl. Clrm.

Learning Center (K-2 & 3-5, ea w/ 5 sm grp + 1 lg) 978 2 1,956 871 2 1,742 900 4 3,600
OT/PT 675 1 675 400 1 400 450 2 900
Title 1 (Math, Literacy & Soc) 978 1 978 950 1 950 300 3 900
Psych & Soc Work Office 361 1 361 300 1 300 150 3 450
ELL, Speech & Testing/Quiet Rooms 291 1 291 300 1 300 120 4 480
Tutor 651 1 651 -                  
Math Tutor 406 1 406 -                  
SPED Office (Prgm Mgr's & Secretary) 288 1 288 300 1 300 300 2 600
IEP Conference (for 12-15) 300 1 300
SPED Records 100 1 100
Co-Teaching (100sf increase to general CR's) 100 30 3,000

1,800  2,130  5,075  5,075  
Art CR (modified to all grades 1/wk of 33 slots) 900 1 900 1,200 1 1,200 1,000 2 2,000              1,000 2 2,000             assumed schedule 2 times / week / student

Art Workroom w/ Storage & kiln 0 30 1 30 150 2 300                 150 2 300                
Music (3 required; Cafe Stage to serve as 3rd) 900 1 900 450 2 900 1,200 2 2,400              1,200 2 2,400             assumed schedule 2 times / week / student

Music Practice / Ensemble 0 0 75 5 375                 75 5 375                

2,500  1,435  9,400  6,300  
Gym (modified w/ all grades 2/wk of 33 slots) 2,500 1 2,500 1,435 1 1,435 3,000 3 9,000              6,000 1 6,000             6000 SF Min. Size

Gym Storeroom 150 1 150                 150 1 150                
Health Instructor's Office w/ Shwr/Tlt (3 instr's) 250 1 250                 150 1 150                

2,400  1,612  4,158  4,158  
Media Center / Reading Room 2,400 1 2,400 1,612 1 1,612 4,158 1 4,158              4,158 1 4,158             

5,116  4,125  9,639  9,639  
Cafeteria/Dining (includes Kitchen Lab alcove) 3,231 1 3,231 2,250 1 2,250 5,613 1 5,613              5,813 1 5,813             2 seatings - 15SF per seat

Stage (functions as 3rd Music) 530 1 530 680 1 680 1,200 1 1,200              1,000 1 1,000             
Chair / Table / Equipment Storage 80 1 80 75 1 75 458 1 458                 458 1 458                
Kitchen 1,275 1 1,275 1,120 1 1,120 2,075 1 2,075              2,075 1 2,075             1600 SF for first 300 + 1 SF/student Add'l

Staff Lunch Room 294 1 294                 294 1 294                20 SF/Occupant

MEDIA CENTER

DINING & FOOD SERVICE

Proposed at775 stu's 
(129stu/gr =6 CRs of 22 stu)  

Existing - Winthrop MSBA Guidelines
(refer to MSBA Educational Program & Space Standard Guidelines)

Preliminary  Space Summary v6 - 775 K-5 (+60 PK)

CORE ACADEMIC SPACES

SPECIAL EDUCATION

ART & MUSIC

Existing - Doyon

HEALTH & PHYSICAL EDUCATION



   Version
11.24.2010 Elementary School Space Summary

Ipswich Elementary

ROOM TYPE
ROOM

NFA1  # OF RMS area totals
ROOM

NFA1  # OF RMS area totals
ROOM

NFA1  # OF RMS  area totals 
ROOM

NFA1  # OF RMS  area totals Comments

Proposed at775 stu's 
(129stu/gr =6 CRs of 22 stu)  

Existing - Winthrop MSBA Guidelines
(refer to MSBA Educational Program & Space Standard Guidelines)

Preliminary  Space Summary v6 - 775 K-5 (+60 PK)

Existing - Doyon

188  370  710  710  
Medical Suite Toilet 13 1 13 50 1 50 60 1 60 60 1 60 
Nurses' Office (for 2) / Waiting Room 175 1 175 210 1 210 350 1 350 250 1 250 
Examination Room / Resting 0 110 1 110 100 3 300 100 4 400 

1,577  1,825  2,670  2,910  
General Office / Waiting Room / Toilet 169 1 169 110 1 110 538 1 538 538 1 538 
Teachers' Mail and Time Room 234 1 234 300 1 300 100 1 100 100 1 100 
Duplicating Room 0 0 150 1 150 150 1 150 
Records Room 0 0 110 1 110 110 1 110 
Principal's Office w/ Conference Area 500 1 500 225 1 225 375 1 375 375 1 375 
Principal's Secretary / Waiting 0 0 125 2 250 125 1 125 
Assistant Principal's Office 0 0 120 1 120 120 1 120 
Supervisory / Spare Office 0 0 120 2 240 120 1 120 
Conference Room 0 0 250 1 250 250 1 250 
Guidance Office 100 1 100 340 1 340 - 150 3 450 
Guidance Storeroom 0 0 - 35 1 35 
Teachers' Work Room 287 2 574 850 1 850 538 1 538 538 1 538 

106  1,315  2,375  2,375  
Custodian's Office 106 1 106 0 150 1 150 150 1 150 
Custodian's Workshop 0 1,150 1 1,150 375 1 375 375 1 375 
Custodian's Storage 0 0 375 1 375 375 1 375 
Recycling Room / Trash 0 0 400 1 400 400 1 400 
Receiving and General Supply 0 0 358 1 358 358 1 358 
Storeroom 0 0 517 1 517 517 1 517 
Network / Telecom Room 0 165 1 165 200 1 200 200 1 200 

0  0  0  0  
Stor. Closets (FRIES, SLP, EDP, DEEP/ACE) (Sq Ft to come from gross) locate around lobby/cafeteria areas

Greenhouse/Gardens and Food Lab (Sq Ft included in cafeteria) alcoved areas to be included within cafeteria

Community Recycling/Composting (Sq Ft included in custodial) create access for public drop-off

Total Building Net Floor Area (NFA) 37,357  34,466  82,457            76,427           

Proposed Student Capacity / Enrollment not including 60 PreK 775 775

Total Building 51,500 48,000 GSF/stu= 123,685          112,375         
Grossing Factor 1.38  1.39  1.50  1.47  

1 Individual Room Net Floor Area (NFA) Includes the net square footage measuIncludes the net square footage measured from the inside face of the perimeter walls and includes all specific spaces assigned to a particular program area including such spaces as non-comm
2 Total Building Gross Floor Area (GFA) Includes the entire building gross squa Includes the entire building gross square footage measured from the outside face of exterior walls

Architect Certification

Name of Architect Firm: Name of Architect Firm: Perkins Eastman / DPC

Name of Principal Architect: Name of Principal Architect: Robert F. Bell

Signature of Principal Architect: Signature of Principal Architect:

Date: Date: June 9th 2016

MEDICAL

I hereby certify that all of the information provided in this "Proposed Space Summary"  is true, complete and accurate and, except as agreed to in writing by the Massachusetts School Building Authority, in accordance with the 
guidelines, rules, regulations and policies of the Massachusetts School Building Authority to the best of my knowledge and belief.  A true statement, made under the penalties of perjury.

ADMINISTRATION & GUIDANCE

OTHER

CUSTODIAL & MAINTENANCE
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 December 27, 2016 
 
 Massachusetts School Building Authority  
 40 Broad Street 
 Suite 500 
 Boston, MA 02109 
 

      Re: MSBA Green Schools Program  
       

To whom it may concern,  
 
This is an acknowledgement that the Ipswich School District has identified a 
goal of 2% additional reimbursement from the MSBA High Efficiency Green 
School Program.  As their Designer, I have submitted a completed LEED V4 
scorecard and showing all prerequisites and 54 attempted points, which will 
meet the goal.   
 
The scope of the work for this project will included the construction elements 
and performance tasks to achieve that goal, and all subsequent documents, 
including but not limited to, specifications, drawings and cost estimates will 
match the scope of work indicated in the submitted scorecard.  

 
Regards, 

 

     
 

Daniel T. Colli, AIA, LEED AP  
  Associate Principal  

 
  



Winthrop Elementary School. Ipswich MA  
MSBA Module 3 Feasibility Study – Preferred Schematic Report 
 

 
Perkins Eastman, DPC  Appendix 
   

 
 
 
 
 
LEED V4 Scorecard  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



LEED v4 for BD+C: Schools 
Project Checklist

Date: 11/17/2016
Y ? N

1 Credit 1

2 13 15 15 2 6 5 13
15 Credit 15 Y Prereq Required

1 Credit 1 Y Prereq Required
2 Credit 2 3 2 Credit 5

5 Credit 5 2 Credit 2

4 Credit 4 1 1 Credit 2
1 Credit 1 2 Credit Building Product Disclosure and Optimization - Material Ingredients 2

1 Credit 1 2 Credit 2
1 Credit Green Vehicles 1

10 4 2 Indoor Environmental Quality 16
10 1 1 12 Y Prereq Required 
Y Prereq Required Y Prereq Required 
Y Prereq Required Y Prereq Required 
1 Credit 1 2 Credit 2
2 Credit 2 2 1 Credit 3

1 Credit 1 1 Credit 1
3 Credit 3 1 1 Credit 2
2 Credit 2 1 Credit 1
1 Credit 1 2 Credit 2

1 Credit 1 2 1 Credit 3
1 Credit Joint Use of Facilities 1 1 Credit 1

1 Credit 1
6 1 5 12
Y Prereq Required 6 0 0 Innovation 6
Y Prereq Required 5 Credit 5
Y Prereq Building-Level Water Metering Required 1 Credit 1
2 Credit 2
3 1 3 Credit 7 3 1 0 Regional Priority 4

2 Credit 2 1 Credit Regional Priority: Renewable Energy Production (threshold:2) 1
1 Credit Water Metering 1 1 Credit Regional Priority: Optimize Energy Performance (threshold:8) 1

1 Credit Regional Priority: Outdoor Water Use Reduction (threshold:2) 1
14 15 2 31 1 Credit Regional Priority: Rainwater Management (threshold:2) 1
Y Prereq Required 1 Credit Regional Priority: Site Development - Protect or Restore Habitat (threshold:2) 1
Y Prereq Required 1 Credit Regional Priority: Indoor Water Use Reduction (threshold:4) 1
Y Prereq Required
Y Prereq Required 54 41 30 TOTALS Possible Points: 110
5 1 Credit 6 Certified: 40 to 49 points,   Silver: 50 to 59 points,  Gold: 60 to 79 points,  Platinum: 80 to 110 
8 8 Credit 16
1 Credit 1

2 Credit 2
3 Credit 3
1 Credit 1
2 Credit 2

Project Name:

Optimize Energy Performance

Fundamental Refrigerant Management
Enhanced Commissioning

Light Pollution Reduction

LEED for Neighborhood Development Location

Indoor Water Use Reduction

Location and Transportation

Building-Level Energy Metering

Outdoor Water Use Reduction

Rainwater Management

Cooling Tower Water Use

High Priority Site

Surrounding Density and Diverse Uses

Site Master Plan

Green Power and Carbon Offsets

Minimum Indoor Air Quality Performance

Integrative Process

Indoor Water Use Reduction

Energy and Atmosphere
Fundamental Commissioning and Verification

Sensitive Land Protection

Open Space

Building Product Disclosure and Optimization - Sourcing of Raw Materials

Construction and Demolition Waste Management Planning

Environmental Tobacco Smoke Control
Minimum Acoustic Performance
Enhanced Indoor Air Quality Strategies

Building Life-Cycle Impact Reduction
Building Product Disclosure and Optimization - Environmental Product
Declarations

Materials and Resources

Demand Response
Renewable Energy Production
Enhanced Refrigerant Management

Water Efficiency

Low-Emitting Materials

Advanced Energy Metering

Minimum Energy Performance

Heat Island Reduction

LEED Accredited Professional

Indoor Air Quality Assessment

Interior Lighting

Acoustic Performance

Daylight
Quality Views

Innovation  

Thermal Comfort

Site Development - Protect or Restore Habitat
Construction Indoor Air Quality Management Plan

Storage and Collection of Recyclables

Outdoor Water Use Reduction

Bicycle Facilities

Sustainable Sites

Construction and Demolition Waste Management 

Access to Quality Transit

Reduced Parking Footprint

Environmental Site Assessment
Site Assessment

Construction Activity Pollution Prevention



Vamshi Gooje, LEED AP BD+C, CEM, BEMP
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Thornton Tomasetti

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Speaker NotesAt  its core, the LEED v4 program builds from the foundation and alignment of LEED 2009, focusing on user experience and improvements to the technical rigor of the rating system. USGBC  has spent the last year and a half focused on implementing the program and addressing project team needs. This includes everything from enhanced reference guide content to simplified documentation requirements to a greater reliance on established industry standards.  Additionally, the solutions provided by LEED v4 address a wider variety of projects all around the world. Briefly introduce yourself, LEED experience, and LEED v4 experience 



Presenter
Presentation Notes
Speaker Notes(speaks to the need to raise the bar)One  of  the  interesting trends that we've been tracking is that the average LEED building that's coming in right now comes in above the certified level; comes in as silver or gold. Then we'll talk a little bit later about what that means in terms of changes we've made to the ratings system but the reality is that the market has figured out how to deliver these buildings in a way that they're skipping over the base-level certification and that's outstanding. That  is market transformation, but it's time, given the fact that the market is as clever as the market is and in the end of it as they are; as you guys are when it's time to up the bar. It's time to drive forward, it's time to continue to lead the market towards this better vision that we have for healthy, productive, wonderful spaces and habitats for the people that we're working for.So the highest levels of LEED certification – originally intended as reach goals for the highest performing buildings – are becoming more and more mainstream. This represents successful market transformation . But in order to continue that transformation, it was time to raise the bar. In addition to shifting certification trends, USGBC looked at specific metrics and saw similar progress being made.  



Presenter
Presentation Notes
Speaker NotesLet’s dive into the foundations of performance in LEED v4Earlier we discussed the LEED v4 development process and the idea of by using the goals, USGBC wants LEED to be the driver of market transformation of the building industry. By  setting up the goals of LEED v4 to more closely align with building performance, the rating system itself is in turn more closely aligned with performance.  The goals define USGBC’s values, they make a statement: here are the things we care about.These goals that we’ve set before do a much better job of helping us understand the direction that we want to go, the performance we wanted to make our buildings hit.  LEED v4 goals  performance based credits  better performing buildings 



Presenter
Presentation Notes
By  using this process to assign the highest point values to credits that will have the greatest impact, LEED v4 provides project teams with the most efficient map of environmental good. By prioritizing the credits worth the most points, teams will be applying the strategies that will result in higher performing buildings   From the standpoint of how this influences a project team, what we've established here is a prioritization of credits and how that actually changes the way project teams act is by making certain credits worth so many points that they're difficult to ignore and still achieve LEED platinum. It is virtually impossible … not impossible, but virtually impossible and I would say inherently economically irrational and not yet a good score on the energy efficiency in a LEED rating system and be a LEED platinum project. What we're trying to do is make sure that we are prioritizing the right things with the credit ratings, and by doing so make sure that project teams focus on the right credits in the right order to maximize the outcomes of what we're trying to achieve with the LEED rating system.  Mention  there is a white paper on usgbc.org/resource “LEED v4 Impact Category and Point Allocation Process Overview



Presenter
Presentation Notes
Speaker NotesIn  an integrative process, it’s important to involve a larger set of team members up front than is traditionally done. What it’s showing is that this approach, this integrative process approach is really the bringing together; the client, the design team and the builder, and then all of these other disciplines, and it’s not a linear process. It really is really identifying when to bring key professionals to the table. We’re going to share some of that with you. I just want to point out three in particular, that I don’t think we think about on a regular basis that really helped the integrative process.The first is the building user. How many of you have been on project team meetings and been part of a project process and never met the users? You may have met the client, but never met the users. Their input and how they actually physically used the building, the day-to-day use, how they … what times do they begin, what times do they leave, how many people go out for lunch … all of these things can really help inform the design of the project.Another key member is the facility manager. Again, there are things that we do on the design process that the facility manager would have a really significant input into how that design may be done. We’ll give you a little more detail on that. 
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Presentation Notes
Speaker NotesSo  what do project teams get out of using an integrative process?If  we look at the benefits, we’ve discussed a little bit about individual project team member benefits, but if we look at the overall benefits and you read through this list you see here, one of the ones that jumps out to me is the fourth one down and it talks about all the different phases. I think more and more in terms of trends with sustainability, we’re going to start seeing things relative to this life cycle approach an integrative process really gives to that. The other benefit that I found a lot of clients engage around are those last two bullet points; the cost and whether that’s cost of change orders or cost in strategies and technologies used to actually in the hard construction cost or soft cost.



Presenter
Presentation Notes
Speaker Notes These credits are about the relationship between the building, the occupants, the community around them, the infrastructure, and really the quality of life that it provides. It really means assessing how your location is related to the LEED System Goals to focus on climate and health.We discussed earlier the LT credit for “Bicycle Facilities” as an example of performance and rewarding multiple attributes and requirements that reflect a better measurement of the performance that the project’s surrounding bike infrastructure can bring both the project building and to the project occupants.



Location and Transport

Copyright © 2013 U.S. Green Building Council

?)



Presenter
Presentation Notes
Speaker NotesThis one is really allowing us to focus on the relationships among ecosystems and the buildings and occupants. In general, most credits have been revised in ways that enable the project teams to achieve higher levels of performance and the good news is while providing less documentation. What does this mean in terms of performance as related to sites? Again, there’s a whole series of things from encouraging the decisions that we make early in the process. Our Sustainable Site section is enabling us to maximize our relationships between project and ecosystem services, the credits are less restrictive now, rather than giving a percentage of open space, LEED has added qualitative requirements. Again, we’re really linking performance. What are some of these performance goals related to sites? We’re creating high performing sites that include either existing infrastructure or have reduced infrastructure needs.  



Sustainable Sites
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Speaker NotesThis  credit category is rewarding project teams for water efficiency of many water uses beyond the fixtures and fittings, and we’ve mentioned this earlier. It’s including process water, appliance water, and has ramped up some of the existing requirements for outdoor water.We are thinking more holistically in terms of water usage in the project. Again, addressing indoor, outdoor, and process water, we’re addressing more sources of water in new construction and existing buildings operations and maintenance, and then of course that metering.	The goal of this related to water is first efficiency. So first, you want to look at efficiency. You look at alternative water sources. It’s similar to energy; we’ve talked about this for a long time over the years. Start with energy efficiency and then look at alternative energy sources. Same thing here start with efficiency, conservation, and then look at alternative sources, and how they complement your efficiency.The prerequisite requires teams to use efficiency measures to reduce water use and the credit rewards teams for then using alternative water sources, to reduce the potable water demand. 



Water Efficiency
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Presentation Notes
Speaker NotesIn  LEED v4, there’s a more explicit focus on measurement, metering, and performance. The aim is to encourage buildings to perform well from the very beginning and follow through with measurement and performance metrics such as commissioning and metering. Minimum Program Requirement 6 in the 2009 version of the rating system, which required teams to share their data, has now been replaced with a prerequisite in LEED v4. 
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IPSWICH ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
PRELIMINARY ENERGY ANALYSIS & LEED ASSESSMENT



26%

74%

Doyon Total Energy Use Breakdown
Electricity Fuel Oil

26%

74%

Winthrop Total Energy Use Breakdown
Electricity Natural Gas

42%

58%

Ipswich-78K Total Energy Use Breakdown
Electricity Natural Gas

41%

59%

Ipswich-125K Total Energy Use Breakdown
Electricity Natural GasHigh 

Performance 
buildings

Existing 
Conditions

Existing building Energy Use Intensities 
have been computed from utility bills 
provided to TT.

The Fuel to Electric ratio is expected to 
change in High Performance designs 
because of the strategies such as 
daylight harvesting, High Efficiency LEDs, 
VFDs, Premium Efficiency Motors. Note 
the size of Pies have shrunk indicating 
total Energy Use Intensity reduction from 
the existing buildings.COMPARISON OF ENERGY USE INTENSITY BREAKDOWN BY FUEL TYPES



COMPARISON OF ENERGY USE BREAKDOWN BY END USES
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RENEWABLES & NET ZERO POTENTIAL
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INCENTIVES



FEASIBILITY STUDIES
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 Cooling -                          2.77         3.01         2.54 

 Heat Rejection -                          0.25         0.27         0.24 

 Heating 76.58                     15.29        13.90         9.06 

 DHW 5.37                        3.70         3.71         3.71 

 Fans 3.89                        2.51         2.75         2.66 

 Pumps 0.47                        2.28         2.44         1.91 

 Ext Light 0.33                        0.35         0.35         0.33 

 Misc 1.24                        3.43         3.47         3.55 

 Int Lights 6.91                        9.71         9.70         9.70 

 Total 94.78                     40.28        39.62        33.70 

Executive Summary

• Proposed building cases has been modeled as per ASHRAE 90.1-2010 compliance & cooling has been introduced which

isn’t there in existing case.

• Major reduction has been noticed at heating side due to very efficient building envelope, higher LPDs, lesser duct losses &

efficient system type with efficient boilers (DHW boilers too). Daylighting controls has not been modeled for now.

• N3b/N4 option has significantly more core spaces as compare to other options that requires less heating energy. It will

also give penalty at daylighting side.

• Interior lighting energy consumption has been increased as per ASHRAE 90.1 – 2010 compliance. Existing building has

been calibrated as per utility bills which reveals less wattage/area.

• Miscellaneous load energy consumption has been increased deliberately in proposed cases (classes, offices, labs and

kitchen) as per plug load demands in new buildings.

We recommend N3b/N4 option as it consumes less energy per sq ft. - 38% savings from existing case (in cost). R7/R1-c have

32% cost savings from existing case.



FEASIBILITY STUDIES



COMMUNITY GOALS

Energy Use Reduction
 Net Zero

 75% energy use reduction from existing building

 50% energy use reduction from existing building

 25% energy use reduction from existing building

 Embodied Energy and Carbon reduction

 Not important

Lighting & Daylighting
 Daylighting throughout
 Select spaces with daylighting

 Not important

Water
 Conservation (low-flow, low-flush, waterless)
 Reuse - greywater and rain water
 Green roof (infiltrate rainwater on-site and reduce stormwater

runoff)
 Storm water management
 Not important

Materials
 Locally sourced materials
 Recycled content 
 Low-emitting materials
 Not important

Project Site
 Landscape design
 Site improvements
 Integration between interior and exterior spaces
 Educational features
 Parking design
 Not important

Other

 _____________________
 _____________________
 _____________________



Presenter
Presentation Notes
Speaker NotesThis  is the section in LEED V4 that has been significantly edited to address more robust approach to building material selection.Credits on material transparency and optimization and promoting responsible extraction practices, emphasize human and ecological health make LEED a pioneer in establishing best practice for parts of the industry that frankly yet engaged in sustainability. Did you know that there are tens of thousands of chemicals in the world but we know the health impacts of only a fraction of these?- The driver behind the related LEED materials credits is transparency and making informed decisions. We don’t know what is in our products and we need to start asking. Many chemicals lack significant amounts of data. In the United States and Canada, an estimated 30,000 chemicals are in wide commercial use, based on U.S. EPA and Environment Canada data (Muir and Howard 2006). The exact number of chemicals in use is, in a sense, unknowable because it depends on where one sets the threshold of use and because use changes over time. The major point is that the number is relatively large and that only a relatively small subset of these chemicals have been sufficiently well characterized for their potential to cause human or ecologic toxicity to support regulatory action. This “data gap” is well documented.  Source: (from  http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC2685828/pdf/ehp-117-685.pdf)



Materials & Resources

Copyright © 2013 U.S. Green Building Council



MATERIAL & RESOURCES
CREDIT ORGANIZATION
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Speaker NotesThis  section has been reorganized to address again sort of more holistic issues impacting IEQ into our environmental quality including air, light, sound and occupant experience. It is more technically rigorous than previous versions of LEED. We’re going to see improved occupant satisfaction, productivity and health. That's what we’re going for in all of this. It is about implementing credits that will lead to higher performing healthier buildings. Really the key is occupant satisfaction. It’s the key metric in this indoor environmental quality section. It’s really looking at awarding multiple attributes of systems approach. Systems thinking, it’s really the key. It is not about singular materials or products or a singular technology or strategy, it’s that systems approach. By addressing indoor air quality and looking at these four things ventilation, lighting and acoustics and experience. It’s really elevating how important this is in a project and how important it is to really look at addressing and quantifying the human and health impacts and occupants experience.  



Indoor Environmental Quality
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Winthrop Elementary School. Ipswich MA  
MSBA Module 3 Feasibility Study – Preferred Schematic Report 
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Preferred Schematic Floor Plan 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







Winthrop Elementary School. Ipswich MA  
MSBA Module 3 Feasibility Study – Preferred Schematic Report 
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Preferred Schematic Site Plan  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 





Winthrop Elementary School. Ipswich MA  
MSBA Module 3 Feasibility Study – Preferred Schematic Report 
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January 2014 Budget Statement for Preferred Schematic - Expenditures

Page 3E- 1 of 2

As reported on the school district’s most recent three end of year information, please updated to the 3 latest fiscal year periods and complete the fields below.

Category Staff (FTE) Budget Staff (FTE) Budget Staff Budget Staff (FTE) Budget Staff Budget Staff (FTE) Budget

Salaries

Administration
Admin. Secretary 2.00 93,253                     2.00 96,719                   2.00 97,332               0.00 613                  2.00 106,255             0.00 8,923                  
Assistant Principal 0.00 -                          0.00 -                         0.00 -                     0.00 -                   0.00 -                     0.00 -                     
Business Office 2.00 106,824                   2.00 117,658                 2.00 120,394             0.00 2,736               2.00 138,407             0.00 18,013                
Curriculum Director/Coord. 0.00 -                          0.00 -                         0.00 -                     0.00 -                   0.50 65,147               0.50 65,147                
Custodians/Maintenance Staff 4.63 201,452                   4.63 205,834                 4.63 205,483             0.00 (351)                 5.00 236,092             0.37 30,609                
Executive Secretary 0.00 -                          0.00 -                         0.00 -                     0.00 -                   0.00 -                     0.00 -                     
Facilities Manager 0.50 44,232                     0.50 25,092                   0.50 8,528                 0.00 (16,564)            0.50 30,601               0.00 22,073                
Food Services 0.00 -                          0.00 -                         0.00 -                   0.00 -                     0.00 -                     
     Manager 2.00 56,390                     2.00 57,237                   2.00 57,236               0.00 (1)                     2.00 64,566               0.00 7,330                  
     Staff & Lunch Aides 5.00 126,533                   4.30 102,187                 3.75 69,131               -0.55 (33,056)            4.00 97,450               0.25 28,319                
Information technology 1.50 69,268                     1.50 79,662                   2.00 105,118             0.50 25,456             2.00 131,636             0.00 26,519                
Nurse 2.00 119,278                   2.00 125,348                 2.00 129,875             0.00 4,527               2.00 152,737             0.00 22,862                
Other Secretarial Staff 3.11 114,838                   3.20 142,521                 3.20 147,492             0.00 4,971               3.25 155,799             0.05 8,307                  
Principal 2.00 212,720                   2.00 221,821                 2.00 229,604             0.00 7,783               2.00 260,805             0.00 31,201                
Special Education Admin 2.50 183,867                   2.50 192,622                 2.50 227,422             0.00 34,800             2.50 266,726             0.00 39,304                
Superintendent/Asst. Superintendent 0.50 86,214                     0.50 77,500                   0.50 79,796               0.00 2,296               0.50 90,409               0.00 10,613                
Transportation 0.00 -                          0.00 -                         0.00 -                     0.00 -                   0.00 -                     0.00 -                     
Treasurer 0.00 -                          0.00 -                         0.00 -                     0.00 -                   0.00 -                     0.00 -                     
          Total Administration 27.74 1,414,869                27.13 1,444,201              27.08 1,477,411          -0.05 33,210             28.25 1,796,630          1.17 319,220              

Instruction - Teaching Services
Arts 1.60 85,714                     1.62 94,125                   2.00 95,547               0.38 1,422               2.00 138,566             0.00 43,019                
Classroom Teachers 36.00 2,491,894                36.00 2,431,892              34.00 2,426,002          -2.00 (5,890)              32.00 2,624,036          -2.00 198,034              
ELL 0.50 25,092                     0.50 25,868                   0.50 76,928               0.00 51,060             0.50 99,753               0.00 22,825                
English Language 0.00 -                          0.00 -                         0.00 -                     0.00 -                   0.00 -                     0.00 -                     
Health Services 0.00 -                          0.00 -                         0.00 -                     0.00 -                   0.00 -                     0.00 -                     
History & Social Science 0.00 -                          0.00 -                         0.00 -                     0.00 -                   0.00 -                     0.00 -                     
Instructional Assistant/Paraprofessionals 40.94 808,400                   38.07 801,517                 35.87 731,707             -2.20 (69,810)            27.44 679,533             -8.43 (52,174)              
Kindergarten 6.00 364,982                   6.00 382,051                 6.00 397,533             0.00 15,482             6.00 474,613             0.00 77,080                
Library/Media 1.00 39,304                     0.00 -                         0.00 -                     0.00 -                   2.00 150,165             2.00 150,165              
Mathematics 2.80 75,058                     2.70 96,669                   3.00 123,136             0.30 26,467             3.00 292,542             0.00 169,406              
MCAS 0.00 -                          0.00 -                         0.00 -                     0.00 -                   0.00 -                     0.00 -                     
Music 3.25 225,854                   3.35 238,135                 3.35 226,646             0.00 (11,489)            3.30 297,650             -0.05 71,004                
Other 0.00 -                          0.00 -                         0.00 -                     0.00 -                   0.00 -                     0.00 -                     
Physical Education 2.70 171,199                   3.00 146,863                 3.00 173,416             0.00 26,553             3.00 204,196             0.00 30,780                
Preschool 2.00 148,921                   2.00 182,523                 2.00 131,038             0.00 (51,485)            2.00 167,841             0.00 36,803                
Psychologist 1.00 79,906                     1.00 82,868                   1.00 82,326               0.00 (542)                 1.00 95,620               0.00 13,294                
Reading 2.00 62,195                     5.00 131,906                 4.00 155,757             -1.00 23,851             3.00 273,605             -1.00 117,848              
School Adjustment Counselor 2.00 126,799                   2.00 130,735                 2.00 136,052             0.00 5,317               2.00 169,736             0.00 33,684                
Science
Special Education 9.50 610,594                   9.08 652,998                 9.08 510,899             0.00 (142,099)          14.58 1,031,384          5.50 520,485              
Substitutes 0.00 49,173                     0.00 61,065                   0.00 59,863               0.00 (1,202)              0.00 52,736               0.00 (7,127)                
Therapists & Therapy Assistants 12.99 623,417                   13.96 596,603                 13.31 627,219             -0.65 30,616             12.41 659,153             -0.90 31,934                
Tutors 0.00 6,745                       0.00 7,365                     5,400                 0.00 (1,965)              0.00 17,484               0.00 12,084                

          Total Instruction - Teaching Services 124.28 5,995,247                124.28 6,063,183              119.11 5,959,469          -5.17 (103,714)          114.23 7,428,613          -4.88 1,469,144           

Total Salaries Administration & Instruction 152.02 7,410,116                151.41 7,507,384              146.19 7,436,880          -5.22 (70,504)            142.48 9,225,243          -3.71 1,788,364           

Employee Benefits
All employee-related fringe (health insurance, retirement etc) 1,242,847                1,350,409              1,328,744          (21,665)            1,610,062          281,318              

Materials & Services

Materials
Audio-Visual Materials -                          515                        670                    155                  -                     (670)                   
Classroom Furniture & Equipment 32,210                     10,233                   14,154               3,921               22,226               8,072                  
General Office Supplies 3,392                       3,181                     4,761                 1,580               4,393                 (368)                   
Information technology -                          5,476                     15,462               9,986               10,000               (5,462)                
     Hardware -                          6,064                     -                     (6,064)              -                     -                     
     Software -                          3,941                     2,546                 (1,395)              12,129               9,583                  
Library Materials -                          -                         -                     -                   -                     -                     
Other Instructional Supplies 58,042                     83,752                   89,009               5,257               97,263               8,254                  
Teaching Materials 67,467                     122,502                 131,187             8,685               143,352             12,165                
Testing Materials & Supplies 1,423                       4,788                     1,172                 (3,616)              1,530                 358                     

New Facility vs. CurrentChange from Previous Year2012-2013 2013-2014 2014-2015
FY2015FY2014FY2013

Post-Constuction Budget
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Category Staff (FTE) Budget Staff (FTE) Budget Staff Budget Staff (FTE) Budget Staff Budget Staff (FTE) Budget

New Facility vs. CurrentChange from Previous Year2012-2013 2013-2014 2014-2015
FY2015FY2014FY2013

Post-Constuction Budget

Textbooks -                          -                         -                     -                   437                    437                     
-                          -                         -                     -                   -                     -                     

          Total Materials 162,534                   240,452                 258,961             18,509             291,330             32,369                

Services
Athletics -                          -                         -                     -                   -                     -                     
Extended Day Program 205,244                   227,295                 266,399             39,104             308,149             41,750                
Food Service 74,035                     94,433                   78,790               (15,643)            90,041               11,251                
Health Services -                          -                         138                    138                  -                     (138)                   
Other Student Activities 11,876                     11,218                   14,701               3,483               17,593               2,892                  
Professional Development 16,377                     38,299                   64,229               25,930             100,247             36,018                
Purchased Services 25,822                     18,340                   42,418               24,078             32,066               (10,352)              
School Security -                          -                         -                     -                   -                     -                     
Special Education -                          -                         -                     -                   -                     -                     
    Occupational/Physical/Speech Therapies 49,897                     39,873                   47,708               7,835               44,542               (3,166)                
    Outplacements 118,241                   116,776                 161,726             44,950             200,000             38,274                
Student Transportation 247,970                   255,210                 263,016             7,806               355,878             92,862                
          Total Services 749,462                   801,444                 939,125             77,090             1,148,516          209,391              

 Total Material & Services 911,996                   1,041,896              1,198,086          95,599             1,439,846          241,760              

Facility Costs & Capital Improvements

Facility Costs
Custodial Supplies 28,968                     35,231                   33,780               (1,451)              -                     (33,780)              
Electricity 65,933                     70,470                   66,810               (3,660)              -                     (66,810)              
Heating Oil 68,411                     68,554                   39,178               (29,376)            -                     (39,178)              
Maintenance
     Building Security Maintenance 3,761                       3,620                     2,566                 (1,054)              -                     (2,566)                
     Elevator -                          -                         -                     -                   -                     -                     
     Equipment Maintenance 19,351                     10,252                   6,213                 (4,039)              -                     (6,213)                
     Exterminating -                          -                         -                     -                   -                     -                     
     Facility Maintenance 77,146                     88,223                   147,142             58,919             -                     (147,142)            
     Fire Alarm -                          -                         -                     -                   -                     -                     
     Fire Extinguisher  Inspection -                          -                         -                     -                   -                     -                     
     Generator -                          -                         -                     -                   -                     -                     
     HVAC Maintenance -                          -                         -                     -                   -                     -                     
     Other -                          -                         -                     -                   -                     -                     
     Site Maintenance (Grounds) -                          -                         -                     -                   -                     -                     
      Technology -                          -                         -                     -                   -                     -                     
     Trash Removal -                          -                         -                     -                   -                     -                     
Modular Building Rental 15,000                     16,038                   15,000               (1,038)              -                     (15,000)              
Natural Gas/ Propane 40,037                     40,361                   63,524               23,163             -                     (63,524)              
Snow Removal -                          -                         -                     -                   -                     -                     
Telephone 7,466                       5,048                     6,308                 1,260               -                     (6,308)                
Water/Sewer 10,963                     13,309                   11,672               (1,637)              -                     (11,672)              
          Total Facility Costs 337,036                   351,106                 392,193             41,087             -                     (392,193)            

Captial Improvements
Captial Improvements 46,490                     84,893                   64,707               (20,186)            -                     (64,707)              

 Total Facility Costs & Capital Improvements 383,526                   435,999                 456,900             20,901             -                     (456,900)            

Debt Service
Short-term -                          -                         -                     -                   -                     -                     
Long-term -                          -                         -                     -                   -                     -                     
 Total Debt Service -                          -                         -                     -                   -                     -                     

Total Budget & Staff 152.02 9,948,485                151.41 10,335,688            146.19 10,420,610        -5 24,331             142 12,275,151        -4 1,854,542           
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Acronyms used within:
MSBA:Massachusetts School Building Authority 
PDP: Preliminary Design Program 

OPM: Owner’s Project M 
PSR: Preferred Schematic Report

 

 1. Call to Order       7:06 p.m. 
Attendees: Jeff Anderson, Jonathan Elder, Dr. William Hart, Barry Hopping, Richard 
Howard, Mitchell Lowe, Sheila McAdams, Nishan Mootafian, Kevin Murphy, Sarah 
Player, Steve Solomon, and Chub Whitten. 

Also Attending: Paul Queeney and Joseph DeSantis of PMA Consultants, Owner’s 
Project Manager. Robert Bell of Perkins Eastman, Project Architect. Jim Engel, School 
Building Committee land search subcommittee/working group for alternative sites. 

Not Attending: Robin Crosbie, Joanne Cuff, and Bill Hodge.  

2. Review and Approval of 5/26/16 Meeting Minutes 

The Building Committee approved the minutes from the 5/26/16 Building Committee 
Meeting.  

3. Discussion of Work by Land Search Subcommittee/Working Group 

At the 5/26/16 School Building Committee meeting, a subcommittee/working group was 
established to search for additional downtown (centrally-located) walkable sites suitable 
for a school with an enrollment of 775 K-5 Students. The additional sites would be 
alternatives to the Winthrop Elementary School and Bialek Park sites that are currently 
under consideration.  
Jim Engel is a member of this working group and he discussed the work of the group that 
occurred since the 5/26/16 School Building Committee Meeting. Mr. Engel’s presentation 
included some slides to help illustrate the work and findings of the land search 
subcommittee/working group. The slides will be posted on the Building Committee’s web 
site (www.ipswichsbc.org). Mr. Engel noted that he would also provide a report to the 
School Committee at their meeting on 6/16/16. 
A list of 6 potential alternative sites was created and a list of 12 site attributes was 
developed. The sites were highlighted on a map, advantages and disadvantages of the 
sites were considered, and a weighted ranking system was developed to score the 
relative merits of the 12 site attributes at each potential site. The 12 attributes are:  
• Walkability 
• Traffic impact 
• Size 
• Buildability 

• Access to Major Road 
• On-Site Parking 
• Environmental Issues 
• Ownership Complexity 

• Utilities Availability 
• Loss of Farmland 
• Field Replication 
• After Hours Access 

 
 
 

http://www.ipswichsbc.org/
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The six sites, plus the Bialek Park and Winthrop sites already under consideration, were 
ranked in the following order: 
1. Bialek Park 
2. Masonic Lodge 
3. Wegzyn(School Street) 

4. Topsfield Road 
5. Bruni 
6. 34 Pineswamp Road 

7. Winthrop+2 
8. Winthrop 

 
There have been no substantive communications with the owners of the parcels but 
discussions will start with the owners of the 2 to 3 of the alternative sites with the highest 
rankings. 

4. Citizen Queries 

Throughout the meeting, citizens were invited to ask questions and provide comments. 
Although the majority of the queries addressed the work and findings of the land search 
subcommittee/working group, there were some queries addressing the Doyon site, the 
Winthrop site, Bialek Park, and Article 97. Questions and comments about the work of 
land search group included the following: 

• rating system weighting & ranking 
• definition of downtown 
• definition of walkable 
• location of parcels 
• transportation, driving & bussing 
• traffic impacts 
• proximity to major roadways 

• proximity to housing developments 
• size of parcels  
• wetland restrictions 
• parking 
• impacts to abutters 
• impacts to ballfields 
• next steps 

 

5. Consideration of Applicability of Article 97 for Bialek Park Site 

At the 5/26/16 Building Committee meeting, after discussion about the Bialek Park site 
and how a change in use to include a school building on the site make it prudent to review 
the requirements of Article 97 of the state constitution, the OPM agreed to solicit a written 
quotation from a professional with experience in evaluating and addressing matters 
involving Article 97 of the Articles of Amendment to the Massachusetts Constitution. The 
following scope of work proposed by McGlynn & McGlynn of Salem was discussed: 

• Arrange for a title search. 
• Review the results of the title search. 
• Review Town records 
• Provide a written report on applicability of Article 97 for the construction of a school on 

the Bialek Park site. Report will indicate recommended next steps appropriate for the 
particular finding (Article 97 applicable or not-applicable). 

• Appear before the School Building Committee to report findings and to answer 
questions. 
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The proposed not-to-exceed fee for the work was as follows: 
$2,000 Title Search 
$5,000 Review of Documents and Legal Services 
$7,000 Total 

Actual billable hours and costs will be tracked by McGlynn & McGlynn and if the actuals 
come in less than the not-to-exceed amounts, the actual amounts will be billed. 
The Committee voted to approve a not-to-exceed amount of $7,000 for these services, 
with the vote contingent upon final approval of the Town Manager. The fees to be billed 
by McGlynn & McGlynn will be billed to PMA and PMA will be reimbursed by the Town 
for these additional expenses under the Town’s contract with PMA. The Building 
Committee members expressed their interests in having McGlynn & McGlynn begin their 
work upon approval of the Town Manager. 

6. Discussion of Submittal of Preliminary Design Program (PDP) to MSBA on 
6/9/16 and Next Steps in Design Process 

Robert Bell of Perkins Eastman advised the Committee that the Preliminary Design 
Program (PDP) submittal was delivered to the MSBA today, 6/9/16 - a significant 
accomplishment and milestone for the Town. The next design phase is the development 
of a Preferred Schematic Report (PSR) that is scheduled to be submitted to the MSBA 
on 9/29/16. The decision on the site to build the school was indicated to be very important 
to the development of the PSR, with a decision on an alternative site needed by the 
beginning of August. 

Mr. Bell indicated the following next steps as also being important: 

• Several Building Committee meetings 
• Several community forums 
• Community engagement and outreach 
• Meetings with abutters 
• Regulatory workshops 
• Educational Leadership Team meetings 

• Safety and security workshops 
• Site investigation and traffic studies 
• Sustainability workshops  
• Development of educational plan 
• Development of building layout

 
7. New Business 

There was no new business discussed. 
8. Next Meeting 

The next meeting of the School Building Committee was scheduled for 6/22/16 at 7:00 
p.m. in Room A of the Town Hall. 

9. Adjournment 
The meeting adjourned at 9:37 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Paul Queeney, PMA Consultants LLC, Owner’s Project Manager 
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Acronyms used within:
MSBA: Massachusetts School Building Authority 
PDP: Preliminary Design Program 
OPM: Owner’s Project Manager 

PSR: Preferred Schematic Report 
SBC: School Building Committee

 

 1. Call to Order       7:14 p.m. 
Attendees: Jeff Anderson, Robin Crosbie, Mitchell Lowe, Sheila McAdams, Kevin 
Murphy, Sarah Player, Steve Solomon, and Chub Whitten. 

Also Attending: Joseph DeSantis of PMA Consultants, Owner’s Project Manager. 
Robert Bell and Dan Colli of Perkins Eastman, Project Architect. Jim Engel, School 
Building Committee land search subcommittee/working group for alternative sites. 

Not Attending: Joanne Cuff, Jonathan Elder, Dr. William Hart, Barry Hopping, Richard 
Howard, Nishan Mootafian, and Bill Hodge.  

2. Review and Approval of 6/9/16 Meeting Minutes 

The Building Committee did not approve the minutes from the 6/9/16 Building Committee 
Meeting as they did not have time to review them. The 6/9/16 minutes will be approved 
along with the 6/22/16 Building Committee Meeting minutes on July 6th, 2016.  

3. Alternative Site Subcommittee/Working Group Update  

A quick summary of the land-search subcommittee/working group for alternative sites 
was given (from the 5/26/16 School Building Committee meeting). Three (3) of the six (6) 
additional sites were identified as potential alternatives to the Winthrop Elementary 
School and Bialek Park sites that are currently under consideration. Glenn Gibbs (Town 
Planner) and Kevin Murphy contacted the owners of the 3 alternative sites to see if they 
are interested in the possibility of selling their land. There are 13 parcels in total for these 
3 sites. 

4. Consideration of Applicability of Article 97 for Bialek Park Site 

At the 5/26/16 Building Committee meeting, after discussion about the Bialek Park site 
and how a change in use to include a school building on the site make it prudent to review 
the requirements of Article 97 of the state constitution, the OPM agreed to solicit a written 
quotation from a professional with experience in evaluating and addressing matters 
involving Article 97 of the Articles of Amendment to the Massachusetts Constitution. At 
the 6/9/16 SBC meeting, the Committee voted to approve a proposal from McGlynn & 
McGlynn of Salem, pending Robin Crosbie’s approval. Instead of moving forward with the 
McGlynn & McGlynn not-to-exceed $7,000 proposal, Robin Crosbie advised that the 
Town Counsel would perform the Article 97 review work for a Bialek Park change of use. 
The Town Manager notified the SBC that the deed search by the Town Counsel is 
ongoing. The SBC is hoping to hear back by the end of June. 

5. Perkins Eastman Progress Update Presentation- Part 1 
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Robert Bell of Perkins Eastman reminded the Committee that the Preliminary Design 
Program (PDP) submittal was delivered to the MSBA on 6/9/16. The next design phase 
is the development of a Preferred Schematic Report (PSR) that is scheduled to be 
submitted to the MSBA on 9/29/16. Mr. Bell gave a presentation to show Perkins 
Eastman’s progress from the last meeting. The three main themes emphasized 
throughout Mr. Bell’s presentation were: 

 Vision/Goals 
 Educational Program Excerpts, 
 and Space Needs. 

The presentation showed a 2-story and 3-story non site-specific building layout in order 
to discuss how the educational program determined the preliminary designs. The plans 
were color-coded by room function. Mr. Bell requested that anyone with a question or 
comment speak up at any time- he was aiming to have an open conversation and receive 
input from the committee and any community members present.  

A summary of the space needs (square footage requirements per room type- example: 
classrooms) that was submitted to the MSBA as part of the PDP was given. Mr. Bell 
explained that area may be “borrowed” from one space and distributed to smaller spaces 
throughout the school. For instance, 300 square feet may be taken from the media space 
to place two 150 square foot “maker spaces” in different locations.  

Mr. Bell began by explaining how the educational program and the identified vision/goals 
influenced the design of both the 2-story and 3-story studies. The most influential factors 
include: 

 PreK-5 Grade Span / Continuity 
 Small School Qualities / Feel 
 Providing Organizational Flexibility 
 Robust Arts / STEAM Integration 
 Support Co-teaching Model 

 Sustainable Education & Community 
Influence 

 Professional Learning Communities 
 Specialized / Support Spaces 
 Technology Rich / Fully Integrated

 

Mr. Bell explained that clustering rooms creates the small school feel and grade span 
continuity. Special education rooms were dispersed in each cluster. Both the 2-story and 
3-story studies provide organizational flexibility because the rooms may be clustered by 
grade-level, house, or competence-level. Maker spaces, galleries, and additional storage 
are built in to both studies to allow for robust arts / STEAM integration. Large classrooms, 
pull-out spaces, and small group rooms are used to support the co-teaching model. 
Outdoor learning areas, gardens, mud rooms, large fitness areas, and community 
recycling are incorporated to emphasize sustainable education with the community in 
mind. Professional learning communities are fostered using dispersed teacher planning 
rooms.  

The 2-story study was shown and discussed first, followed by the 3-story study. The 3-
story study was said to be more favorable in Perkins Eastman’s opinion. The 3-story study 
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allows for better clustering of administrative/dining areas and is a more functional design 
overall.  

In both studies, flexible learning spaces were organized to incorporate natural sunlight. 
Outdoor connections were emphasized as a major design element. Pockets of outdoor 
spaces are thought of as extended learning areas. Safety and security are enhanced by 
having administration up front/along the exterior, a locked-off vestibule for guest entrance, 
and placing teacher planning spaces near bathrooms/flexible learning spaces.  

Various questions were asked throughout/after the presentation. Sheila McAdams, in 
particular, was heavily involved in all conversations related to tying the educational 
program to the design. Robin Crosbie asked Mr. Bell to elaborate on the functionality of 
a 2-story versus a 3-story school. Mr. Bell explained that the 2-story option involves more 
distance between functional areas (classroom to cafeteria, etc.) compared to the 3-story 
option. The 3-story option allows for a more clear segregation of community spaces from 
educational spaces as well.  

Robin Crosbie asked Mr. Bell to discuss the relative energy requirements between the 2-
story and 3-story options. Mr. Bell explained that energy models will be run once materials 
are selected, and he will have a better answer at that point in time. 

6. Perkins Eastman Progress Update Presentation- Part 2 

The second portion of the Perkins Eastman progress update presentation involved Robert 
Bell showing photos of different completed 21st century schools (not limited to Perkins 
Eastman projects only) and discussing how the design elements are similar to the two 
studies presented in Part 1. The Samuel Staples Elementary School in Easton 
Connecticut sparked interest from the committee and town members. The exterior walls 
of the school are constructed using barn-style red metal panels which rest on stone. 
Committee members agreed that a similar look would be appealing for this project as it 
aligns with Ipswich’s community identity.  

The photos showed flexible learning spaces and outdoor connections in use by students. 
The green roofs of the John D. Runkle School in Brookline, MA were discussed. Mr. Bell 
explained that although they were not large enough to reduce the heat island effect (a 
LEED consideration), they served as a great learning tool for the children. Specifically, he 
mentioned that a class was able to watch a bird lay eggs and observe the growth of the 
new family over time.  

Mr. Bell prompted the committee and community to gather similar images for discussion. 
A committee member suggested opening a website page where these photos could be 
uploaded. The page could allow for comments and ratings from town members. Mr. Bell 
urged the committee to make tours to schools. The committee agreed that more tours 
should be taken this year, despite the difficulty of coordination in the summer. 

A citizen asked Mr. Bell about the community expectancy (in years) of the building in 
terms of public use. Mr. Bell responded that per the MSBA, the design service life is 50 
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years; however, it is reasonable to assume that the building will be used longer than 50 
years. This lead to a committee discussion of selecting materials based not only on cost, 
but also on expected serviceable life. Kevin Murphy described this selection process as 
an opportunity to incorporate lessons learned from decisions made during the Ipswich 
High School project.   

Carl Nylen (School Committee member) asked Mr. Bell to discuss the benefits and 
drawbacks of utilizing interior glazing in learning spaces. Mr. Bell responded that there is 
a balance that must be achieved to maximize security while having the students feel 
comfortable. Mr. Bell explained that more tours will help the committee understand this 
concept and form opinions for their school.  

7. Meeting with Potential Site Abutters 

Kevin Murphy notified the committee/community that he sent an email to Jack Moon. Jack 
Moon is serving as the quasi-representative of the Kimball Ave abutters. K. Murphy is 
trying to set up a workshop with the Kimball Ave abutters to discuss their issues with 
Perkins Eastman present. K. Murphy mentioned that he would like to do the same for the 
abutters of the Winthrop School site.  
A committee member suggested holding this meeting (or a portion of this meeting) at the 
Bialek Park site. This would allow the abutters to physically point out their concerns, and 
would emphasize that their concerns are being taken into consideration of the design.  

8. Next Steps Moving Forward 

Kevin Murphy prompted the SBC to provide ideas for next steps moving forward. Robin 
Crosbie suggested reaching out to the community for signature design elements that 
incorporate the Town of Ipswich’s identity. She believes that this could raise public 
engagement and excitement towards the project.  
Sheila McAdams suggested that Perkins Eastman apply a hatch overlay to their plans 
presented in order to demonstrate to the public how the educational plan is shaping the 
design of the school. S. McAdams further elaborated that this could be put on the Town’s 
website and increase excitement towards the project from community members. 

9. New Business 

There was no new business discussed. 
10. Next Meeting 

The next meeting of the School Building Committee was scheduled for 7/6/16 at 7:00 
p.m. in Room A of the Town Hall. 

11. Adjournment 
The meeting adjourned at 9:13 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted,  
Joseph DeSantis, PMA Consultants LLC, Owner’s Project Manager 
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Acronyms used within:
OPM: Owner’s Project Manager SBC: School Building Committee
 

 1. Call to Order       7:10 p.m. 
Attendees: Jeff Anderson, Jonathan Elder, Barry Hopping, Mitchell Lowe, Nishan 
Mootafian, Kevin Murphy, Sarah Player, and Steve Solomon. 

Also Attending: Paul Queeney of PMA Consultants, Owner’s Project Manager. Robert 
Bell and Dan Colli of Perkins Eastman, Project Architect.  Ashley Iannuccilli of 
Birchwood Design Group, landscape sub-consultant to Perkins Eastman. 

Not Attending: Robin Crosbie, Joanne Cuff, Dr. William Hart, Richard Howard, Sheila 
McAdams, Chub Whitten, and Bill Hodge.  

2. Review and Approval of 6/9/16 and 6/22/16 Meeting Minutes 

The Building Committee approved the minutes from the 6/9/16 and 6/22/16 Building 
Committee Meetings. 

3. Approval of Bills  

The Committee reviewed and approved the following invoices from Perkins Eastman 
(architect) and PMA Consultants, LLC (Owner’s Project Manager, OPM): 

a. Perkins Eastman invoice in the amount of $56,336.000, dated 6/10/16, for Feasibility 
Study architectural services from 5/1/16 through 5/31/16. 

b. PMA invoice in the amount of $34,927.20, dated 6/17/16, for Feasibility Study 
architectural services from 1/1/16 through 5/31/16. 

Prior to the meeting, the bills were also reviewed by the OPM. The OPM recommended 
the bills for payment after reporting them to be consistent with the contracts and with the 
observed levels of effort. 

4. Report on Informal Meeting with Bialek Park Abutters 

The Chairman reported on an informal meeting with residents living in the area of 
Bialek Park. The meeting convened at 5:00 p.m. on 7/6/16 at Bialek Park and concluded 
at the Hart House restaurant. The neighbors communicated their concerns about the 
potential for a school being built on the Bialek Park site. The Chairman and 
representatives of the architect, the architect’s landscape consultant, and the OPM 
answered questions and explained the process of designing and constructing a school 
building at a site like Bialek Park and how the various concerns of the neighbors can be 
addressed in the design and in the management of the construction. At the meeting 
residents also expressed their concerns about the ongoing operation of the Middle/High 
School at the end of Kimball Ave. and how promises made during the development of 
that project were not kept. The Chairman indicated the SBC’s intent to hold more 
meetings with abutters of the Bialek Park and Winthrop School sites. 

 



School Building Committee 
Town Hall Room C, 25 Green Street 

July 6, 2016 – 7:00 p.m.  
 

2 
 

5. Perkins Eastman Design Update 

Robert Bell of Perkins Eastman gave a presentation to indicate the development in the 
design since the prior Building Committee meeting. The slides that were presented will 
be posted on the Building Committee’s web site (www.ipswichsbc.org). 

Mr. Bell reviewed the 4 regions of the town, the character of these regions, and the 
architecture presently in place. Ashley Iannuccilli of Birchwood Design Group, the 
landscape sub-consultant to Perkins Eastman explained how layout of the building is 
intended to provide experiential pathway model with the purpose of advancing the 
educational program elements of project-based learning, outdoor learning, and 
connections to the outdoors.  

Mr. Bell reviewed in-process building layouts and massing for: 1) an addition/renovation 
at the current Winthrop School site, 2) a new-build at the Winthrop site, and 3) a new 
school within the boundaries of Bialek Park. Configurations and adjacencies of key 
building elements were discussed for each option, including the gymnasium, the cafeteria, 
the academic areas with groupings of classrooms and grades. 

For both the Winthrop and Bialek Park sites, the neighborhoods, traffic, and play-fields 
were discussed. During the discussion of the Bialek Park site, there was discussion of 
what playgrounds and fields would remain and how to integrate the building and site 
designs with train operations and existing and future configurations of crosswalks.  

6. Alternative Site Subcommittee/Working Group Update  

The Chairman discussed the ongoing efforts of the land-search subcommittee/working 
group that is studying potential alternative sites to the Winthrop Elementary School and 
Bialek Park sites that are currently under consideration. Three (3) of the six (6) alternative 
were identified as preferred sites. Communications have started with the owners of the 3 
properties and will continue. A property at Linebrook Road and School Street was 
identified as having particular potential and the Committee voted to authorize the architect 
to prepare a test-fit of as school and fields at this site. 

7. Town Counsel Memorandum on Applicability of Article 97 for Bialek Park 
Site 

Town Counsel completed his review of a potential change of use for Bialek Park and 
issued a memorandum to the Town Manager dated 6/27/16. The concluding paragraph 
of this memorandum indicates, in part:  

Based on the foregoing, it is my opinion that Bialek Park was acquired for 
“playground purposes,” and as such, may be converted to a differnet use subject to 
the provisions of G.L. c. 40, S 15A, and that it is not subject to the requirement of 
a two-thirds vote of the Legislature under Article 97. 
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The Committee discussed the memorandum. The Committee agreed to arrange to have 
the Town Counsel appear before the Committee at a future meeting to provide a briefing 
as to his work. The Committee further indicated that it would be appropriate to have the 
Board of Selectmen present at such a briefing. 

8. New Business 

There was no new business discussed. 
9. Next Meeting 

The next meeting of the School Building Committee was scheduled for 7/19/16 at 7:00 
p.m. in Room A of the Town Hall.  

10. Adjournment 
The meeting adjourned at 9:22 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted,  
Paul Queeney 
PMA Consultants LLC 
Owner’s Project Manager 
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Acronyms used within:
OPM: Owner’s Project Manager 
SBC: School Building Committee 
MSBA: Massachusetts School Building Authority 

PDP: Preliminary Design Program 
ELT: Educational Leadership Team

 1. Call to Order       7:10 p.m. 
Attendees: Jeff Anderson, Jonathan Elder, Dr. William Hart, Barry Hopping, Sheila 
McAdams, Nishan Mootafian, Kevin Murphy, Sarah Player, Steve Solomon, and Chub 
Whitten. 

Also Attending: Paul Queeney of PMA Consultants, Owner’s Project Manager. Robert 
Bell and Dan Colli of Perkins Eastman, Project Architect. 

Not Attending: Jeff Anderson, Robin Crosbie, Joanne Cuff, Mitchell Lowe, and Bill 
Hodge.  

2. Review and Approval of 7/6/16 Meeting Minutes 

The School Building Committee (SBC) approved the minutes from the 7/6/16 SBC 
Meeting. 

3. Perkins Eastman Design Update 

Robert Bell of Perkins Eastman gave a presentation to indicate the development in the 
design since the prior SBC meeting. The slides that were presented will be posted on the 
Committee’s web site (www.ipswichsbc.org). 

Mr. Bell reviewed in-process design developments involving buildings, site configuration, 
and floor plans for 2 building options at the Bialek Park site and for 2 building options at 
the Winthrop School site. One of the 2 new-build options for the Bialek Park site was 
described as consolidated, with the gym located over the cafeteria. At the Winthrop 
School site there was one site layout showing and a new-build option and a second site 
layout showing the option of addition/renovation.  

For all building options, configurations and adjacencies of key building elements were 
discussed, including the gymnasium, the cafeteria, the library, and the academic areas, 
with special emphasis given to the placement of small learning clusters. Also reviewed 
were car and bus queueing, traffic flow, parking capacity, outdoor learning areas, and 
play spaces. 

The discussions of the Bialek Park layouts indicated the extent to which many of the 
playground’s fields and amenities would remain, including both little league fields, 
basketball court, playground, gazebo, concessions/facilities and multi-purpose lawns 
toward Kimball Ave. The plans for the Bialek Park site include increased field sizes 
(change from 180’ to 225’ per standards), improved parking, universal access, ease of 
safety/surveillance and soils/drainage and how a project on this site creates the 
opportunity to improve landscaping/buffers, fences, lighting, restrooms, and other 
services. 

http://www.ipswichsbc.org/
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Throughout the architect’s presentation, committee members asked questions and 
provided comments. 

4. Public Comments 

After the design presentation, citizens were invited to ask questions and provide 
comments, the following topics were discussed: 

• The size and quantity of ballfields proposed for to remain at the Bialek Park site.  

• Assurances that the design of school play areas would be sufficient for a school with 775 
students.  

• Interest in the location of the gym, community access to the gym, and separating the gym 
from the rest of the school after hours. 

• The location of a future public safety building was discussed, including an idea to renovate 
and add to the existing Winthrop school and reserve the Bialek Park site for a public safety 
building. 

• Concerns were expressed about a potential need for trains to sound their horns if a school 
were built on the Bialek Park site. It was reported that this matter was being studied. 

• Interest in preserving the Bialek Park site for exclusive use as a playground was 
expressed, particularly considering that the playground presently serves as a backyard to 
many residents. 

• It was indicated that the Winthrop site was a more difficult site than the Bialek Park site 
and that the Winthrop site would require phased construction and would likely need off-
site parking during the operation of the school. 

5. New Business 

The Chairman announced that on 7/14/16, the MSBA delivered a letter with comments 
on their review of the Preliminary Design Program (PDP) that was submitted to the MSBA 
on 6/9/16. The Educational Leadership Team (ELT) met today to discuss particular MSBA 
comments relating to the educational plan and grade configuration. Mr. Colli of Perkins 
Eastman explained that the MSBA questions and comments are a standard part of the 
MSBA’s review process. Mr. Colli proceeded to review many of the MSBA the comments 
and he explained how Perkins Eastman would lead a collaboration of the ELT, the School 
Department, Building Committee members, the OPM, and others and that Perkins 
Eastman would compile and draft responses to the MSBA comments for delivery to the 
MSBA by the OPM on or before Friday 7/29/16.  
The Chairman and the Committee discussed the importance of communication and 
community outreach, particularly as they relate to abutters to the Winthrop School and 
Bialek Park sites. It was indicated that the importance of communication and the interest 
in improving communication was addressed by the ELT. The Chairman proposed Building 
Committee meetings on 8/3/16, 8/10/16, and 8/23/16 with the meeting on 8/3/16 to focus 
on review of the design and to prepare for meetings with abutters anticipated to occur in 
conjunction with the Building Committee meetings on 8/10/16 and 8/23/16. The 8/10/16 
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meeting would include communication with the abutters to the Winthrop School site and 
the 8/23/16 meeting would include communication with the abutters to the Bialek Park 
site. It was reported that abutters would be notified through standard Planning Board 
procedures with the expectation that this would be supplemented with publication in the 
newspaper. 
Next to be discussed was the matter of the potential for a portion of the Bialek Park site 
to undergo a change in use from a playground to a school and the need to transfer control 
of the potential school site from the Town to the School Department. The Chairman 
indicated how the Town Manager had communicated that the authority to transfer use 
would rest with the Board of Selectman. A Committee member asked if the potential use 
of a portion of the Bialek Park site for a school could be addressed and voted on at a 
Town Meeting. The Chairman confirmed the possibility of action by the Town Meeting 
subsequent to action by the Board of Selectman. 
An inquiry was made regarding the efforts of the Alternative Site Subcommittee/Working 
Group. It was reported that no viable alternative building sites were identified. The 
Chairman proposed that upon conclusion of the open Committee meeting, the Committee 
convene in executive session to discuss recent actions and events relating to the search 
for alternative sites. 

6. Next Meeting 

The next meeting of the School Building Committee was scheduled for 8/3/16 at 7:00 p.m. 
in Room A of the Town Hall.  

7. Executive Session 

A motion was made to move to executive session and not return to an open meeting. It 
was agreed that no actions or votes would be taken in the executive session and that the 
purpose of the session was to discuss recent actions and events relating to the search 
for alternative sites. On a roll call vote, the Committee unanimously voted to move to 
executive session. 

8. Adjournment 
The public session of meeting adjourned at 8:52 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted,  
Paul Queeney 
PMA Consultants LLC 
Owner’s Project Manager 
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Acronyms used within:
OPM: Owner’s Project Manager 
SBC: School Building Committee 
MSBA: Massachusetts School Building Authority 

PDP: Preliminary Design Program 
ELT: Educational Leadership Team

 1. Call to Order       7:11 p.m. 
Attendees: Jeff Anderson, Robin Crosbie, Jonathan Elder, Barry Hopping, Nishan 
Mootafian, Kevin Murphy, Sarah Player, Steve Solomon, and Chub Whitten. 

Also Attending: Paul Queeney of PMA Consultants, Owner’s Project Manager. Robert 
Bell and Dan Colli of Perkins Eastman, Project Architect. 

Not Attending: Joanne Cuff, Dr. William Hart, Richard Howard, Mitchell Lowe, Sheila 
McAdams, and Bill Hodge.  

2. Review and Approval of 7/19/16 Meeting Minutes 

The School Building Committee (SBC) approved the minutes from the 7/19/16 SBC 
Meeting. 

3. Approval of Bills  

The Committee reviewed and approved Invoice # 7 from Perkins Eastman (architect), 
dated 7/12/16, in the amount of $64,960.82, for Feasibility Study architectural services 
from 6/1/16 through 6/30/16. 

Prior to the meeting, the bill was also reviewed by the OPM. The OPM recommended the 
bill for payment after reporting it to be consistent with the contract and with the observed 
levels of effort. 

4. Announcements  

The Chairman mentioned that a response to MSBA comments on the Preliminary Design 
Program (PDP) was delivered to the MSBA on Friday July 29, 2016. The response was 
developed by a broad array of project team members and the Chairman acknowledged 
and thanked the following team members for their special efforts: the Superintendent of 
Schools and staff, the Winthrop and Doyon School Principals, the teachers of the schools, 
members of the School Committee and ELT (including Barry Hopping, Carl Nylen, and 
Sarah Player), and the Perkins Eastman design team.   

The Chairman and Town Manager addressed the forthcoming Building Committees 
where abutters/neighbors to the Winthrop and Bialek Park sites will be invited to review 
and respond to ongoing design developments for a school at each of the sites. The 
8/10/16 meeting will be dedicated to the Winthrop site and the 8/23/16 meeting will be 
dedicated to the Bialek Park site. The means of public notice include: letters to residents 
within 500 feet of the sites (with reference to further information available on the SBC’s 
web site), robo-calls for each meeting, and a press release to be published in the Ipswich 
Chronical. There was some brainstorming about means of assuring good results from the 
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meetings, some ideas included: a summary of project history and developments to-date, 
a frequently asked questions list, and informal round-table groupings of neighbors with 
printouts of plans to discuss. The meetings are scheduled to be conducted in Room A of 
Town Hall; however, there will be a contingency plan in place to move the meeting to the 
gym if Room A reaches its capacity. 

5. Perkins Eastman Design Update 

Robert Bell of Perkins Eastman gave a presentation to indicate the development in the 
design since the prior SBC meeting. The slides that were presented will be posted on the 
Committee’s web site (www.ipswichsbc.org). 

Mr. Bell reviewed ongoing design developments involving buildings, site configuration, 
and floor plans for building options at the Bialek Park site and the Winthrop School site. 
For all building options, configurations and adjacencies of key building elements were 
discussed as were car and bus queueing, traffic flow, parking capacity, and play spaces. 
Particular emphasis was placed on the orientation and location the buildings on each site 
and there was a comparison of the currently existing play areas at the Winthrop and 
Doyon schools to what would be provided at schools to be built on each site.  

Among the building options for each site was one described as consolidated, with the 
gym located over the cafeteria, an arrangement that makes the building to take up less 
space, thereby leaving space for other amenities. It was noted that a school on the 
Winthrop sit will likely require off-site parking. Regarding the options reviewed for the 
Bialek Park site, particular emphasis was placed on how much of the site would remain 
as fields and play areas after the construction of a school and how the fields and play 
areas would be upgraded from what presently exists – these design developments at 
Bialek Park are a response to community and committee interests, concerns, and 
comments. 

While both the Winthrop and Bialek Park sites can accommodate the construction of a 
school, it was noted that the Bialek Park site had some advantages over the Winthrop 
site in regard to the routing of busses and cars and the capacity for on-site parking. 

Throughout the architect’s presentation, committee members asked questions and 
provided comments. 

6. 7/27/16 Tri-Board Meeting and Concerns Raised at the Meeting 

The Chairman discussed a Tri-Board meeting held on 7/27/16 and reviewed a list of 
concerns about the Bialek Park site that were expressed by members of the Tri-Board. 
(Tri-Board refers to a joint meeting of the Board of Selectmen, the Finance Committee 
and the School Committee.) The following is a summary of the concerns: 

1. Difficulty in replacing Bialek. 

2. Determining the intent of the Town in 1912 – playground or conservation. 

3. Railroad – Quiet zone. 

4. Traffic – including pedestrian and bus traffic over tracks. 
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5. Need railroad report before BOS vote. 

6. Train sound levels. 

7. Traffic study including traffic on site plus in surrounding neighborhoods. 

8. Identify existing park land and play space in downtown area.  Also identify other potential 
playground and field spaces to replace Bialek. 

9. Can Bialek be enhanced to provide better features to community?  Walking/jogging path?  Better 
use of area around road from Kimball? 

10. Better police access to Bialek. 

11. Hydrology – controlling water on site. 

12. Mosquito control. 

13.  Town finance on bonding. 

The Chairman asked Committee members to consider the concerns of the Tri-Board and 
to consider the preliminary responses to the concerns that are already under 
development. The Chairman asked the Committee to provide input that will be compiled 
into a written SBC response to the Tri-Board. The Committee discussed the timing for 
authorizing design expenses that would result from future and more robust study of 
matters involving traffic and the railroad with action deferred to a subsequent meeting. 
 

7. Discussion of Board of Selectmen’s Meeting Scheduled for 8/15/16 

Board of Selectmen are scheduled to meet on 8/15/16 and an item on their agenda is a 
discussion of the potential use of a portion of the Bialek Park site for a school. At the 
7/19/16 SBC meeting, it was noted that the authority to transfer use of Bialek Park from 
a playground to a school rests with the Board of Selectman. There has been interest in 
an October Town Meeting that could provide an advisory opinion (non-binding vote) on 
the use of Bialek Park for a school; however, this interest is coupled with concern that 
potential actions by the Board of Selectmen in advance of a Town Meeting would render 
unnecessary any discussion of Bialek Park at a Town Meeting. 
The Committee expressed interest in informing the Board of Selectmen about the 
developments to the design of a school at Bialek Park and how the developments were 
made in response to community and abutter concerns. It was noted that only a portion of 
the Bialek Park land would need to be transferred from the Town to the School 
Department with the remaining portion remaining under control of the Town. It was also 
noted how much of the Bialek Park site would remain as fields and play areas after the 
construction of a school and how the fields and play areas would be upgraded from what 
presently exists. 
Committee members and community members in attendance expressed interest in 
assuring that the Board of Selectmen be accurately and fully informed as to the status of 
design efforts, the recommendations of the SBC, and the longstanding efforts of the SBC 
to keep the Board of Selectmen remain informed as to project status and developments. 
The means through which the SBC would inform the Board of Selectmen about the school 
design and site selection were discussed with the options being a written letter from the 
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SBC to the Board of Selectmen, a delivery of the responses to the Tri-Board’s concerns, 
and a project presentation about the use of Bialek Park at the 8/15/16 Board of 
Selectmen’s meeting.  

8. Public Comments 

Throughout the meeting, citizens were invited to ask questions and provide comments, 
the following topics were discussed (where applicable, responses to the comments are 
noted in italics after the listing of the comments): 

• concern over train horns and if a loss of quiet zone status would result if a new school on 
were to be constructed on the Bialek Park site (consultant proposal for additional studies 
are under review);  

• benefits to getting more of the community interested in and educated about the project;  
• interest in further public meetings for the entire town subsequent to the forthcoming 

meetings with the neighbors to the Winthrop and Bialek park sites; 
• public access to Bialek Park fields after the construction of a school on the site and 

whether or not the presence of a school would restrict the times of public access (design 
intent is for fields along Linebrook Road to be available while school is in session);  

• interest in the Bialek Park fields remaining along Linebrook Road rather than being placed 
behind a new school on the site; 

• interest in additional traffic studies (consultant proposal for additional studies are under 
review); 

• interest in an October Town Meeting to provide an advisory opinion (non-binding vote) on 
the use of Bialek Park for a school – this was coupled with concern that potential actions 
by the Board of Selectmen might render unnecessary any discussion of Bialek Park at 
Town Meeting; and 

• interest that the Board of Selection provide the public with the opportunity to express its 
opinions and not rush to action in exercising its authority to rule on transfer use of Bialek 
Park from a playground to a school. 

9. Next Meeting 

The next meeting of the School Building Committee was scheduled for 8/10/16 at 7:00 
p.m. in Room A of the Town Hall. The meeting will include a community forum for Ipswich 
Residents living near the Winthrop School to review the potential of a school being built 
on the Winthrop site.  

10. Adjournment 
The meeting adjourned at 9:58 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted,  
Paul Queeney 
PMA Consultants LLC 
Owner’s Project Manager 
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Acronyms used within:
MSBA: Massachusetts School Building Authority 
PDP: Preliminary Design Program 
OPM: Owner’s Project Manager 

PSR: Preferred Schematic Report 
SBC: School Building Committee 
BDG: Birchwood Design Group 

 

 1. Call to Order       7:05 p.m. 
Attendees: Jeff Anderson, Dr. William Hart, Barry Hopping, Richard Howard, Mitchell 
Lowe, Sheila McAdams, Kevin Murphy, Steve Solomon, and Chub Whitten. 

Also Attending: Joseph DeSantis of PMA Consultants, Owner’s Project Manager. 
Robert Bell of Perkins Eastman, Project Architect. Ashley Iannuccilli of Birchwood 
Design Group, Landscape Architect. Greg Gagnon, Chief of Ipswich Fire Department 

Not Attending: Robin Crosbie, Joanne Cuff, Jonathan Elder, Nishan Mootafian, Sarah 
Player, and Bill Hodge.  

2. Review and Approval of 8/3/2016 Meeting Minutes & PMA Invoice #3 

The Building Committee unanimously voted approval of the minutes from the 8/3/2016 
Building Committee Meeting. The Building Committee also unanimously voted approval 
of PMA invoice #3, in the amount of $14,608 for OPM services during the months of June 
and July 2016.  

3. Meeting Introduction & Acknowledgements  

Kevin Murphy began the meeting by thanking Dr. Hart, Sheila McAdams, and the rest of 
the teachers for answering the questions asked by the MSBA in an immediate manner. 
Kevin Murphy mentioned that the goal of this meeting is to provide a platform for the 
community to share ideas and thoughts concerning the Winthrop School site, and for 
Perkins Eastman / Birchwood Design Group to discuss progress on their preliminary 
designs for the Winthrop School site.  
Kevin Murphy, William Hart, and Barry Hopping provided an outline of “how we got here” 
for any community members who may not have been following along during the entire 
process: 3 SOIs submitted to MSBA, PMA/Perkins Eastman selected, investigation of 5 
sites, removal of Town Hall / Mile Lane sites, development/approval of educational 
program, Doyon site removal, creation of a sub-committee to identify any alternate sites 
(no land owners of viable sites were interested in selling), two School Committee votes 
on school configuration of 1 school with 775 students, Bialek Park / Article 97 analysis 
with Town Counsel, and mention of the information that is available on the Ipswich SBC 
website (www.IpswichSBC.org).  

4. Perkins Eastman / Birchwood Design Group Update- Part 1- Existing Site 

Ashley Iannuccilli from Birchwood Design Group (BDG) began the design team’s 
presentation on progress at the Winthrop School Site. The existing site was discussed 
first (orientation/sun path, 92 parking spots, trees, playground, etc.). Bob Bell discussed 
the existing building’s design and highlighted some challenges concerning the existing 
site (no emergency evacuation route around building, not energy efficient, etc.). The most 
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striking potential challenge involves the fact that construction would need to take place at 
the front of the site, but this is where cars currently enter.  

Bob Bell discussed the vision/goals (vibrant, natural light, community, etc.), the key 
components of the educational program (“what you’re doing now versus what you want 
to be doing”), and the space needs (MSBA requirements, etc.). 

5. PE/BDG Update- Part 2- Discussion of 4 Preliminary Designs @ Winthrop 

Bob Bell showed the 4 preliminary site options for the Winthrop School Site (Design W1A, 
Design W2A, Design W3B, and Design W2A.1). For Design W1A, multi-phasing 
requirements, lack of parking spaces, the community center on Central St., and the media 
centered not being centered in the academic wing were discussed. Design W2A was 
introduced as a semi-mirror image of Design W1A. For Design W2A, increased 
construction phasing requirements (3 phases), increased potential costs and timeline, the 
2nd floor location of the media center, the improved location of cafeteria/gym, and better 
traffic circulation were discussed. For Designs W3B and W2A.1, Bob Bell explained that 
the placement of the gymnasium above the cafeteria would require a variance due to a 
ceiling height of over 37 feet. 

Bob Bell explained that massing and shadow studies are being conducted for the 
Winthrop Site. Bob then opened the floor to any community questions and concerns.  

6. Community Q&A Session 

During the Q&A session, ten (10) community members (including Selectman Ed 
Rauscher), approached the podium. Many asked more than one question. Their 
questions and answers are summarized below. 

Question #1 (Ipswich citizen): Is the new school going to be run as two elementary 
schools on one site, or as one big school? (Administration, etc.)  

K. Murphy/S. McAdams: The goal is to construct a building that is flexible, under one 
administration structure. Educational needs must be addressed. The preliminary designs 
allow the building to work either way, and provides the option for students to be arranged 
by grade, competence, or school. R. Bell showed plans to demonstrate their point, also 
discussing the use of operable partition walls for enhanced flexibility over time. 

Question #2a (Manning Street abutter): Please further discuss the following question 
from the FAQ of the Ipswich SBC website: “Will there be re-configured roads to support 
whatever location is ultimately selected?  Is funding included for re-configurations 
needed?  A.)  Sidewalk support?  B.) Pick-up/drop-off?” 

Question #2b (Manning Street abutter): Please explain the process by which the 
following needs get identified: vehicular flow, drainage issues, decibel levels, emergency 
access. More specifically, are they identified before an individual site is selected? Will this 
information be disclosed to abutters? 
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R. Bell: There was a feasibility study that took place, along with an expansive traffic study 
that was more comprehensive than the norm. Sound metering began last week.  

K. Murphy: The acoustical engineer will design a shielding around all exterior mechanical 
equipment to dampen sounds. Equipment with lower decibel levels will be selected. 
Drainage/water quality will be studied in great detail. Fire/Police Department inputs have 
been discussed for evacuation/emergency access purposes. 

Question #3a (Winthrop abutter): What is the status on the cost estimates?   

Question #3b (Winthrop abutter): Has there been input from the Fire Department in 
terms of their need for a new facility?  

Question #3c (Winthrop abutter): Does one plan have a shorter construction window 
than another? Please provide some insight on an estimated timeframe.  

R. Bell: Fire Department input has been considered. For cost estimates, there has been 
a report which estimates construction cost, total project cost, and the district share.  

K. Murphy: There is a great deal of preliminary cost information on the SBC website 
(www.ipswichsbc.org). The FAQ on the SBC website (www.ipswichsbc.org/faq.html), has 
an answer to your scheduling question. September 2020 is currently the earliest targeted 
completion date. 

Question/Comment #4 (Ipswich citizen): My biggest concern is traffic for both sites. My 
kids walked to school at the Winthrop ES. I am wondering, what number of kids who are 
supposed to be walking are actually walking? How can you encourage more walkers? 
Will there be adequate bussing to the combined school? 

K. Murphy: This is an important question that the SBC needs to work through. Currently, 
there are 8 busses (5 for Doyon, 3 for Winthrop). A combined school at the Winthrop 
School site will create the need for more Doyon School students to be bussed to the 
Winthrop site. Say that a 9th or 10th bus is added. Now the question is how many cars this 
alleviates from traffic flow. Obviously car traffic is a big issue, especially on snowy, rainy, 
or cold days. 

S. McAdams: This is a cost issue as well. I have been speaking to Safe Routes, who does 
discussions/safety programs with kids, and makes towns eligible for enhanced state 
funding. It is the job of all of us to “make walking cool again”. At the Winthrop School, they 
did “walking school busses” where faculty would join kids on the walk to school. This 
boosted the number of walkers, as the students and parents, felt more comfortable with 
walking. I do not believe that this is an issue with the children, but rather with the parents. 

SBC: There is only 1 Doyon walker currently. There are students who attend the Doyon 
who live at the buffer zone and may be able to walk to the Winthrop site. Creative solutions 
are needed.  

C. Whitten: A 10 queue bus plan, which is separate from a 33 car queue, is incorporated 
into preliminary Design W2A.1.  
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Question #5a (Ed Rauscher, Selectman, acting as a citizen): What is the number of 
cars queued up on any given day?  

K. Murphy: The total traffic count (not queue) is 100 cars at Doyon, and 134 cars at 
Winthrop during a 30-45 minute period at the end of the school day. This doesn’t include 
cars that were parked across the street. 

Question #5b (Ed Rauscher, Selectman, acting as a citizen): How many parking spots 
are currently at each school? 

R. Bell: 92 spots at Winthrop, approximately 85% of which are utilized. 86 spots at Doyon, 
approximately 77% of which are utilized. 

Question #5c-1 (Ed Rauscher, Selectman, acting as a citizen): Each preliminary plan 
shown for the Winthrop site mentions that off-site parking will be required. Can R. Bell 
please discuss offsite parking ideas and their associated costs? 

 R. Bell: This discussion is just starting. 

Question #5c-2 (Ed Rauscher, Selectman, acting as a citizen): How long will this 
discussion take? 

R. Bell: This is unclear; however, most likely over the next few months. 

Question #5d (Ed Rauscher, Selectman, acting as a citizen): Can R. Bell please 
discuss the timeline of each preliminary design option shown earlier? 

R. Bell:  

 Design W1A: 2 large phases, roughly 2 years. 
 Design W2A: 3 phases, roughly 3 years.  
 Design W3B: Add/reno, roughly 2.5 years 
 Design W2A.1: Roughly 2.5 years 

Comment (Ed Rauscher, Selectman, acting as a citizen): I am deeply concerned over 
the size of this project at this small site. I have concerns with diminishing the historic 
appearance of this site.  

K. Murphy: Offsite parking is an important future consideration. 

Comment/Question #6 (Ipswich citizen): I don’t see the Winthrop School site 
supporting 1 large school due to traffic/parking issues. Parking is solvable, but driving is 
not. Can we consider charging parents to drop their kids off?   

No comment from SBC.  

Question #7 (Ipswich citizen): How much money has been allocated to the Feasibility 
Study?  

K. Murphy: $945,000, of which 49.05% is reimbursed by the MSBA on a monthly basis. 
This leaves a district share of $525,000. 
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Question/Comment #8 (Ipswich citizen): I agree with the previous two speakers’ 
comments about the parking/traffic. In town, we have been patching the fire and police 
departments’ buildings together. I think that the Winthrop School site is an ideal spot for 
a community safety center. 

Question #9a (Ed Rauscher, Selectman, acting as a citizen): Can you explain the 
MSBA reimbursements again?  

K. Murphy: $945,000 has been allocated to the Feasibility Study, of which 49.05% is 
reimbursed by the MSBA on a monthly basis. This leaves a district share of $525,000. 

Question #9b (Ed Rauscher, Selectman, acting as a citizen): Does the MSBA still 
reimburse the $420,000 if the project doesn’t pass the town vote? 

K. Murphy: Yes. 

Question #9c (Ed Rauscher, Selectman, acting as a citizen): Will the $945,000 
allocation be exceeded? 

K. Murphy: No. Roughly $845,000 has been spent to date. PMA / Perkins Eastman’s 
contracts will leave approximately $40,000. If the Bialek Park site is selected, there may 
be more costs incurred (Railroad consultants, etc.). 

Question #10 (Ipswich citizen): There has been a great deal of effort to find a viable 
site for this project. Has there been any consideration for a site for the public safety 
building? 

K. Murphy: The town will have to work equally hard to find a site for the public safety 
building. 

Question #11 (Bialek Park abutter): If the process moves forward at either site, what 
considerations have been given towards re-use of the then-vacated school sites?  

K. Murphy: Yes. If the Bialek Park site is selected, some playgrounds/fields would remain 
at Bialek, and the Doyon Building would be removed so new ball fields could be built at 
the Doyon School site. This would free up the Winthrop School site.  

Dr. Hart: If the Bialek Park site is selected, the School Committee would vote to release 
the Winthrop School site to the town for whatever they want to do with it.  

K. Murphy: If the Winthrop School site is selected, there would need to be consideration 
as to what to do with the Doyon School site. 

 

7. Workshop Activity #1- Existing Winthrop Site Components    8:35 PM 

Bob Bell requested that all community members present cluster into groups of 8 and 
provide comments / observations on the existing Winthrop School site that the design 
team may have missed (e.g.: thicker trees on one side, students cutting through the 
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woods, etc.). Tables were set up through the room, each with a large print out copy of the 
existing Winthrop School site plan.  
 
After 10 minutes of discussion, the results were presented. Bob Bell plans on formally 
composing and distributing the results.  
Some comments include:  

 Desire to keep playgrounds. 
 Conversation about where parents park/walk to get students downtown. 
 Sidewalks are wide and in great shape. 
 Massing issues. 
 Parents park on Mineral St. and Manning St., sometimes parking halfway onto the 

sidewalk.  
o There are no curbs, just a sloped sidewalk that meets the road. 

 On Central Street, people park on the North side of 133.  
 Parking on Mineral Street is usually bearable as there is a strictly enforced “parking 

on one side only” rule.  
o The Mineral Street abutter suggested enforcing this on Manning Street as 

well.  
 Asking neighboring businesses if they want to sell their land to the town for parking 

o One citizen mentioned that “Cumberland Farms has wanted to move 
forever”. 

o Kevin Murphy said that purchasing property for off-site parking is a great 
idea. 

 
 

8. Workshop Activity #2- Winthrop Preliminary Design Options    9:10 PM 

Bob Bell handed out red, yellow, and green sheets of paper to everyone present and 
asked them to write the following on each sheet for the 4 preliminary design options.  

 Green paper- What do you like about this design? 
 Yellow paper- Do you see any possible opportunities for improvement of this 

design? 
 Red paper- What questions/concerns do you have about this design? 

 
At 9:25pm, Bob Bell discussed some of the comments on each of the 4 preliminary design 
options. Bob Bell reminded the committee that he plans on formally composing and 
distributing the results.  
Some comments include:  

 W1A- Green comments: Community areas up front, good natural lighting, drop-off 
looks like a nice layout. Yellow comment: Stacked busses. 
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 W2A/W2A.1- Green comments: Good room configuration, nice long car queue. 
Red comment: Timeline too long. 

 W3B: Yellow comment: Possible idea for a shuttle from a downtown municipal 
parking lot. 

 All options: a footbridge could be used to alleviate traffic from people crossing 
Central Street.  
9. New Business 

There was no new business discussed. 
10. Next Meeting 

The next meeting of the School Building Committee was scheduled for 8/24/16 at 7:00 
p.m. in Room A of the Town Hall to focus on the Bialek Park site. Kevin Murphy 
informed the remaining crowd that on Monday 8/15/16, the Board of Selectmen have a 
meeting that will include discussion of the Bialek Park site.   

11. Adjournment 
The meeting adjourned at 9:41p.m. 

Respectfully submitted,  
Joseph DeSantis, PMA Consultants LLC, Owner’s Project Manager 
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Acronyms used within:
OPM: Owner’s Project Manager 
SBC: School Building Committee 
MSBA: Massachusetts School Building Authority 

PDP: Preliminary Design Program 
ELT: Educational Leadership Team

 1. Call to Order       7:04 p.m. 
Attendees: Jeff Anderson, Jonathan Elder, Dr. William Hart, Barry Hopping, Sheila 
McAdams, Nishan Mootafian, Kevin Murphy, Sarah Player, Steve Solomon, Robin 
Crosbie and Chub Whitten. 

Also Attending: Kevin Nigro of PMA Consultants, Owner’s Project Manager. Robert Bell 
and Dan Colli of Perkins Eastman, Project Architect. 

Not Attending: Jeff Anderson, Joanne Cuff, Mitchell Lowe, and Bill Hodge.  

2. Review and Approval of Meeting Minutes 

The School Building Committee (SBC) approved the minutes from the 8/10/16 SBC 
Meeting. 

3. PMA Update 

KN from PMA discussed schedule scenarios for meeting upcoming MSBA board dates 
and how additional site selection my influence the process.  KM discussed additional 
services that may be required relating to site investigation including; borings, traffic, and 
site/building orientation drawings. Extended traffic studies may be required. RC would 
like to target a fall town meeting for consideration.  RC/KM asked about additional cost.  
KN responded that the cost could be as much as $53,000 per a rough estimate from the 
architect.  RC asked to get a cost proposal ASAP.  Throughout the architect’s 
presentation, committee members asked questions and provided comments. KN- there 
are caps on MSBA reimbursement for A/E (10%) and OPM (3.5%).  The additional traffic 
study and site-specific work could add up to 4 weeks to complete. KM discussed next 
steps with respect to the Winthrop site and suggested feedback from others boards.  
Several members questioned the level of review all boards have undertaken.  RC asked 
for a Tri-Board meeting and has not yet received a response. KM and other members 
discussed need for all boards to agree on a site but the education plan was up to SC. 
Principal McAdams indicated that the SC is advocacy group for all for all children and that 
input is needed from the finance committee and the selectmen.  Others noted a lack of a 
sense of urgency from some other boards/committees. It is important to move forward 
with an informed decision. Superintendent Hart has spoken to SC chair and he does not 
intend to introduce new sites without input from Selectman and the Tri-Board.  RC needs 
MSBA wording for special meetings if required. KM will speak to JE about drafting letter 
to boards on behalf of SBC. 
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4. Public Comments 

After the discussions, citizens were invited to ask questions and provide comments, the 
following topics were discussed: 

• Resident at 3 Palamino Way- SBC made huge contribution and suggests need for Town 
Meeting approval of site. Being it to the people.  Tri-Board should meet and develop a 
Town Meeting article.  

• Would TM be binding?  Answer – yes, need consensus to get more A/E or OPM funds. If 
money is not approved, that would be a strong message. 

• RC: Override had board consensus, unanimity amongst boards - BOS, SC, Fin Com- 
prolongs and increases the possibility of failure.  Community needs to hear from them.   

• Barry (SC) people will need to be open about park use and be honest about opposition 
and reason for opposition (Is it for cost?).  

• Citizen – Cooperation, compromise and building the best possible elementary school are 
important. 

5. New Business 

KM summarized meeting and the need to move forward. He will contact JE to 
help with the first draft of letter to the Tri-Board.   

  
6. Next Meeting 

The next meeting of the School Building Committee was TBD. 
7. Adjournment 

The public session of meeting adjourned at 7:53 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted,  
Kevin Nigro 
PMA Consultants LLC 
Owner’s Project Manager 
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Acronyms used within:
OPM: Owner’s Project Manager 
SBC: School Building Committee 
MSBA: Massachusetts School Building Authority 
SD: Schematic Design 

PSR: Preferred Schematic Report 
ELT: Educational Leadership Team 
 

 1. Call to Order       7:05 p.m. 
Attendees: Jeff Anderson, Jonathan Elder, Dr. William Hart, Barry Hopping, Richard 
Howard, Sheila McAdams, Nishan Mootafian, Kevin Murphy, Sarah Player, Steve 
Solomon, and Chub Whitten. 
Also Attending: Kevin Nigro of PMA Consultants, Owner’s Project Manager. Robert Bell 
and Dan Colli of Perkins Eastman, Project Architect. 
Not Attending: Robin Crosbie, Joanne Cuff, Bill Hodge, and Mitchell Lowe.  

2. Review and Approval of Meeting Minutes 
None. 

3. Update:  SBC Chair, OPM, P&E 
KM, SBC Chair, welcomed back members and provided an update of last few 

months’ activities and decisions made to verify the proposed site for the new Winthrop 
School will be at the current Winthrop School site. KM reviewed the steps for “re-
engaging” the architect’s team and the path forward to the next submission to the MSBA 
(the Preferred Schematic Report, PSR). The SBC will proceed with the K-5 school for 775 
students, as approved previously by the School Committee and now confirmed through 
recent actions. Discussion included comments from Building Committee members 
concerning future buy-in from Tri-Board and other town boards. The Winthrop School 
Principal has remained active in advancing the work of the Educational Leadership Team 
(ELT).  

• PMA schedule review/update: KN provided the SBC with an update on the process 
and schedule.  PQ from PMA has been in constant contact with MSBA and has 
been providing the MSBA’s PM, Karl Brown, with updates on progress/status and 
the actions on sites, grade configuration, and enrollment by the various Town 
Boards.  

• Schedule highlights: 1/4/17 PSR to MSBA, 1/8/17-2/1/17 MSBA review period, 
2/15/17 MSBA PSR Board Vote, 1/16/17 Begin Schematic Design (SD), 5/18/17 
submit SD to MSBA, 6/28/17 MSBA Board vote on SD and Project Scope & 
Budget, 10/24/17 Town Meeting, and 11/14/17 town Vote  

• PE updated the SBC on the design and upcoming MSBA deliverables.  PE kicked 
off the process by attending ELT meeting yesterday. Highlights of tasks: meet with 
town departments, begin massing diagrams, discuss staffing with school 
administration, develop an alternative site plan and massing configurations, 
develop the LEED scorecard, MEP narratives, Tri-Board meetings, and public 
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outreach.  Also emphasized were the importance of community outreach and the 
need to certify the SBC meeting minutes that will authorize the submittal of the 
PSR to the MSBA.  
 
4. Public Comments 

Throughout the meeting, citizens were invited to ask questions and provide comments, 
the following matters of concern were discussed: 

• Additional points for traffic counts were proposed. 

• The importance of incorporating traffic mitigation measures into design was 
mentioned as was the need for the traffic study to accurately forecast and account 
for conditions that will be experienced after the opening of the new school. 

• Physical bike lanes were suggested (rather than painted lines in roads). 

• Coordination with the Safe Routes to School program was encouraged. 

• The need for off-site parking was mentioned and the importance of avoiding 
negative impacts to commerce was emphasized.  

• A suggestion was made for the state to conduct an automated month-long traffic 
count in the area of the Winthrop School.   

• It was suggested that some of the future meetings be held in performing arts center 
and at the schools. Holding meetings at the schools will help to highlight the 
existing conditions of the facilities and need to address deficiencies. 

• It was noted that the meetings thus far and those to come reflect ongoing 
discussion of issues and refinement of the means of addressing issues – there are 
no “one-and-done” meetings. Public participation and input remains necessary and 
is earnestly encouraged.   
5. New Business 

• Traffic Study: The SBC reviewed and analyzed the recent traffic study proposal 
from VHB.  The scope/extent of the study were discussed, including the streets 
to include, the locations where traffic would be counted, and the cost.  The 
Ipswich Police Department provided input on what streets to include in the traffic 
study.  Additional locations for traffic counts were suggested. The SBC asked PE 
to revise and resubmit the traffic study proposal to clarify the scope and provide 
added detail on deliverables, meeting attendance, and cost. 

• A motion was made to allow PE to proceed with traffic counts at a value not to 
exceed $20,000; the motion was seconded and unanimously approved. 

• A motion was made to pay PE invoice #8 ($28,322) and #9 ($8,848.38) and PMA 
invoice #4 ($16,088 Aug/Sept). The motion was seconded and unanimously 
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approved. PMA will resubmit its invoice #3 for June/July in the amount of 
$14,608. 

• A motion was made for the Building Committee to authorize PE to continue with 
designing a K-5 school for 775 students at the current Winthrop site.  The motion 
was seconded and was unanimously approved.  It was noted that PMA and PE 
continued to support the Town during its deliberations from 8/15/16 to 10/6/16. 

• A motion was made for the Building Committee to endorse the School 
Committee’s 10/6/16 decision directing the design of a K-5 school for 775 
students at current Winthrop site.  The motion was seconded and unanimously 
approved. 

• KN introduced PMA’s proposal for extension of services as the work on the PSR 
has been extended for up to 4 months.  KM has not reviewed the proposal with 
the Town Manager; this will be addressed at the next meeting.  

• The following schedule of meetings was established (with strong encouragement 
for public participation at the meetings): 

 11/2/16, site analysis work-level meeting 

 11/7/16, faculty and staff work-level meeting 

 11/15/16, Building Committee meeting with community forum and alternatives review. 

 11/30/16 Building Committee meeting with community forum and alternatives review. 

 12/8/16, abutters meeting at Winthrop School 

 12/14/16, School Building Committee meeting, review of design alternatives 

 12/29/16, School building Committee meeting, confirm preferred schematic report to 
be delivered to MSBA 

6. Next Meeting 
The next meeting of the School Building Committee was scheduled for 11/15/16 at 7:00 
p.m. at the 6th grade pod of the Middle School on High Street. This meeting will include a 
community forum where multiple design options will be presented and discussed. 

7. Adjournment 
The meeting adjourned at 9:50 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted,  
Kevin Nigro 
PMA Consultants LLC 
Owner’s Project Manager 
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Acronyms used within:
OPM: Owner’s Project Manager 
SBC: School Building Committee 
MSBA: Massachusetts School Building Authority 

MEP: Mechanical Electrical & Plumbing 
ELT: Educational Leadership Team

 1. Call to Order       7:11 p.m. 
Attendees: Jeff Anderson, Jonathan Elder, Dr. William Hart Barry Hopping, Mitchell 
Lowe Sheila McAdams Nishan Mootafian, Kevin Murphy, Sarah Player, Chub Whitten 

Also Attending: Paul Queeney of PMA Consultants, Owner’s Project Manager. Robert 
Bell and Dan Colli of Perkins Eastman, Project Architect. 

Not Attending: Robin Crosbie, Joanne Cuff, Bill Hodge, Richard Howard, and Steve 
Solomon. 

The 11/15/16 Building Committee was dedicated, nearly exclusively, to informing the 
community and receiving feedback from the community about the various design 
alternatives that are being considered. The meeting provided an update on the building 
and design processes, promoted discussions & problem-solving, and considered the 
various components that can create a positive, nurturing, and vibrant elementary school 
experience for the children of Ipswich. 

Barry Hopping, Sarah Player, Superintendent of Schools, Dr. William Hart, and Tracy 
Wagoner, Director of Teaching and Learning, provided opening remarks for the 
meeting. These speakers addressed how the design of the building flows from the 
educational plan and that a new facility will overcome the limitations imposed by the 
existing facilities. Dr. Hart indicated that the citizens of Ipswich are committed to 21st 
century skills development and providing a learning environment that supports 
successful habits of the mind, collaboration, and personal creativity. Current educational 
practices emphasize project based tasks, critical thinking, active problem solving, and 
both independent work and collaboration with peers. Tracy Wagoner praised the faculty 
for what they continue to accomplish in the existing facilities and she noted that a new 
building will provide the space and configuration to expand upon these 
accomplishments.  

2. Perkins Eastman Design Update 

Robert Bell of Perkins Eastman gave a presentation to indicate the development in the 
design since the prior SBC meeting. The slides that were presented will be posted on 
the Committee’s web site (www.ipswichsbc.org). 

Mr. Bell reviewed site configuration, and floor plans for 4 building options at the current 
Winthrop School site: 3 new-build options and one addition/renovation option. For all 
building options, configurations and adjacencies of key building elements were 
reviewed. Particular emphasis was placed on the orientation and location of each of the 

http://www.ipswichsbc.org/
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building alternatives on the site. A key factor with each option was the arrangement of 
building into clusters of classrooms with breakout spaces between the classrooms, 
providing a small-school experience, particularly for the lower grades. All alternatives 
provide a dynamic environment of learning with exterior views and connections to 
outdoor learning. All designs allow for adjustments to be made to account for potential 
future changes in education likely to occur during the life of the building.  

3. Announcements  

A working-level meeting of the Mechanical Electrical and Plumbing (MEP) and 
Sustainable Design subcommittees (along with interested community members, faculty, 
staff, and representative of Town departments) was announced. The meeting will be 
held in Town Hall Room C at 7:00 p.m. on Thursday 11/17/16 and it will address MEP 
system options and will outline the sustainability goals for the project. 

4. Public Comments 

Plans for various building options were placed in multiple rooms with 15 minute viewing 
periods before participants moved to the next room to see the next building option. The 
architect, committee members, and key knowledgeable faculty were posted in each 
room to answer questions and receive feedback about each option. Participants put 
sticky notes on boards with comments of their likes, dislikes, and their concerns for each 
option. 

Throughout the meeting, citizens were invited to ask questions and provide comments. 
Committee members assured the public that their concerns are being heard and 
incorporated into the developing design and that the best interests of the community, 
the children, and the educational program are guiding the process. Committee members 
noted that there would be further opportunities for public comment and that the public is 
encouraged to attend all future meetings. 

5. Approval of Bills  

The Committee reviewed and approved PMA’s invoice # 3, in the amount of $14,608, 
for OPM services in the months of June and July of 2016.  

6. Next Meeting 

The next meeting of the School Building Committee was scheduled for 11/30/16 at 7:00 
p.m. in Room A of the Town Hall. The meeting will include a continuation of the 
community forum for Ipswich Residents to review the design alternatives for a single 
town-wide K-5 school for 775 students to be built on the Winthrop site.  

7. Adjournment 
The meeting adjourned at 8:53 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted,  
Paul Queeney 

PMA Consultants LLC 
Owner’s Project Manager 
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Acronyms used within:
OPM: Owner’s Project Manager 
SBC: School Building Committee 
MSBA: Massachusetts School Building Authority 

Add-Reno: Addition and Renovation 
SOI: Statement of Interest

1. Call to Order       7:11 p.m. 
Attendees: Jeff Anderson, Robin Crosbie, Jonathan Elder, Dr. William Hart, Barry 
Hopping, Mitchell Lowe, Kevin Murphy, Sarah Player, Steve Solomon, and Chub Whitten 

Also Attending: Sheila Conley, Principal of Doyon School. Paul Queeney of PMA 
Consultants, Owner’s Project Manager. Robert Bell and Dan Colli of Perkins Eastman, 
Project Architect. 

Not Attending: Joanne Cuff, Bill Hodge, Richard Howard, Nishan Mootafian, and Sheila 
McAdams 

2. Review and Approval of 8/23/16, 10/26/16, & 11/15/16 Meeting Minutes 

The School Building Committee (SBC) approved the minutes from the 8/23/16, 
10/26/16, & 11/15/16 SBC Meetings. 

3. Perkins Eastman Design Update 

Robert Bell of Perkins Eastman gave a presentation to indicate the development in the 
design since the prior SBC meeting. The slides that were presented will be posted on the 
Committee’s web site (www.ipswichsbc.org). The presentation included review of the 
building layout, site, and floor plans for 3 new-build options and 1 add-reno option. For all 
building options, configurations and adjacencies of key building elements were reviewed. 
Also presented were building massing diagrams and shading studies for the building and 
the site. The relative advantages and disadvantages of each option were discussed and 
are summarized in the next section and in the attachment to these minutes. 

4. Discussion of Design Alternatives 

Sheila Conley, Principal of the Doyon School, presented review comments from faculty, 
staff, and community members at the joint council meeting held on 11/28/16 and the 
community forum held on 11/15/16. 

Pros & Cons will be developed for each of the 4 current design alternatives, these pros 
and cons will be used to rank the options and document the selection of the preferred 
option 

Consideration should be given to how each of the design alternatives addresses the 
deficiencies outlined in the SOI. The design alternatives that more successfully address 
the deficiencies should be more highly rated than the alternatives that less successfully 
address the deficiencies. 

http://www.ipswichsbc.org/
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Consideration should be given to how each alternative responds to Ipswich’s education 
plan and how the project benefits the community. 

Construction Phasing: Some of the building options were influenced by concerns over 
limiting the impact of phased construction (such as W2A.2 which was influenced by an 
interest in not interrupting food service). It was noted that consideration of what happens 
during construction must be balanced with the operation of a building over its 50-year life. 
It might be worthwhile to trade a 1-year interruption to food service (using bag lunches or 
delivering hot meals from outside) for preferable configurations of spaces over the 50-
year life of the building. 

Further design comments are included as an attachment to these minutes. 

5. Public Comments 

Throughout the meeting, citizens were invited to ask questions and provide comments. 
Committee members assured the public that their concerns are being heard and 
incorporated into the developing design and that the best interests of the community, the 
children, and the educational program are guiding the process. Committee members 
noted that there would be further opportunities for public comment and that the public is 
encouraged to attend all future meetings. Specific comments expressed by the public are 
included within the discussion of design alternative section of these minutes and within 
the design comments that are attached to these minutes.  

6. New Business 

The number and types of meals currently served will be counted so that construction 
staging decisions can be better informed. 

Barry Hopping informed the committee that the School Committee is studying bussing 
and transportation and is preparing to survey parents about school transportation. 

The Committee discussed proposals for additional services that were delivered by the 
architect and the OPM. The architect’s proposal was acted on by the Committee. Action 
on the OPM’s proposal was scheduled for the next Building Committee meeting on 
12/8/16. 

The following expenditures of funds and architectural services were discussed and 
unanimously approved by the Committee: 

$46,385 - remaining balance of proposed traffic study 

$10,681 - additional geotech investigation 

($8,700) - credit for architectural services not performed (eliminated birth-                 
to-3 and school offices options)   

$10,000 - additional services from landscaping subconsultant 

$58,366 - total 
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7. Approval of Bills  

No bills were presented for approval; however, the expenditures of funds listed in new 
business were discussed and unanimously approved by the Committee. 

8. Announcements 
A Joint School Council meeting will be held at the Doyon School on Tuesday 12/6/16 and 
the public is encouraged to attend this meeting. There will be a tour of the Doyon School 
at 6:30 p.m. and the meeting will begin at 7:00 p.m. in the library.  

9. Next Meeting 

The next meeting of the School Building Committee was scheduled for 12/8/16 at 7:00 
p.m. at the Winthrop Elementary School. The meeting will include a continuation of the 
communication with abutters to the Winthrop site. Abutters will review the plans for a 
single town-wide K-5 school for 775 students to be built on the Winthrop site. The meeting 
will emphasize the placement of the building on the site rather than the configurations of 
spaces within the building. Abutters will be afforded the opportunity to express their 
concerns. The traffic engineer will be at the meeting. The traffic engineer will listen to 
abutters concerns. The traffic engineer will review the work done thus far and outline what 
will be done next. 

10. Adjournment 
The meeting adjourned at 10:22 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted,  
Paul Queeney 
PMA Consultants LLC 
Owner’s Project Manager 
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Attachment to 11/29/16 School Building Committee Meeting Minutes (pg. 1 of 2) 

Design Comments at 11/29/16 SBC 

• Collaborative (“pull-out”) spaces are important to faculty 

• W2A.1 Comments: 

o gym over cafeteria is a concern to some faculty,  

o design is boxy, less flow,  

o Pre-K is distant from the rest of the school  

o K classes are too linear/spread out,  

o 3 story building will present challenges in an emergency 

o Nurse’s station is too distant from the classrooms [A Committee member indicated the 
benefit to having the nurses station in close proximity to classrooms is that some students 
require a lot of visits to the nurse. Another Committee member disagreed and expressed a 
preference for the nurse’s station to be near the administration area for ease of parent pick-
up of sick children, to allow for faster response to injuries in the gym, and to provide for 
better short-term coverage of the nurse’s station by administrative personnel.] 

Other W2A.1 comments: 

• Provides the most consolidated building footprint and therefore maximizes useable outdoor space.   

• Gym over cafeteria and 37 foot height zoning restriction results in a suboptimal floor-to-ceiling 
height, particularly problematic with use of the space as a cafetorium where 1-1/2 stories is 
preferred. 

• Media center distant from classrooms. 

W2A.2 comments:  

• Music spaces near stage, supports use of stage as added music space.  

• KM expressed concern about the proximity of the gym to the property line. 

• As a general comment KM advised against using renderings that could imply trees would year-long 
shielding of the building from view. 

W2A.3 comments:  

• BH is feels that the Pre-K pod is too distant from the rest of the building and that its proximity to 
Central Street causes security concerns.  

• Dr. Hart indicated that the Pre-K pod looked like a modular add-on. 

• Dr. Hart and others suggested eliminating the pre-K pod and integrating the Pre-K space into the 
rest of the building. 

• It was suggested that the rectangular pink admin/nurse area be rotated 90 degrees. 
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Attachment to 11/29/16 School Building Committee Meeting Minutes (pg. 2 of 2) 

Design Comments at 11/29/16 SBC 

Add/Reno comments: 

• With add-reno, the desired adjacencies and clustering of classrooms are not achieved. 

• 2 long hallways contrast with the community feel that is achieved with the new build options. 

• The 2 long hallways inhibit the ability to collaborate that being is sought in other building 
options. 

• The long hallways are isolating, and limit the placement of pull-out spaces. 

• Music and art are on second floor in add-reno, yet the preference is for music to be on first floor 
in proximity to stage.  

• Overall, the add-reno option is not a good fit with the educational plan. 

• Universal design and accessibility goals are more difficult to achieve in add-reno option and can 
be more readily accomplished in the new-build options. 

• With the 9’-8” floor-to deck height of the renovated portion building, 7’-6” or 8’-0” ceiling 
heights are likely and this would limit options for lighting and would give the building a more 
institutional feel. With new construction, 13’ floor to ceiling heights are possible providing 
opportunity for better daylighting into the spaces. 

• Much of the add-reno will be oriented 45 degrees off of the optimal solar orientation thereby 
resulting in a lot of low light entering the building, requiring the use of shades. 

• The 9’-8” floor-to deck height of the renovated portion of the building limits available HVAC 
options to chilled beams and VRF. 

• Community access is suboptimal with add/reno. 

• In the renovated portion of the building, large amounts of the existing building exterior would 
need to be either reconstructed or entirely replaced, thereby increasing the cost of the add-reno 
option. 

• The demolition of interior partition and corridor walls as well as the removal and reconstruction 
of a considerable amount of the exteriors walls of the building add significant costs to the work. 

• The add-reno will require seismic upgrades, including shear walls or moment frame connections, 
adding cost to the work.  

• The gym over cafeteria and the 37 foot height zoning restriction results in a suboptimal floor-to-
ceiling height, this is particularly problematic with use of the space as a cafetorium, where a 1-
1/2 story height would be preferred. (similar comment applies to the W2A.1 option)
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Acronyms used within:
OPM: Owner’s Project Manager 
SBC: School Building Committee 
Add-Reno: Addition and Renovation 

PSR: Preferred Schematic Report 
MSBA: Massachusetts School Building Authority

 1. Call to Order       7:10 p.m. 
Attendees: Jeff Anderson, Sheila Conley, Barry Hopping, Mitchell Lowe, Sheila 
McAdams, Nishan Mootafian, Kevin Murphy, Sarah Player, and Chub Whitten 

Also Attending: Paul Queeney of PMA Consultants, Owner’s Project Manager. Daniel 
Colli of Perkins Eastman, Project Architect. Ashley Iannuccilli of Birchwood Design Group, 
Landscape Architect. Vinod Kalikiri of Vanasse, Hangen, Brustlin, Inc. (VHB), Traffic 
Engineer. 

Not Attending: Robin Crosbie, Joanne Cuff, Jonathan Elder Dr. William Hart, Bill Hodge, 
Richard Howard, and Steve Solomon. 

The 12/08/16 Building Committee was dedicated to Winthrop abutters and community 
members for the review and discussion the building options, placement of the buildings  
on the site, and how the building will interact with the surrounding community – with 
particular attention to traffic, parking, parent drop-off/pick-up, and bussing.  The meeting 
was a continuation of an ongoing process of abutter and community involvement that 
included a previous Building Committee meeting with Winthrop abutters on 8/10/16.  

2. Design Update by Perkins Eastman, Birchwood Design Group, and 
Vanasse Hangen Brustlin, Inc. 

The following design team members were present: 

• Daniel Colli of Perkins Eastman, Project Architect  

• Ashley Iannuccilli of Birchwood Design Group, Landscape Architect  

• Vinod Kalikiri of Vanasse, Hangen, Brustlin, Inc. (VHB), Traffic Engineer 

The design team presented slides showing the development in the building design 
alternatives and site configuration since the prior SBC meeting. The slides that were 
presented will be posted on the Committee’s web site (www.ipswichsbc.org).  

The architectural component of the presentation included: review of the building layouts, 
site characteristics, and floor plans for 3 new-build options and 1 addition-renovation 
(add-reno) option; building massing diagrams; and shading studies for the building and 
the site.  

The review of the site layout included discussion of safe circulation of pedestrians, 
busses, and cars and safe crossings. The placement of fields and play areas and their 
proximity to gym and cafeteria were also addressed. 

http://www.ipswichsbc.org/
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The presentation also included a report from the traffic engineer who reviewed the work 
done thus far and what will be done next. The traffic review included discussion of: traffic 
counts and locations of counts, counts of walkers, current peak traffic in the morning and 
in the afternoon, estimated traffic and impacts after the merging of the Winthrop and 
Doyon Schools, speed of vehicles on Central Street, parking demand and the need for 
off-site parking, pick-up and drop-off (queues and modes of transportation), separation of 
cars and busses, and means of reducing vehicular traffic (through increased bussing, 
walking, and bike-riding).  

Each design team member fielded questions during their presentations and throughout 
the meeting.  

3. Announcements  

The Building Committee Chairman announced the next Building Committee meetings on 
12/14/16 and 12/22/16 and he encouraged the public to attend these meetings and 
subsequent public meetings. The Chairman encouraged the use of the Building 
Committee’s web site as another venue for the public to learn about the project, express 
concerns, and ask questions. (www.ipswichsbc.org). 

The Chairman outlined the plan for developing the design from now to the Town Meeting 
and Town vote in the fall of 2017 and he indicated how the public review and comment 
would continue throughout the design and that the developing design will incorporate the 
ongoing input from the community.  

4. Public Comments 

Plans for 4 building alternatives were distributed around the perimeter of the cafeteria 
with 10 minute viewing periods for each alternative before the abutters and community 
members were asked to move to the next station to review the next building alternative. 
The design architect, landscape architect, traffic engineer, committee members, and key 
knowledgeable faculty were posted at each station to answer questions and receive 
feedback about each alternative. Abutters and community members put sticky notes on 
boards with their observations and suggestions about the benefits and challenges of the 
4 design alternatives, particularly as they relate to the site, traffic, and the neighborhood. 

Throughout the meeting, abutters and community members were invited to ask questions 
and provide comments. The concerns and interests expressed include the following:  

• The existing traffic, data collection, and modelling of future traffic that accounts for weather 
and the anticipated increases in bussing, biking, and walking. 

• The proposed quantities of parking spaces for the 4 building alternatives - it was noted that 
the new building options will have less parking than the total number of spaces presently 
exists at the Doyon and Winthrop Schools. 

• Vehicular entrances and exits to/from the site, on-site circulation, and car and bus queueing 
at drop-off and pick-up.  

http://www.ipswichsbc.org/
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• The public encouraged the design team to consider parking needs for special events at the 
school and to pay particular attention to avoid impacting adjacent roadways (with regard to 
both traffic and parking). It was noted that off-site parking is being considered. 

• Members of the public expressed particular concern to avoid impacts to High Street and 
Mineral Street and to maintain the current parking restrictions on Mineral Street that were 
implemented in 2002 to address safety concerns that arose when parents used Mineral Street 
for drop-off and pick-up of children. It was noted that the current parking restrictions on Mineral 
Street are expected to remain unchanged. 

Committee members assured those present that their concerns are being heard and 
incorporated into the design.  

5. Next Meeting 

The next meeting of the School Building Committee is scheduled for 12/14/16 at 7:00 p.m. 
in Room A of the Town Hall. The meeting will continue with the discussion of site and 
traffic and will refine the discussion of the building design alternatives for the identification 
of the preferred alternative that will be the submitted to the MSBA with the Preferred 
Schematic Report (PSR) on 1/4/17. 

6. Adjournment 
The meeting adjourned at 8:46 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted,  
Paul Queeney 
PMA Consultants LLC 
Owner’s Project Manager 
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Acronyms used within:
OPM: Owner’s Project Manager 
SBC: School Building Committee 
MSBA: Massachusetts School Building Authority 

Add-Reno: Addition and Renovation 
PSR: Preferred Schematic Report 
SD: Schematic Design

1. Call to Order       7:09 p.m. 
Attendees: Jeff Anderson, Sheila Conley, Robin Crosbie, Joanne Cuff, Barry Hopping, 
Richard Howard, Mitchell Lowe, Sheila McAdams, Nishan Mootafian, Kevin Murphy, 
Sarah Player, Steve Solomon, and Chub Whitten.  

Also Attending: Paul Queeney of PMA Consultants, Owner’s Project Manager. Robert 
Bell and Dan Colli of Perkins Eastman, Project Architect. Ashley Iannuccilli of Birchwood 
Design Group, Landscape Architect. 

Not Attending: Jonathan Elder, Dr. William Hart, and Bill Hodge. 

2. Review and Approval of 11/29/16 & 12/8/16 Meeting Minutes 

The School Building Committee (SBC) approved the minutes from the 11/29/16 & 
12/8/16 SBC Meetings. 

3. Announcements  

The Building Committee Chairman announced Sheila Conley, Principal of the Doyon 
School, as the newest member of the Building Committee. The assignment was 
requested by the School Committee and was approved by the Board of Selectmen. 

The Chairman informed the Committee that on 12/8/16, in advance of the Building 
Committee with Winthrop abutters, the Chairman of the School Committee met with some 
Building Committee members, the Town’s planning director, the police chief, and the fire 
chief to discuss information and ideas involving parking and traffic as they relate to the 
proposed school project. The information that was discussed by the group was 
subsequently presented at the 12/8/16 Building Committee meeting with abutters. 

The Chairman announced a Tri-Board meeting to be held on 12/21/16 and that there is 
one hour reserved on the Tri-Board’s agenda for the board to be informed about the status 
of the school project. The architect and the architect’s traffic engineer will attend the Tri-
Board meeting. (Note: The Tri-Board is a joint meeting of the School Committee, the 
Board of Selectmen, and the Finance Committee.)  

The Chairman announced that the next Building Committee meeting will be held on 
12/29/16 and that the Committee will vote on the preferred building option and will 
authorize  the submittal of the Preferred Schematic Report (PSR) to the MSBA on 1/4/17. 
Although the PSR establishes the preferred building option that will be the basis for the 
subsequent design, the design will be further developed in the Schematic Design (SD) 
phase and internal adjustments to room locations, stairwells, and elevators are possible. 
Also, the developing on-site bus and car routes and queues and parking will be refined in 
the SD phase. 
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The chairman invited the public to ask questions and make comments throughout the 
meeting and he indicated that further public involvement is encouraged at future meetings 
and throughout the Schematic Design (SD) phase. 

4. Design Update by Perkins Eastman & Birchwood Design Group 

During this portion of the meeting, Robert Bell and Dan Colli of Perkins Eastman, the 
architect, and Ashley Iannuccilli of Birchwood Design Group, the landscape architect, 
reviewed and discussed the developments in the design since the last Building 
Committee meeting. Developments included: the add-reno and new-build options, the site 
configuration corresponding to the options, parking, traffic, queueing, and the on-site 
circulation of cars and buses. The design team presented slides that will be posted on the 
Committee’s web site (www.ipswichsbc.org). 

Ashley Iannuccilli reported that the overarching landscape design goals were to facilitate 
a rich, meaningful, and sustainable learning environment in a universally accessible 
setting with safe access that coordinates cars, buses, pedestrians, and bikes. These 
goals drive the placement of the parking, fields, and green spaces while preserving the 
existing playground, providing gardens, and enhancing the existing pond.  

The development of the design over time reflects an understanding of the educational 
program, the techniques of the educators, and incorporation of the feedback provided by 
faculty, staff, committees, abutters, and citizens at large. As highlights of each of the 
building options were presented, key program elements and adjacencies were reviewed 
with emphasis placed on car and bus loops, drop-off points, locations of parking, and the 
number of parking spaces. The Chairman expressed the benefits of a 30-foot wide 
perimeter road (20 feet for fire trucks, and 10 feet for cars) and he directed the designers 
to increase the number of on-site parking spaces beyond what has been developed so 
far (this will happen in the SD phase). 

One of the new-build options, referred to as WA2.4, was developed to address concerns 
about the other building options. Option WA2.4 has received favorable reactions from the 
abutters, citizens, faculty, staff, and committee members. 

5. Discussion of 12/21/16 Tri-Board Meeting 

The project is on Tri-Board’s 12/21/16 meeting agenda. The School Committee Chairman 
will brief the Tri-Board on the current status of the project and representatives from the 
architect, Perkins Eastman, and the architect’s traffic engineer, Vanasse, Hangen, 
Brustlin, Inc. (VHB), will discuss the design alternatives and traffic and then will answer 
any questions from the Tri-Board. The OPM, PMA Consultants, will be at the meeting and 
will be available to address any questions involving MSBA requirements and actions. 

6. Public Comments 

Throughout the meeting, citizens were invited to ask questions and provide comments 
and the design team and Committee members responded. There was a widespread 

http://www.ipswichsbc.org/
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interest in decreasing car traffic through the encouragement of walking and biking to 
school, increasing bus ridership, adjusting bus zones, and reducing bus fees. Citizens 
encouraged the designers to design the site in a way that will take advantage of the 
downtown site and encourage walkers and bikers through good routes, signage, safe 
crossings, and safe entry points 

7. New Business 

The Committee discussed proposals for additional services that were delivered by the 
OPM and the architect. OPM’s proposal, dated 10/24/16, in the amount of $31,200, is for 
additional OPM services during the 4-month extended duration of the Preferred 
Schematic Report (PSR) phase of design. At earlier meetings, the Building Committee 
authorized the architect to proceed with additional services relating to the traffic study, 
geotechnical investigation, and landscape architecture. The remaining scope of the 
architect’s proposal for added services amounts to $16,751 for additional Phase-II geo-
environmental services. The Committee unanimously approved the $31,200 for the added 
OPM services and the $16,751 for added architectural services. 

The Town Manager announced a citizen petition for a non-binding education-related 
Article to be placed on the Warrant for the Special Town Meeting to be held on 1/24/17. 
The Article will recommend the School Committee and School Building Committee 
reconsider their decisions to construct a single Town-wide elementary school at the 
Winthrop site and instead maintain the current two elementary school system using the 
Winthrop and Doyon sites. 

The Chairman indicated that there will be a 10 to 15 minute project update presentation 
at the Special Town Meeting on 1/24/17.  

8. Approval of Bills  

No bills were presented for approval; however, the expenditures of funds listed above in 
new business were discussed and unanimously approved by the Committee. 

9. Next Meeting 

The next meeting of the School Building Committee is scheduled for 12/29/16 at 7:00 p.m. 
in Room A of the Town Hall. At this meeting the Building Committee will select the 
preferred building option and authorize the submittal of the Preferred Schematic Report 
(PSR) to be submitted to the MSBA on 1/4/17. 

10. Adjournment 
The meeting adjourned at 8:52 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted,  
Paul Queeney 
PMA Consultants LLC 
Owner’s Project Manager 
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Acronyms used within:
OPM: Owner’s Project Manager 
SBC: School Building Committee 
MSBA: Massachusetts School Building Authority 

Add-Reno: Addition and Renovation 
PSR: Preferred Schematic Report 
SD: Schematic Design

1. Call to Order       7:09 p.m. 
Attendees: Sheila Conley, Robin Crosbie, Joanne Cuff, Jonathan Elder, Barry Hopping, 
Mitchell Lowe, Nishan Mootafian, Kevin Murphy, Sarah Player, Steve Solomon, and Chub 
Whitten.  

Also Attending: Paul Queeney of PMA Consultants, Owner’s Project Manager. Robert 
Bell and Dan Colli of Perkins Eastman, Project Architect. Carl Nylen, Chair of the School 
Committee.  

Not Attending: Jeff Anderson, Dr. William Hart, Bill Hodge, Richard Howard, and Sheila 
McAdams. 

School Committee in Joint Session with the Building Committee. The members of the 
Building Committee who are also on the School Committee are Barry Hopping, Sarah 
Player, and Chub Whitten; and together with Mr. Nylen who is in attendance, they 
constitute a quorum of the School Committee, which is meeting in joint session with the 
Building Committee tonight. 

2. Review and Approval of 12/14/16 Meeting Minutes 

The School Building Committee (SBC) approved the minutes from the 12/14/16 SBC 
meeting, subject to minor adjustments to the text.  

3. Announcements  

The chairman invited the public to ask questions and make comments throughout the 
meeting and he indicated that further public involvement is encouraged at future meetings 
and throughout the Schematic Design (SD) phase. 

4. Discussion of 12/21/16 Tri-Board Meeting 

The Chairman mentioned the discussions of the school project at the Tri-Board’s 12/21/16 
meeting where the School Committee Chairman briefed the Tri-Board on the current 
status of the project and representatives from the architect, Perkins Eastman, and the 
architect’s traffic engineer, Vanasse, Hangen, Brustlin, Inc. (VHB), discussed the design 
alternatives and traffic and answered questions from the Tri-Board. 

5. Discussion of Warrant Article for 1/24/17 Special Town Meeting 

The Committee discussed a citizen petition for a non-binding education-related Article to 
be placed on the Warrant for the Special Town Meeting to be held on 1/24/17. The Article 
will recommend the School Committee and School Building Committee reconsider their 
decisions to construct a single Town-wide elementary school at the Winthrop site and 
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instead maintain the current two elementary school system using the Winthrop and Doyon 
sites. Committee members speculated on what might happen at the Town Meeting and 
how the Committee might discuss the project at the Special Town Meeting. The Town 
Manager suggested that project cost be presented at the Special Town Meeting. The 
Committee agreed to meet in advance of the Special Town Meeting to discuss the best 
approach for discussing the project at the Special Town Meeting. Mr. Nylen indicated that 
the School Committee will also discuss the Special Town Meeting at their 1/5/17 meeting 
and that the moderator of the Special Town Meeting would manage the discussions of 
the Article. The SBC will meet after the 1/5/17 SC meeting and before the Special Town 
meeting.     

6. Design Update by Perkins Eastman & Birchwood Design Group 

During this portion of the meeting, Robert Bell and Dan Colli of Perkins Eastman reviewed 
and discussed the developments in the design since the last Building Committee meeting. 
The design team presented and distributed an 11x17 summary sheet that summarized 
the add-reno option and 4 new-build options. The design team also showed slides that 
outlined the design options. The slides will be posted on the Committee’s web site 
(www.ipswichsbc.org).  

One add-reno option and 4 new-build options were reviewed and for each option the 
following elements were considered: site configuration, open space, traffic, parking, 
busing, pedestrian access, on-site circulation and queueing of cars and buses, drop-off 
& pick-up points, building orientation, daylight, building height, educational adjacencies & 
clusters, community use, access (including universal design), and locations of gym, 
cafeteria, kitchen, art, media center, and pre-K. 4 new-build options were designated as 
W2A.1, W2A.2, W2A.3, and W2A.4. It was noted that the new-build option referred to as 
WA2.4 was developed to address concerns about the other 3 new-build options, including 
moving the pre-K classrooms nearby the administration area and adjusting the locations 
of the art rooms and the media center. Mr. Bell noted that as design progresses into the 
Schematic Design phase, there will be more work done on the site, parking, and traffic. 
The Chairman noted that there will continue to be an evolution of the design and the 
selection of a preferred option tonight doesn’t preclude further design development.  

7. The School Committee’s Preferred Option 

The SBC meeting is a joint meeting with the School Committee and there was a quorum 
of School Committee members present. Chubb Whitten made a motion for the School 
Committee to recommend option W2A.4 to the Building Committee and Barry Hopping 
seconded the motion. The motion was unanimously approved by the 4 School Committee 
members present. 

 

 

http://www.ipswichsbc.org/
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8. Building Committee’s Recommendation of Preferred Option and 
Authorization to Send PSR to the MSBA 

The add-reno option and the 4 new-build options were discussed by the committee. 
Mitchell Lowe made a motion to select W2A.4 as the preferred option and to submit the 
PSR to the MSBA on 1/4/17; the motion was seconded by Robin Crosbie and the motion 
was unanimously approved by the Building Committee. 

 9. Public Comments 

Throughout the meeting, citizens were invited to ask questions and provide comments 
and the design team and Committee members responded. One important concern 
expressed by 2 community members involved parking and how the number of parking 
spaces detailed in the current state of the design is limited at new facility when compared 
to the combined number of spaces currently in place at the Doyon and Winthrop sites. Of 
particular concern are parent conferences and school events. Committee members 
indicated the expectation for visitor parking and the scheduling of events with 
consideration of parking. The Town Manager indicated that School Committee has made 
its decision (for a centrally located, walkable site) and tonight’s focus would be on the 
selection of a building option. Notwithstanding this, the architect and engineers will to 
continue to develop plans for parking. 

Another community member expressed concerns over the traffic on Central Street and 
questioned whether the number of walkers will increase. The Chairman indicated that 
traffic design is underway with further developments to be reported in January. Mr. 
Hopping mentioned ongoing work with programs such as Safe Routes to School and 
“walking school buses.” Another community member indicated that in his experience, the 
quality of a school is not correlated with the quantity of the parking. One other community 
member expressed concern over traffic accidents and her preference for driving students 
to school and watching them enter the building. A community member asked if 
underground parking has been considered; however, the Committee responded that it 
hadn’t been given a lot of consideration because of the cost. The Town Manager 
mentioned that the Town is studying parking and the configuration of Hammett Street.  

Carl Nylen, the Chair of the School Committee, indicated that the School Committee is 
aware of the challenges and that there are options for parking, including carefully selected 
on-street parking and remote lots. Also, the Winthrop site was selected because it is a 
walkable site and has potential for increasing the number of walkers. 

10. Approval of Bills  

Perkins Eastman Invoices for architectural services, #10 in the amount of $3,894.00 (for 
period ending 11/30/16) and #11 in the amount of $79,776.68 (for period ending 
12/31/16), were presented and unanimously approved by the Committee. 
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11. New Business 

Parking and site plan. Mitchell Lowe asked the School Committee and the School 
Department staff to indicate what they recommend for the number of parking spaces and 
to advise the SBC as to their plans for busing. Mitchell Lowe further recommended 
consultation with the Planning Board and zoning authorities regarding parking and green 
space to assure that applicable regulations are followed. The Town Manger mentioned 
ongoing Planning Board work on a community development plan that includes a school 
at the Winthrop site with consideration of walking and biking to school and the plan will 
address any adjustments to zoning bylaws that might be necessary. 

12. Next Meeting 
The next meeting of the School Building Committee remains to be determined but it will 
be held in advance of the 1/24/17 Special Town Meeting. 

13. Review and Approval of 12/29/16 Meeting Minutes 
At the end the meeting, the minutes of the meeting were distributed to the Committee for 
review. The Committee voted to approve the minutes and this action is certified on the 
following page. This action was taken to address the MSBA’s requirement that the 
delivery of the PSR include documentation of the preferred option and the authorization 
to submit the PSR to the MSBA. 

14. Adjournment 
The meeting adjourned at 8:55 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted,  
Paul Queeney 
PMA Consultants LLC 
Owner’s Project Manager 
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Certification of Approval of December 29, 2016 Ipswich School Building 
Committee Meeting Minutes 

 

Certification of Ipswich School Building Committee’s Preferred Option and 
Direction/Authorization for Submittal of Preferred Schematic Report (PSR) to the 

Massachusetts School Building Authority (MSBA) for the Ipswich Elementary 
School Project 

 
I hereby certify that the minutes of the December 29, 2016 Ipswich School Building 
Committee (SBC) Meeting were approved by the Building Committee on December 29, 
2016. This certification also confirms the Building Committee’s selection of the preferred 
option and the direction and authorization for the Architect, Perkins Eastman, and 
Owner’s Project Manager, PMA Consultants, to Submit to the Preferred Schematic 
Report (PSR) to the Massachusetts School Building Authority (MSBA). 
 
 
 
 
____________________________                                                                     ____________ 
Kevin W. Murphy        Date 
Chairman 
Ipswich School Building Committee 
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SPACE NEEDS
CORE ACADEMIC SPACES
PRE-KINDERGARTEN + TOILET 2
KINDERGARTEN + TOILET 6
GRADE 1-5 CLASSROOMS 30
SPECIAL EDUC (CR EQUIV.) 6
SM. GRP/RESOURCE (300SF) 3
OFFICE/STORAGE (120-150SF) 8
ART/STORAGE 2/2
MUSIC/ENSEMBLE 2/5
MEDIA CENTER 4,158 SF
GYM/STORAGE 9,400 SF
CAFETERIA/STAGE 6,813 SF
KITCHEN/STAFF 2,826 SF
ADMIN/GUIDANCE 2,670 SF
NURSE’S SUITE 710 SF
CUSTODIAL/STORAGE 2,375 SF

VISION / GOALS
• VIBRANT AND JOYFUL

• FLEXIBLE / ADAPTABLE / 
COLLABORATIVE

• SMALL LEARNING

• OUTDOOR CONNECTIONS

• COMMUNITY RESOURCE

• UNIVERSAL ACCESS

EDUC. PROGRAM EXCERPTS
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• PROVIDE ORGANIZATIONAL FLEXIBILITY 
(GRADE-LEVEL, HOUSE, MIXED/GRADE-LESS)

• ROBUST ARTS, STEAM / INTEGRATION 
(MAKER SPACES, GALLERY/DISPLAY STORAGE)

• SUPPORT CO-TEACHING MODEL
(LARGE CLASSROOMS, PULL-OUT, SM. GRP)

• SUSTAINABLE EDUCATION & COMMUNITY 
(OUTDOOR LEARNING, GARDENS, MUD RM) 
(COMM. RECYCLING/COMPOST, NUTRITION) 
(FOODS LAB & FITNESS)

• PROFESSIONAL LEARNING COMMUNITIES 
(DISPERSED TEACHER PLANNING ROOMS)

• SPECIALIZED / SUPPORT SPACES
(SOCIAL/EMOTIONAL/SENSORY/MOVEMENT)

• TECHNOLOGY RICH / FULLY INTEGRATED
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OUTDOOR CONNECTIONS

PLAYSPACE

VIEWS

VIEWS

OUTDOOR
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OUTDOOR
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S/L/A/M Collaborative - Samuel Staples ES, Easton CT



CREC Magnet School – S. Windsor, CT



Green Chimneys School – Brewster, NY



Mahlum Architects - Rosa Parks ES, Portland

SHW Group - Burleson ES, 
Dallas



CREC Magnet School – S. Windsor, CT



John D Runkle School, Brookline



MTA - The Children’s School, Stamford John D Runkle School, Brookline



Essex Technical HS, Hathorne





John D Runkle School, 
Brookline

SHW Group - Burleson ES, Dallas





JCJ Architects – Groton Marine Magnet



Dr. Martin Luther King School- Cambridge, MA
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Town of Ipswich  Character/Vernacular

EASTERN COASTAL

TOWN CENTER AREA

INNER RESIDENTIAL

OUTER RESIDENTIAL

PLANNING DEPT. – 2004 CHARACTER STATEMENT (resident’s perspective)



Town of Ipswich  Character/Vernacular

SANDY POINT RESERVATION (Meghan Lortie) LITTLE NECK (William Payne)

CRANE ESTATE – GREAT MARSH (Bill Oconner)



Town of Ipswich  Character/Vernacular

HIGH STREET

J. WHIPPLE HOUSE

PRESTON-FOSTER HOUSE

TOWN HALL



Town of Ipswich  Character/Vernacular

MERCURY/IPSWICH ALE BREWERYDOWN-TOWN

GREEN STREET BRIDGE PUBLIC LIBRARY

MILLS



Town of Ipswich  Character/Vernacular

APPLETON FARMS (CINDY FARRELL)

59 CANDLEWOOD ROAD

8 HERRICK DRIVE



Town of Ipswich  Character/Vernacular

CONSIDERATIONS
• HISTORY & EVOLUTION OF TOWN

– NATIVE TO FARMING/AGRICULTURE
– FISHING/SHIP BUILDING & TRADE
– TEXTILES & STORE HOUSES
– COUNTRY TOWN

• LOCATION/CHARACTER ZONE 
– 1ST-PERIOD HOMES
– SHOPS/STOREFRONTS
– MILLS, BRIDGES

• NEARBY ARCHITECTURAL FORMS 
– SMALL MULTI-BOX STRUCTURES
– MOSTLY 2 & 3 STORY SCALE
– GABLE OR FLAT/CORNICED ROOFS
– MASS WALLS/SMALL OPENINGS

• BUILDING MATERIALS 
– STONE & (RED) BRICK
– WOOD (BD/BATTEN, CLAPBOARD)

• PLANTINGS/VEGETATION
– DIVERSE (FOREST/MARSH/BEACH)
– RIVER/WATER DEFINING FEATURE

MIDDLE/HIGH SCHOOL

WINTHROP ELEMENTARY SCHOOL DOYON ELEMENTARY  SCHOOL



Town of Ipswich  Character/Vernacular



Town of Ipswich  Character/Vernacular



Winthrop School Site
65 Central Street

Existing

W3B A D D /
R E N O

BUILDING:
• 3 Story, 123k gsf Building
• Community Use Side, 2-Levels
• Orientation Not Ideal
• Complex/Disruptive Phasing
• Educ Objectives Compromised

VEHICULAR:
• 10 Buses, 50 Car Queue       

(Using Perimeter Access)
• Only 90 Car Parking
• 30 PreK Queue (Bus Loop)
• Traffic Concerns

OUTDOOR SPACE:
• Only 45k sf Playground/Fields 

(60k exists w/o front lawn) 
• Outdoor Learning/Gardens



Winthrop School Site
65 Central Street

Existing

W2A
BUILDING:
• 3 Story, 123k gsf Building
• Community Wing (in-back)
• Ideal Classroom Orientation

VEHICULAR:
• 10 Buses (stacked), 33 Cars
• 70 Car Parking
• Separate PreK Access
• Separate Service (but in-back)
• Potential Perimeter Access

OUTDOOR SPACE:
• 60k sf Playground/Fields 

(matches exists w/o front lawn) 
• .2 Mile Trail
• 3 Outdoor Classrooms
• Natural Amphitheater
• Greenhouse/Gardens



Bialek Park Site
17 Linebrook Road

Existing

B3B
BUILDING:
• 3 Story, 123k gsf Building
• Community Use Wing
• Orientation Not Ideal

VEHICULAR:
• 10 Buses, 50+ Car Queue
• 160 Car Parking
• 30 PreK Queue (Bus Loop)
• Perimeter Access Potential

OUTDOOR SPACE:
• 76k sf Playground/Fields        

(incl. 2 Little League) 
• Outdoor Learning/Gardens
• Additional Replication of Fields; 

baseball, softball, soccer overlay



Add-Reno Plan CLASSROOMS GYM/ CAFETERIA/ MEDIA
ART/ MUSIC/ TECHNOLOGY

ADMINISTRATION

UTILITY/ SUPPORTSPECIAL EDUCATION



Add-Reno Plan CLASSROOMS GYM/ CAFETERIA/ MEDIA
ART/ MUSIC/ TECHNOLOGY

ADMINISTRATION

UTILITY/ SUPPORTSPECIAL EDUCATION



Add-Reno Plan CLASSROOMS GYM/ CAFETERIA/ MEDIA
ART/ MUSIC/ TECHNOLOGY

ADMINISTRATION

UTILITY/ SUPPORTSPECIAL EDUCATION



Add-Reno Plan CLASSROOMS GYM/ CAFETERIA/ MEDIA
ART/ MUSIC/ TECHNOLOGY

ADMINISTRATION

UTILITY/ SUPPORTSPECIAL EDUCATION



Bialek Revised CLASSROOMS GYM/ CAFETERIA/ MEDIA
ART/ MUSIC/ TECHNOLOGY

ADMINISTRATION

UTILITY/ SUPPORTSPECIAL EDUCATION
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New Over Exist. CLASSROOMS GYM/ CAFETERIA/ MEDIA
ART/ MUSIC/ TECHNOLOGY

ADMINISTRATION

UTILITY/ SUPPORTSPECIAL EDUCATION



3rd FLOOR
2nd FLOOR

Add-Reno Plan CLASSROOMS GYM/ CAFETERIA/ MEDIA
ART/ MUSIC/ TECHNOLOGY

ADMINISTRATION

UTILITY/ SUPPORTSPECIAL EDUCATION
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B4A
BUILDING:
• 3 Story, 123k Sq. Ft. Building 

(Consolidated w/ Gym Over Caf)
• Zoned for Community Use
• Organized w/ Small Lrng Clusters

VEHICULAR:
• 10+ Buses
• 50+ Car Queue 
• 160+ Car Parking
• Separate PreK Access

OUTDOOR SPACE:
• 88k Sq. Ft. Playground/Fields 

(incl. 2 little league &  Basketball) 
• 3 Outdoor Learning Zones
• Greenhouse/Gardens
• Existing Gazebo, Playground & 

Concessions

New Plan at Bialek PLAY
FIELDS

PLAY
GROUND

OUTDOOR
LEARNING

PLAZA OR
WALKWAY

PAVED 
AREAS



Consolidated Plan CLASSROOM (CL) GYMNASIUM/ CAFETERIA
LIBRARY / ART/ MUSIC

ADMINISTRATION
UTILITY/ SUPPORTSPECIAL EDUCATION
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B3B

New Plan at Bialek

BUILDING:
• 3 Story, 123k Sq. Ft. Building
• Zoned for Community Use
• Organized w/ Small Lrng Clusters

VEHICULAR:
• 10+ Buses
• 50+ Car Queue 
• 160+ Car Parking
• Separate PreK Access

OUTDOOR SPACE:
• 76k Sq. Ft. Playground/Fields 

(incl. 2 little league &  Basketball) 
• 3 Outdoor Learning Zones
• Greenhouse/Gardens
• Existing Gazebo, Playground & 

Concessions

Additional Replication of Fields; 
baseball, softball, soccer overlay

PLAY
FIELDS

PLAY
GROUND

OUTDOOR
LEARNING

PLAZA OR
WALKWAY

PAVED 
AREAS



Preliminary Plan
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W2A

Winthrop New Plan PLAY
FIELDS

PLAY
GROUND

OUTDOOR
LEARNING

PLAZA OR
WALKWAY

PAVED 
AREAS

BUILDING:
• 3 Story, 123k Sq. Ft. Building
• Orientation for Natural Daylight
• Zoned for Community Use
• Organized w/ Small Lrng Clusters

VEHICULAR:
• 10 Buses, but Double Stacked
• 33 Car Queue (50+ Targeted)
• 70 Car Parking (160 Targeted), 

Off-Site Parking Required
• Separate PreK Access

OUTDOOR SPACE:
• 60k Sq. Ft. Playground/Fields 

(matches existing w/o front lawn) 
• 3 Outdoor Learning Zones
• Natural Amphitheater
• Greenhouse/Gardens



Winthrop New Plan CLASSROOM (CL) GYMNASIUM/ CAFETERIA
LIBRARY / ART/ MUSIC

ADMINISTRATION
UTILITY/ SUPPORTSPECIAL EDUCATION



W3B A D D /
R E N O

BUILDING:
• 3 Story, 123k Sq.Ft. Building
• Zoned For Community Use, but 

Gym Located on 2nd Floor
• Orientation Not Ideal For Daylight
• Very Disruptive Construction
• Educational Goals Compromised

VEHICULAR:
• 10 Buses, 50 Car Queue        

(Using Perimeter Access)
• Only 90 Car Parking
• 30 PreK Queue (Bus Loop)
• Traffic Concerns

OUTDOOR SPACE:
• Only 45k sf Playground/Fields 

(60k exists w/o front lawn) 
• Outdoor Learning/Gardens

Winthrop Add/Reno PLAY
FIELDS

PLAY
GROUND

OUTDOOR
LEARNING

PLAZA OR
WALKWAY

PAVED 
AREAS



3rd FLOOR
2nd FLOOR 1st FLOOR

Winthrop Add/Reno CLASSROOM (CL) GYMNASIUM/ CAFETERIA
LIBRARY / ART/ MUSIC

ADMINISTRATION
UTILITY/ SUPPORTSPECIAL EDUCATION
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“If students leave school less curious 
than when they started, we have failed 
them.” #InnovatorsMindset

“Change almost never fails 
because it’s too early. It almost 
always fails because it’s too late.” 

Seth Godin

“We rarely create 
something different 
until we experience 
something different”   

George Couros





SPACE NEEDS
CORE ACADEMIC SPACES
PRE-KINDERGARTEN + TOILET 2
KINDERGARTEN + TOILET 6
GRADE 1-5 CLASSROOMS 30
SPECIAL EDUC (CR EQUIV.) 6
SM. GRP/RESOURCE (300SF) 3
OFFICE/STORAGE (120-150SF) 8
ART/STORAGE 2/2
MUSIC/ENSEMBLE 2/5
MEDIA CENTER 4,158 SF
GYM/STORAGE 9,400 SF
CAFETERIA/STAGE 6,813 SF
KITCHEN/STAFF 2,826 SF
ADMIN/GUIDANCE 2,670 SF
NURSE’S SUITE 710 SF
CUSTODIAL/STORAGE 2,375 SF

VISION / GOALS
• VIBRANT AND JOYFUL

• FLEXIBLE / ADAPTABLE / 
COLLABORATIVE

• SMALL LEARNING

• OUTDOOR CONNECTIONS

• COMMUNITY RESOURCE

• UNIVERSAL ACCESS

EDUC. PROGRAM EXCERPTS
• PREK-5 GRADE SPAN / CONTINUITY

• SMALL SCHOOL QUALITIES / FEEL 
(CLASSROOM CLUSTERS/NEIGHBORHOODS)

• PROVIDE ORGANIZATIONAL FLEXIBILITY 
(GRADE-LEVEL, HOUSE, MIXED/GRADE-LESS)

• ROBUST ARTS, STEAM / INTEGRATION 
(MAKER SPACES, GALLERY/DISPLAY STORAGE)

• SUPPORT CO-TEACHING MODEL
(LARGE CLASSROOMS, PULL-OUT, SM. GRP)

• SUSTAINABLE EDUCATION & COMMUNITY 
(OUTDOOR LEARNING, GARDENS, MUD RM) 
(COMM. RECYCLING/COMPOST, NUTRITION) 
(FOODS LAB & FITNESS)

• PROFESSIONAL LEARNING COMMUNITIES 
(DISPERSED TEACHER PLANNING ROOMS)

• SPECIALIZED / SUPPORT SPACES
(SOCIAL/EMOTIONAL/SENSORY/MOVEMENT)

• TECHNOLOGY RICH / FULLY INTEGRATED



Preliminary Plan
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Preliminary Plan
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Preliminary Plan CLASSROOM (CL) GYMNASIUM/ CAFETERIA
LIBRARY / ART/ MUSIC

ADMINISTRATION
UTILITY/ SUPPORTSPECIAL EDUCATION

OUTDOOR CONNECTIONS

3rd FLOOR2nd FLOOR1st FLOOR

FLEX LRNG

FLEX LRNG

FLEX LRNG

FLEX LRNG

PLAYSPACE

VIEWS

VIEWS

OUTDOOR
LEARNING

OUTDOOR
LEARNING



Preliminary Plan CLASSROOM (CL) GYMNASIUM/ CAFETERIA
LIBRARY / ART/ MUSIC

ADMINISTRATION
UTILITY/ SUPPORTSPECIAL EDUCATION

SAFETY/SECURITY

3rd FLOOR2nd FLOOR1st FLOOR



B3A

New Plan at Bialek

BUILDING:
• 3 Story, 123k Sq. Ft. Building
• Zoned for Community Use
• Organized w/ Small Lrng Clusters

VEHICULAR:
• 10+ Buses
• 50+ Car Queue 
• 160+ Car Parking
• Separate PreK Access

OUTDOOR SPACE:
• 76k Sq. Ft. Playground/Fields 

(incl. 2 little league &  Basketball) 
• 3 Outdoor Learning Zones
• Greenhouse/Gardens
• Existing Gazebo, Playground & 

Concessions

Additional Replication of Fields; 
baseball, softball, soccer overlay

PLAY
FIELDS

PLAY
GROUND

OUTDOOR
LEARNING

PLAZA OR
WALKWAY

PAVED 
AREAS



B3A.1
BUILDING:
• 3 Story, 123k Sq. Ft. Building 

(Consolidated w/ Gym Over Caf)
• Zoned for Community Use
• Organized w/ Small Lrng Clusters

VEHICULAR:
• 10+ Buses
• 50+ Car Queue 
• 160+ Car Parking
• Separate PreK Access

OUTDOOR SPACE:
• 88k Sq. Ft. Playground/Fields 

(incl. 2 little league &  Basketball) 
• 3 Outdoor Learning Zones
• Greenhouse/Gardens
• Existing Gazebo, Playground & 

Concessions

New Plan at Bialek PLAY
FIELDS

PLAY
GROUND

OUTDOOR
LEARNING

PLAZA OR
WALKWAY

PAVED 
AREAS



W2A

Winthrop New Plan PLAY
FIELDS

PLAY
GROUND

OUTDOOR
LEARNING

PLAZA OR
WALKWAY

PAVED 
AREAS

BUILDING:
• 3 Story, 123k Sq. Ft. Building
• Orientation for Natural Daylight
• Zoned for Community Use
• Organized w/ Small Lrng Clusters

VEHICULAR:
• 10 Buses, but Double Stacked
• 33 Car Queue (50+ Targeted)
• 70 Car Parking (160 Targeted), 

Off-Site Parking Required
• Separate PreK Access

OUTDOOR SPACE:
• 60k Sq. Ft. Playground/Fields 

(matches existing w/o front lawn) 
• 3 Outdoor Learning Zones
• Natural Amphitheater
• Greenhouse/Gardens



W3B A D D /
R E N O

BUILDING:
• 3 Story, 123k Sq.Ft. Building
• Zoned For Community Use, but 

Gym Located on 2nd Floor
• Orientation Not Ideal For Daylight
• Very Disruptive Construction
• Educational Goals Compromised

VEHICULAR:
• 10 Buses, 50 Car Queue        

(Using Perimeter Access)
• Only 90 Car Parking
• 30 PreK Queue (Bus Loop)
• Traffic Concerns

OUTDOOR SPACE:
• Only 45k sf Playground/Fields 

(60k exists w/o front lawn) 
• Outdoor Learning/Gardens

Winthrop Add/Reno PLAY
FIELDS

PLAY
GROUND

OUTDOOR
LEARNING

PLAZA OR
WALKWAY

PAVED 
AREAS
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• Structured Playground = 35k SF
• Hard-Surface Play = 2k SF
• Unstructured Green = 28k SF
• Front/Lawn Areas = 64.3k SF
• Sports Fields = none

Existing Play Areas  Combined = 46k struct. +6k hard +57k green

• Structured Playground = 11k SF
• Hard-Surface Play = 4k SF
• Unstructured Green = 29k SF
• Front/Lawn Areas = 45k SF
• Sports Fields = 230k SF

W I N TH ROP D OYON
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Winthrop New Plan CLASSROOM (CL) GYMNASIUM/ CAFETERIA
LIBRARY / ART/ MUSIC

ADMINISTRATION
UTILITY/ SUPPORTSPECIAL EDUCATION
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W2A

Winthrop New Plan PLAY
FIELDS

PLAY
GROUND

OUTDOOR
LEARNING

PLAZA OR
WALKWAY

PAVED 
AREAS

BUILDING:
• 3 Story, 123k Sq. Ft. Building
• Orientation for Natural Daylight
• Zoned for Community Use
• Organized w/ Small Lrng Clusters

VEHICULAR:
• 10 Buses, but Double Stacked
• 33 Car Queue (50+ Targeted)
• 70 Car Parking (160 Targeted), 

Off-Site Parking Required
• Separate PreK Access

OUTDOOR SPACE:
• 60k Sq. Ft. Playground/Fields 

(matches existing w/o front lawn) 
• 3 Outdoor Learning Zones
• Natural Amphitheater
• Greenhouse/Gardens



W2A.1

Winthrop New Plan PLAY
FIELDS

PLAY
GROUND

OUTDOOR
LEARNING

PLAZA OR
WALKWAY

PAVED 
AREAS

BUILDING:
• 3 Story, 123k Sq. Ft. Building
• Orientation for Natural Daylight
• Zoned for Community Use
• Organized w/ Small Lrng Clusters

VEHICULAR:
• 10 Buses
• 33 Car Queue (50+ Targeted)
• 65 Car Parking (160 Targeted), 

Off-Site Parking Required
• Separate PreK Access

OUTDOOR SPACE:
• 46k PlayGrnd, 6k Hard, 37k Green 

(67k Green is targeted)
• Fitness Path/Outdoor Stations
• Outdoor Learning +Amphitheater
• Gardens/Greenhouse Area



Preliminary Plan
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Consolidated Plan
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B3A

New Plan at Bialek

BUILDING:
• 3 Story, 123k Sq. Ft. Building
• Zoned for Community Use
• Organized w/ Small Lrng Clusters

VEHICULAR:
• 10+ Buses
• 50+ Car Queue 
• 160+ Car Parking
• Separate PreK Access

OUTDOOR SPACE:
• 76k Sq. Ft. Playground/Fields 

(incl. 2 little league &  Basketball) 
• 3 Outdoor Learning Zones
• Greenhouse/Gardens
• Existing Gazebo, Playground & 

Concessions

Additional Replication of Fields; 
baseball, softball, soccer overlay

PLAY
FIELDS

PLAY
GROUND

OUTDOOR
LEARNING

PLAZA OR
WALKWAY

PAVED 
AREAS



B3A.1R E V
BUILDING:
• 3 Story, 123k Sq. Ft. Building 

(Consolidated w/ Gym Over Caf)
• Zoned for Community Use
• Organized w/ Small Lrng Clusters

VEHICULAR:
• 10+ Buses
• 50+ Car Queue 
• 160+ Car Parking
• Separate PreK Access

OUTDOOR SPACE:
• 46k PlayGrnd, 6k Hard, 67k Green 

+ Existing PlayGrnd, (2) L.League, 
+ Basketball, Gazebo, Concession

• Fitness Path/Outdoor Stations
• Outdoor Learning +Amphitheater
• Gardens/Greenhouse Area

New Plan at Bialek PLAY
FIELDS

PLAY
GROUND

OUTDOOR
LEARNING

PLAZA OR
WALKWAY

PAVED 
AREAS

Additional Replication of Fields; 
baseball, softball, soccer overlay



B3A.2
BUILDING:
• 3 Story, 123k Sq. Ft. Building 

(Consolidated w/ Gym Over Caf)
• Zoned for Community Use
• Organized w/ Small Lrng Clusters

VEHICULAR:
• 10+ Buses
• 50+ Car Queue 
• 160+ Car Parking
• Separate PreK Access

OUTDOOR SPACE:
• 46k PlayGrnd, 6k Hard, 67k Green 

+ Existing PlayGrnd, (2) L.League, 
+ Basketball, Gazebo, Concession

• Fitness Path/Outdoor Stations
• Outdoor Learning +Amphitheater
• Gardens/Greenhouse Area

New Plan at Bialek PLAY
FIELDS

PLAY
GROUND

OUTDOOR
LEARNING

PLAZA OR
WALKWAY

PAVED 
AREAS

Additional Replication of Fields; 
baseball, softball, soccer overlay



B3A.3
BUILDING:
• 3 Story, 123k Sq. Ft. Building 

(Consolidated w/ Gym Over Caf)
• Zoned for Community Use
• Organized w/ Small Lrng Clusters

VEHICULAR:
• 10+ Buses
• 50+ Car Queue 
• 160+ Car Parking
• Separate PreK Access

OUTDOOR SPACE:
• 46k PlayGrnd, 6k Hard, 67k Green 

+ Existing PlayGrnd, (2) L.League, 
+ Basketball, Gazebo, Concession

• Fitness Path/Outdoor Stations
• Outdoor Learning +Amphitheater
• Gardens/Greenhouse Area

New Plan at Bialek PLAY
FIELDS

PLAY
GROUND

OUTDOOR
LEARNING

PLAZA OR
WALKWAY

PAVED 
AREAS

Additional Replication of Fields; 
baseball, softball, soccer overlay



Massing/Shadows      Studies at Bialek & Winthrop Sites
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WINTHROP SITE MEETING

• INTRODUCTION – SBC CHAIR

• EXISTING SITE – BIRCHWOOD DESIGN

• PRELIMINARY OPTIONS – PE/DPC

• QUESTIONS / SUGGESTIONS – ALL

• TABLE EXERCISES – ALL (SMALL GROUPS)
–YOUR SITE ANALYSIS &
–THOUGHTS ON OPTIONS

• NEXT STEPS – SBC CHAIR & OPM





GENERAL SITE:
• 6.8 Acres, (incl.  Half-Acre Fire)
• Zone IR (In-town Res), 37’ h, 

20’ front/rear, 10’ side setback

BUILDING:
• 2 Story, 50.5k gsf Building
• 1956 + ‘89 Addition
• Not Ideal Orientation

VEHICULAR:
• 4 Buses
• 20 Car Queue (incl. entry lot)
• 92 Car Parking (85% used)
• Semi-Separate Service
• Potential Perimeter Access

OUTDOOR SPACE:
• 65k sf Total Playground/Fields 

(35k Playgd +2k hard +28k grn) 
• Additional 64k Front Lawn
• Natural Amphitheater
• Greenhouse/Gardens

Winthrop Existing

High St



High St

GENERAL SITE:
• 6.8 Acres, (incl.  Half-Acre Fire)
• Zone IR (In-town Res), 37’ h, 

20’ front/rear, 10’ side setback

BUILDING:
• 2 Story, 50.5k gsf Building
• 1956 + ‘89 Addition
• Not Ideal Orientation

VEHICULAR:
• 4 Buses
• 20 Car Queue (incl. entry lot)
• 92 Car Parking (85% used)
• Semi-Separate Service
• Potential Perimeter Access

OUTDOOR SPACE:
• 65k sf Total Playground/Fields 

(35k Playgd +2k hard +28k grn) 
• Additional 64k Front Lawn
• Natural Amphitheater
• Greenhouse/Gardens

Winthrop Existing



SPACE NEEDS
CORE ACADEMIC SPACES
PRE-KINDERGARTEN + TOILET 2
KINDERGARTEN + TOILET 6
GRADE 1-5 CLASSROOMS 30
SPECIAL EDUC (CR EQUIV.) 6
SM. GRP/RESOURCE (300SF) 3
OFFICE/STORAGE (120-150SF) 8
ART/STORAGE 2/2
MUSIC/ENSEMBLE 2/5
MEDIA CENTER 4,158 SF
GYM/STORAGE 9,400 SF
CAFETERIA/STAGE 6,813 SF
KITCHEN/STAFF 2,826 SF
ADMIN/GUIDANCE 2,670 SF
NURSE’S SUITE 710 SF
CUSTODIAL/STORAGE 2,375 SF

VISION / GOALS
• VIBRANT AND JOYFUL

• FLEXIBLE / ADAPTABLE / 
COLLABORATIVE

• SMALL LEARNING

• OUTDOOR CONNECTIONS

• COMMUNITY RESOURCE

• UNIVERSAL ACCESS

EDUC. PROGRAM EXCERPTS
• PREK-5 GRADE SPAN / CONTINUITY

• SMALL SCHOOL QUALITIES / FEEL 
(CLASSROOM CLUSTERS/NEIGHBORHOODS)

• PROVIDE ORGANIZATIONAL FLEXIBILITY 
(GRADE-LEVEL, HOUSE, MIXED/GRADE-LESS)

• ROBUST ARTS, STEAM / INTEGRATION 
(MAKER SPACES, GALLERY/DISPLAY STORAGE)

• SUPPORT CO-TEACHING MODEL
(LARGE CLASSROOMS, PULL-OUT, SM. GRP)

• SUSTAINABLE EDUCATION & COMMUNITY 
(OUTDOOR LEARNING, GARDENS, MUD RM) 
(COMM. RECYCLING/COMPOST, NUTRITION) 
(FOODS LAB & FITNESS)

• PROFESSIONAL LEARNING COMMUNITIES 
(DISPERSED TEACHER PLANNING ROOMS)

• SPECIALIZED / SUPPORT SPACES
(SOCIAL/EMOTIONAL/SENSORY/MOVEMENT)

• TECHNOLOGY RICH / FULLY INTEGRATED



W1A

Winthrop New Plan PLAY
FIELDS

PLAY
GROUND

OUTDOOR
LEARNING

PLAZA OR
WALKWAY

PAVED 
AREAS

High StBUILDING:
• 3 Story, 129k Sq. Ft. Building 

(Based on Early Program +3k SF)
• Orientation for Natural Daylight
• Organized w/ Small Lrng Clusters
• Community Use Zoned Up Front
• Gym/Caf. Not Near Play Space

VEHICULAR:
• 8 Buses Stacked (10 Target)
• 30 Car Queue (50+ Targeted)
• 62 Car Parking (160 Targeted), 

Off-Site Parking Required
• Potential Perimeter Access Drive

OUTDOOR SPACE:
• Only 65k Sq. Ft. Playground/Field 

(Goal: 46k Play, 6k Hard, 57k Grn) 
• Fitness Path/Outdoor Stations
• Outdoor Learning + Amphitheater
• Gardens/Greenhouse Area
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Winthrop New Plan CLASSROOM (CL) GYMNASIUM/ CAFETERIA
LIBRARY / ART/ MUSIC

ADMINISTRATION
UTILITY/ SUPPORTSPECIAL EDUCATION

2nd FLOOR3rd FLOOR

1st FLOOR



W2A

Winthrop New Plan PLAY
FIELDS

PLAY
GROUND

OUTDOOR
LEARNING

PLAZA OR
WALKWAY

PAVED 
AREAS

BUILDING:
• 3 Story, 123k Sq. Ft. Building
• Orientation for Natural Daylight
• Organized w/ Small Lrng Clusters
• Zoned for Community Use

VEHICULAR:
• 10 Buses, but Double Stacked
• 33 Car Queue (50+ Targeted)
• 70 Car Parking (160 Targeted), 

Off-Site Parking Required
• Potential Perimeter Access Drive

OUTDOOR SPACE:
• Only 65k Sq. Ft. Playground/Field 

(Goal: 46k Play, 6k Hard, 57k Grn) 
• Fitness Path/Outdoor Stations
• Outdoor Learning +Amphitheater
• Gardens/Greenhouse Area

High St
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W3B A D D /
R E N O

BUILDING:
• 3 Story, 123k Sq.Ft. Building
• Orientation Not Ideal For Daylight
• Zoned For Community Use
• Gym Stacked Over Cafeteria
• Very Disruptive Construction
• Not Ideal Educational  Layout

VEHICULAR:
• 10 Buses 
• 50+ Car Queue if Using Perimeter
• 90 Car Parking (160 Targeted), 

Off-Site Parking Required

OUTDOOR SPACE:
• Only 45k sf Playground/Fields 

(Goal: 46k Play, 6k Hard, 37k Grn) 
• Fitness Path/Outdoor Stations
• Outdoor Learning + Amphiteater
• Gardens/Greenhouse Area

Winthrop Add/Reno PLAY
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PLAY
GROUND
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PLAZA OR
WALKWAY

PAVED 
AREAS

High St
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W2A.1

Winthrop New Plan PLAY
FIELDS

PLAY
GROUND

OUTDOOR
LEARNING

PLAZA OR
WALKWAY

PAVED 
AREAS

BUILDING:
• 3 Story, 123k Sq. Ft. Building
• Orientation for Natural Daylight
• Organized w/ Small Lrng Clusters
• Zoned for Community Use
• Gym Stacked Over Cafeteria

VEHICULAR:
• 10 Buses
• 33 Car Queue (50+ Targeted)
• 65 Car Parking (160 Targeted), 

Off-Site Parking Required
• Potential Perimeter Access Drive

OUTDOOR SPACE:
• 46k PlayGrnd, 6k Hard, 37k Green 

(Goal: 46k Play, 6k Hard, 57k Grn) 
• Fitness Path/Outdoor Stations
• Outdoor Learning +Amphitheater
• Gardens/Greenhouse Area

High St
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Massing/Shadows      Studies at Bialek & Winthrop Sites



O N E  C O M M U N I T Y  S C H O O L
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SPACE NEEDS
CORE ACADEMIC SPACES
PRE-KINDERGARTEN + TOILET 2
KINDERGARTEN + TOILET 6
GRADE 1-5 CLASSROOMS 30
SPECIAL EDUC (CR EQUIV.) 6
SM. GRP/RESOURCE (300SF) 3
OFFICE/STORAGE (120-150SF) 8
ART/STORAGE 2/2
MUSIC/ENSEMBLE 2/5
MEDIA CENTER 4,158 SF
GYM/STORAGE 9,400 SF
CAFETERIA/STAGE 6,813 SF
KITCHEN/STAFF 2,826 SF
ADMIN/GUIDANCE 2,670 SF
NURSE’S SUITE 710 SF
CUSTODIAL/STORAGE 2,375 SF

VISION / GOALS
• VIBRANT AND JOYFUL

• FLEXIBLE / ADAPTABLE / 
COLLABORATIVE

• SMALL LEARNING

• OUTDOOR CONNECTIONS

• COMMUNITY RESOURCE

• UNIVERSAL ACCESS

EDUC. PROGRAM EXCERPTS
• PREK-5 GRADE SPAN / CONTINUITY

• SMALL SCHOOL QUALITIES / FEEL 
(CLASSROOM CLUSTERS/NEIGHBORHOODS)

• PROVIDE ORGANIZATIONAL FLEXIBILITY 
(GRADE-LEVEL, HOUSE, MIXED/GRADE-LESS)

• ROBUST ARTS, STEAM / INTEGRATION 
(MAKER SPACES, GALLERY/DISPLAY STORAGE)

• SUPPORT CO-TEACHING MODEL
(LARGE CLASSROOMS, PULL-OUT, SM. GRP)

• SUSTAINABLE EDUCATION & COMMUNITY 
(OUTDOOR LEARNING, GARDENS, MUD RM) 
(COMM. RECYCLING/COMPOST, NUTRITION) 
(FOODS LAB & FITNESS)

• PROFESSIONAL LEARNING COMMUNITIES 
(DISPERSED TEACHER PLANNING ROOMS)

• SPECIALIZED / SUPPORT SPACES
(SOCIAL/EMOTIONAL/SENSORY/MOVEMENT)

• TECHNOLOGY RICH / FULLY INTEGRATEDnewvistadesign



W2A.1
BUILDING:
• 3 Story, 123k Sq. Ft. Building
• Orientation for Natural Daylight
• Organized into Sm. Lrng Clusters
• Zoned for Community Use, but 

Gym Stacked Over Cafeteria

VEHICULAR:
• 10 Buses
• 40 Car Queue (50+ Exist Comb.)
• 65 Car Parking (150+ Exist Comb.) 

Off-Site Parking Required
• PreK Access via Bus Loop

OUTDOOR SPACE:
• 46k Playgrnd, 6k Hard, 50k Green 

(46k Play, 6k Hrd, 57k Grn Target)
• Fitness Path/Outdoor Stations
• Outdoor Learning +Amphitheater
• Gardens/Greenhouse Area

One Community School PLAY
FIELDS

PLAY
GROUND

OUTDOOR
LEARNING

PLAZA OR
WALKWAY

PAVED 
AREAS



W2A.2
BUILDING:
• 3 Story, 123k Sq. Ft. Building
• Orientation for Natural Daylight
• Organized into Sm. Lrng Clusters
• Zoned for Community Use
• Kitch/Caf Located for Phasability

VEHICULAR:
• 10 Buses
• 19 Car Queue (50+ Exist Comb.)
• 60 Car Parking (150+ Exist Comb.),    

Off-Site Parking Required
• PreK Access via Bus Loop

OUTDOOR SPACE:
• 46k Playgrnd, 6k Hard, 48k Green 

(46k Play, 6k Hrd, 57k Grn Target)
• Fitness Path/Outdoor Stations
• Outdoor Learning +Amphitheater
• Gardens/Greenhouse Area

One Community School PLAY
FIELDS

PLAY
GROUND

OUTDOOR
LEARNING

PLAZA OR
WALKWAY

PAVED 
AREAS



W2A.3
BUILDING:
• 3 Story, 123k Sq. Ft. Building
• Orientation for Natural Daylight
• Organized into Sm. Lrng Clusters
• Zoned for Community Use
• Kitch/Caf Preferred Final Location

VEHICULAR:
• 10 Buses
• 28 Car Queue (50+ Exist Comb.)
• 70 Car Parking (150+ Exist Comb.),    

Off-Site Parking Required
• PreK Access via Bus Loop

OUTDOOR SPACE:
• 46k Playgrnd, 6k Hard, 48k Green 

(46k Play, 6k Hrd, 57k Grn Target)
• Fitness Path/Outdoor Stations
• Outdoor Learning +Amphitheater
• Gardens/Greenhouse Area

One Community School PLAY
FIELDS

PLAY
GROUND

OUTDOOR
LEARNING

PLAZA OR
WALKWAY

PAVED 
AREAS



W3B A D D /
R E N O

BUILDING:
• 3 Story, 123k Sq.Ft. Building
• Orientation Not Ideal For Daylight
• Compromised Educ. Organization 
• Zoned For Community Use, but 

Gym Stacked Over Cafeteria
• Very Disruptive Construction

VEHICULAR:
• 10 Buses
• 25 Car Queue (50+ Exist Comb.)
• 80 Car Parking (150+ Exist Comb.), 

Off-Site Parking Required
• PreK Access via Bus Loop

OUTDOOR SPACE:
• 46k PlayGrnd, 6k Hard, 44k Green 

(46k Play, 6k Hrd, 57k Grn Target)
• Fitness Path/Outdoor Stations
• Outdoor Learning +Amphitheater
• Gardens/Greenhouse Area

One Community School PLAY
FIELDS

PLAY
GROUND

OUTDOOR
LEARNING

PLAZA OR
WALKWAY

PAVED 
AREAS



W3B A D D /
R E N O

One Community School 2nd Floor Gym, Art/Music Remote, Fractured Clusters



W2A.1

One Community School 2nd Floor Gym, Media Over Admin, Phased Kitchen Loc.



W2A.2

One Community School 1st Floor Gym, Central Media Ctr, Phased Kitchen Loc.



One Community School Gym Near Field, Central Media Ctr, Temp Kitchen Req’d

2nd FLOOR 1st FLOOR3rd FLOOR

W2A.3



One Community School Gym Near Field, Central Media Ctr, Temp Kitchen Req’d
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One Community School Gym Near Field, Central Media Ctr, Temp Kitchen Req’d

2nd FLOOR 1st FLOOR3rd FLOOR

W2A.3
GRADE LEVEL ORGANIZATION

PK/K



One Community School Gym Near Field, Central Media Ctr, Temp Kitchen Req’d

2nd FLOOR 1st FLOOR3rd FLOOR

W2A.3
TWO HOUSE ORGANIZATION

K



One Community School Gym Near Field, Central Media Ctr, Temp Kitchen Req’d

2nd FLOOR 1st FLOOR3rd FLOOR

W2A.3
MIXED/UNGRADED ORGANIZATION

K



One Community School Gym Near Field, Central Media Ctr, Temp Kitchen Req’d

2nd FLOOR 1st FLOOR3rd FLOOR

W2A.3
CONNECTIONS TO OUTDOORS

OUTDOOR
LEARNING

VIEWS TO 
OUTSIDE

ENTRY
GARDEN

VIEWS

VIEWS

VIEWS

VIEWS

VIEWS

VIEWS

GREEN ROOF OR 
RAIN WATER 
COLLECTION



One Community School Gym Near Field, Central Media Ctr, Temp Kitchen Req’d

2nd FLOOR 1st FLOOR3rd FLOOR

W2A.3
NATURAL SAFETY/SECURITY



One Community School Massing/Shadow Studies

W2A ( P r e f e r r e d  F S  O p t i o n  f o r  N e w  7 7 5  a t  W i n t h r o p )



W2A ( P r e f e r r e d  F S  O p t i o n  f o r  N e w  7 7 5  a t  W i n t h r o p )

One Community School PLAY
FIELDS

PLAY
GROUND

OUTDOOR
LEARNING

PLAZA OR
WALKWAY

PAVED 
AREAS

BUILDING:
• 3 Story, 123k Sq. Ft. Building
• Orientation for Natural Daylight
• Organized into Sm. Lrng Clusters
• Zoned for Community Use

VEHICULAR:
• 10 Buses, but Double Stacked
• 33 Car Queue (50+ Exist Comb.)
• 70 Car Parking (150+ Exist Comb.), 

Off-Site Parking Required
• PreK Access via Bus Loop

OUTDOOR SPACE:
• 60k Playgrnd/Fields 

(46k Play, 6k Hrd, 57k Grn Target)
• Fitness Path/Outdoor Stations
• Outdoor Learning +Amphitheater
• Gardens/Greenhouse Area



O N E  C O M M U N I T Y  S C H O O L

S C H O O L  B U I L D I N G  C O M M I T T E E

N O V E M B E R  2 9 ,  2 0 1 6

newvistadesign



W2A.1
BUILDING:
• 3 Story, 123k Sq. Ft. Building
• Orientation for Natural Daylight
• Organized into Sm. Lrng Clusters
• Zoned for Community Use, but 

Gym Stacked Over Cafeteria

VEHICULAR:
• 10 Buses
• 40 Car Queue (50+ Exist Comb.)
• 65 Car Parking (150+ Exist Comb.) 

Off-Site Parking Required
• PreK Access via Bus Loop

OUTDOOR SPACE:
• 46k Playgrnd, 6k Hard, 37k Green 

(46k Play, 6k Hrd, 57k Grn Target)
• Fitness Path/Outdoor Stations
• Outdoor Learning +Amphitheater
• Gardens/Greenhouse Area

One Community School PLAY
FIELDS

PLAY
GROUND

OUTDOOR
LEARNING

PLAZA OR
WALKWAY

PAVED 
AREAS



W2A.2
BUILDING:
• 3 Story, 123k Sq. Ft. Building
• Orientation for Natural Daylight
• Organized into Sm. Lrng Clusters
• Zoned for Community Use
• Kitch/Caf Located for Phasability

VEHICULAR:
• 10 Buses
• 19 Car Queue (50+ Exist Comb.)
• 60 Car Parking (150+ Exist Comb.),    

Off-Site Parking Required
• PreK Access via Bus Loop

OUTDOOR SPACE:
• 46k Playgrnd, 6k Hard, 48k Green 

(46k Play, 6k Hrd, 57k Grn Target)
• Fitness Path/Outdoor Stations
• Outdoor Learning +Amphitheater
• Gardens/Greenhouse Area

One Community School PLAY
FIELDS

PLAY
GROUND

OUTDOOR
LEARNING

PLAZA OR
WALKWAY

PAVED 
AREAS



W2A.3&4
BUILDING:
• 3 Story, 123k Sq. Ft. Building
• Orientation for Natural Daylight
• Organized into Sm. Lrng Clusters
• Zoned for Community Use
• Kitch/Caf Preferred Final Location

VEHICULAR:
• 10 Buses
• 28 Car Queue (50+ Exist Comb.)
• 70 Car Parking (150+ Exist Comb.),    

Off-Site Parking Required
• PreK Access via Bus Loop

OUTDOOR SPACE:
• 46k Playgrnd, 6k Hard, 48k Green 

(46k Play, 6k Hrd, 57k Grn Target)
• Fitness Path/Outdoor Stations
• Outdoor Learning +Amphitheater
• Gardens/Greenhouse Area

One Community School PLAY
FIELDS

PLAY
GROUND

OUTDOOR
LEARNING

PLAZA OR
WALKWAY

PAVED 
AREAS



W3B A D D /
R E N O

BUILDING:
• 3 Story, 123k Sq.Ft. Building
• Orientation Not Ideal For Daylight
• Compromised Educ. Organization 
• Zoned For Community Use, but 

Gym Stacked Over Cafeteria
• Very Disruptive Construction

VEHICULAR:
• 10 Buses
• 25 Car Queue (50+ Exist Comb.)
• 80 Car Parking (150+ Exist Comb.), 

Off-Site Parking Required
• PreK Access via Bus Loop

OUTDOOR SPACE:
• 46k PlayGrnd, 6k Hard, 44k Green 

(46k Play, 6k Hrd, 57k Grn Target)
• Fitness Path/Outdoor Stations
• Outdoor Learning +Amphitheater
• Gardens/Greenhouse Area

One Community School PLAY
FIELDS

PLAY
GROUND

OUTDOOR
LEARNING

PLAZA OR
WALKWAY

PAVED 
AREAS



W3B A D D /
R E N O

One Community School 2nd Floor Gym, Art/Music Remote, Fractured Clusters

2nd FLOOR 1st FLOOR3rd FLOOR



W2A.1

One Community School 2nd Floor Gym, Media Over Admin, Phased Kitchen Loc.

2nd FLOOR 1st FLOOR3rd FLOOR

GYM over lower CAF/ KITCH



W2A.2

One Community School 1st Floor Gym, Central Media Ctr, Phased Kitchen Loc.

CAF/ KITCH phaseable location

2nd FLOOR 1st FLOOR3rd FLOOR



One Community School Gym Near Field, Central Media Ctr, Temp Kitchen Req’d

2nd FLOOR 1st FLOOR3rd FLOOR

W2A.3&4 ( C O M M  &  F A C U L T Y  I N P U T )

GYM & CAF/ KITCH preferred location
(min. food service capability for 1 year)

Relocate PK

Reconfig Food Lab +  
Relocate Fac. Dining

Add Elev

Relocate Art
Move Nurse



One Community School Massing Study - Birdseye View

W2A.1



One Community School Massing Study - Birdseye View

W2A.2



One Community School Massing Study - Birdseye View

W2A.3



One Community School Massing Study - Birdseye View

W2A.4



One Community School Shadow Study - Summer Sol. 9am

W2A.3&4



One Community School Shadow Study - Summer Sol. 12pm

W2A.3&4



One Community School Shadow Study - Summer Sol. 3pm

W2A.3&4



One Community School Shadow Study - Spring/Fall Eq. 9am

W2A.3&4



One Community School Shadow Study - Spring/Fall Eq. 12pm

W2A.3&4



One Community School Shadow Study - Spring/Fall Eq. 3pm

W2A.3&4



One Community School Shadow Study - Winter Sol. 9am

W2A.3&4



One Community School Shadow Study - Winter Sol. 12pm

W2A.3&4



One Community School Shadow Study - Winter Sol. 3pm

W2A.3&4



O N E  C O M M U N I T Y  S C H O O L

W I N T H R O P  A B U T T E R S  M E E T I N G

D E C E M B E R  8 ,  2 0 1 6

newvistadesign



One Community School
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EXISTING BUILDING 
• CONST R        UCTION 1956, ADDITION 1989
• 50,485 SF
• 11’-4” FLOOR TO FLOOR (TYP. NEW 

CONSTR UCTION 13’-4” )
• TYPICAL CLASSROOM – 855 SF – NEW 

CRS 950 SF  / 1200 SF 
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One Community School
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One Community School
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One Community School Shadow Study - Summer Sol. 9am
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One Community School Shadow Study - Summer Sol. 12pm
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One Community School Shadow Study - Summer Sol. 3pm

W
2

A.
4



One Community School Shadow Study - Spring/Fall Eq. 9am
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One Community School Shadow Study - Spring/Fall Eq. 12pm
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One Community School Shadow Study - Spring/Fall Eq. 3pm
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One Community School Shadow Study - Winter Sol. 9am
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One Community School Shadow Study - Winter Sol. 12pm
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One Community School Shadow Study - Winter Sol. 3pm
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4



One Community School

SCOPE OF VHB’S  TRAFFIC REVIEW
 Develop a comprehensive scope with iterative input

 Perform field inventories of current roadway conditions

 Collect detailed traffic data on the roadways

 Observe morning and afternoon peak operations at both schools

 Analyze current conditions

 Estimate future traffic conditions after school consolidation

 Quantify impacts and identify opportunities for improvements

 Explore ways to reduce vehicular traffic to the school

 Identify potential parking opportunities



One Community School

SCOPE OF TODAY’S  TRAFFIC DISCUSSION

 where are we in the process?

 Some of the DRAFT data summaries we have developed to date

 Initial thoughts on what potential issues to address in the study

 Next steps



One Community School

TRAFFIC STUDY AREA



One Community School

CENTRAL STREET - HOURLY TRAFFIC VOLUME
School Starts at 

8:40 AM
Dismissal at 

3:05 PM

 Distinct commuter peaks
 School start/ end times are slightly offset from the peaks



One Community School

5-YEAR VEHICLE CRASH DATA
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One Community School

CENTRAL STREET – SPEED PROFILE
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E A S T B O U N D W E S T B O U N D

 Posted speed limit on the roadway: 25 mph
 85th percentile speed in the order of 31 to 32 mph; higher speeds during off-peak hours
 Westbound speeds higher than in the eastbound direction



One Community School

QUEUES AT  EACH SCHOOL

 Combined maximum queue in the order of 1,000 feet
 Does not fully account for on-street drop-off
 Poor weather conditions could likely increase the queue length

0

10

20

30

40

7:00 AM 7:15 AM 7:30 AM 7:45 AM 8:00 AM 8:15 AM 8:30 AM 8:45 AM

AM Queue Observations

Winthrop Doyon

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

2:30 PM 2:45 PM 3:00 PM 3:15 PM 3:30 PM 3:45 PM 4:00 PM 4:15 PM

PM Queue Observations

Winthrop Doyon



One Community School

PEDESTRIAN ACT VIT Y TO/FROM EACH SCHOOL

 Majority of pedestrian activity at Winthrop School, as expected
 Some of these could change to vehicular trips in poor weather conditions
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One Community School

PARKING DEMAND

8

73 66
47

10

73
66

41

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

140

160

7:00 AM 9:00 AM 2:30 PM 3:30 PM

Winthrop Doyon



One Community School

APPROXIMATE MODE SPLIT  (NOT F INAL)
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One Community School

KEY AREAS OF FOCUS GOING FORWARD

 Queue management

 Pick-up /  drop-off operations

 Separation of parent vehicles and busses

 Parking shortfall

 Physical roadway improvement needs

 Consideration of vehicular traffic reductions



O N E  C O M M U N I T Y  S C H O O L

S C H O O L  B U I L D I N G  C O M M I T T E E

D E C E M B E R  1 4 ,  2 0 1 6
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One Community School
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EXISTING BUILDING 
• CONSTRUCTION 1956, ADDITION 

1989
• 50,485 SF
• 11’-4”  FLOOR TO FLOOR (TYP. NEW 

CONSTRUCTION 13’-4”)
• TYPICAL CLASSROOM – 855 SF – NEW 

CRS 950 SF /  1200 SF
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One Community School

BUILDING:
• 3 Story, 123k Sq. Ft. Building 

(ADDS 72,515 SF)
• Orientation Not Ideal For Daylight
• Compromised Educ. Organization 
• Zoned For Community Use, but 

Gym Stacked Over Cafeteria
• Very Disruptive Construction
• Existing Building Requires 

significant re-work to meet codes 
and energy goals

OUTDOOR SPACE:
• 46k PlayGrnd, 6k Hard, 44k Green 

(46k Play, 6k Hrd, 57k Grn Target)
• Fitness Path/Outdoor Stations
• Outdoor Learning +Amphitheater
• Gardens/Greenhouse Area
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One Community School

BUILDING:
• 3 Story, 123k Sq. Ft. Building
• Orientation for Natural Daylight
• Organized into Sm. Lrng Clusters
• Zoned for Community Use, but 

Gym Stacked Over Cafeteria

OUTDOOR SPACE:
• 46k Playgrnd, 6k Hard, 37k Green 

(46k Play, 6k Hrd, 57k Grn Target)
• Fitness Path/Outdoor Stations
• Outdoor Learning +Amphitheater
• Gardens/Greenhouse Area
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One Community School
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One Community School

W
2

A.
2

BUILDING:
• 3 Story, 123k Sq. Ft. Building
• Orientation for Natural Daylight
• Organized into Sm. Lrng Clusters
• Zoned for Community Use
• Kitch/Caf Located for Phasability

OUTDOOR SPACE:
• 46k Playgrnd, 6k Hard, 48k Green 

(46k Play, 6k Hrd, 57k Grn Target)
• Fitness Path/Outdoor Stations
• Outdoor Learning +Amphitheater
• Gardens/Greenhouse Area



One Community School
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One Community School

W
2

A.
3

BUILDING:
• 3 Story, 123k Sq. Ft. Building
• Orientation for Natural Daylight
• Organized into Sm. Lrng Clusters
• Zoned for Community Use
• Kitch/Caf Preferred Final Location

OUTDOOR SPACE:
• 46k Playgrnd, 6k Hard, 48k Green 

(46k Play, 6k Hrd, 57k Grn Target)
• Fitness Path/Outdoor Stations
• Outdoor Learning +Amphitheater
• Gardens/Greenhouse Area



One Community School
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• 10 BUSES 
• 50 CAR QUE
• 53 PARKING 
• 46k PLAYGROUND
• 6k HARD PLAY SURFACE
• 46K GREEN 



One Community School Gym Near Field, Central Media Ctr, Temp Kitchen Req’d

2nd FLOOR 1st FLOOR3rd FLOOR

GYM & CAF/ KITCH preferred location
(min. food service capability for 1 year)
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One Community School Shadow Study - Summer Sol. 9am
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One Community School Shadow Study - Summer Sol. 12pm
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One Community School Shadow Study - Summer Sol. 3pm
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One Community School Shadow Study - Spring/Fall Eq. 9am
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One Community School Shadow Study - Spring/Fall Eq. 12pm

W
2

A.
4



One Community School Shadow Study - Spring/Fall Eq. 3pm
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One Community School Shadow Study - Winter Sol. 9am
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One Community School Shadow Study - Winter Sol. 12pm
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One Community School Shadow Study - Winter Sol. 3pm
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One Community School Gym Near Field, Central Media Ctr, Temp Kitchen Req’d
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O N E  C O M M U N I T Y  S C H O O L
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One Community School

BUILDING:
• 3 Story, 123k Sq. Ft. Building 

(ADDS 72,515 SF)
• Orientation Not Ideal For Daylight
• Compromised Educ. Organization 
• Zoned For Community Use, but 

Gym Stacked Over Cafeteria
• Very Disruptive Construction
• Existing Building Requires 

significant re-work to meet codes 
and energy goals

OUTDOOR SPACE:
• 46k PlayGrnd, 6k Hard, 44k Green 

(46k Play, 6k Hrd, 57k Grn Target)
• Fitness Path/Outdoor Stations
• Outdoor Learning +Amphitheater
• Gardens/Greenhouse Area
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One Community School

BUILDING:
• 3 Story, 123k Sq. Ft. Building
• Orientation for Natural Daylight
• Organized into Sm. Lrng Clusters
• Zoned for Community Use, but 

Gym Stacked Over Cafeteria

OUTDOOR SPACE:
• 46k Playgrnd, 6k Hard, 37k Green 

(46k Play, 6k Hrd, 57k Grn Target)
• Fitness Path/Outdoor Stations
• Outdoor Learning +Amphitheater
• Gardens/Greenhouse Area
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One Community School

W
2
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BUILDING:
• 3 Story, 123k Sq. Ft. Building
• Orientation for Natural Daylight
• Organized into Sm. Lrng Clusters
• Zoned for Community Use
• Kitch/Caf Located for Phasability

OUTDOOR SPACE:
• 46k Playgrnd, 6k Hard, 48k Green 

(46k Play, 6k Hrd, 57k Grn Target)
• Fitness Path/Outdoor Stations
• Outdoor Learning +Amphitheater
• Gardens/Greenhouse Area



One Community School

W
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3

BUILDING:
• 3 Story, 123k Sq. Ft. Building
• Orientation for Natural Daylight
• Organized into Sm. Lrng Clusters
• Zoned for Community Use
• Kitch/Caf Preferred Final Location

OUTDOOR SPACE:
• 46k Playgrnd, 6k Hard, 48k Green 

(46k Play, 6k Hrd, 57k Grn Target)
• Fitness Path/Outdoor Stations
• Outdoor Learning +Amphitheater
• Gardens/Greenhouse Area



One Community School Gym Near Field, Central Media Ctr, Temp Kitchen Req’d

2nd FLOOR 1st FLOOR3rd FLOOR

GYM & CAF/ KITCH preferred location
(min. food service capability for 1 year)
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• 10 BUSES 
• 50 CAR QUE
• 78 PARKING 
• 46k PLAYGROUND
• 6k HARD PLAY SURFACE
• 40K GREEN 



One Community School Shadow Study - Summer Sol. 9am
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One Community School Shadow Study - Summer Sol. 12pm
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One Community School Shadow Study - Summer Sol. 3pm
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One Community School Shadow Study - Spring/Fall Eq. 9am
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One Community School Shadow Study - Spring/Fall Eq. 12pm
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One Community School Shadow Study - Spring/Fall Eq. 3pm
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One Community School Shadow Study - Winter Sol. 9am
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One Community School Shadow Study - Winter Sol. 12pm
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One Community School Shadow Study - Winter Sol. 3pm
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One Community School

SCOPE OF VHB’S  TRAFFIC REVIEW
 Develop a comprehensive scope with iterative input

 Perform field inventories of current roadway conditions

 Collect detailed traffic data on the roadways

 Observe morning and afternoon peak operations at both schools

 Analyze current conditions

 Estimate future traffic conditions after school consolidation

 Quantify impacts and identify opportunities for improvements

 Explore ways to reduce vehicular traffic to the school

 Identify potential parking opportunities



One Community School

SCOPE OF TODAY’S  TRAFFIC DISCUSSION

 where are we in the process?

 Some of the DRAFT data summaries we have developed to date

 Initial thoughts on what potential issues to address in the study

 Next steps



One Community School

TRAFFIC STUDY AREA



One Community School

CENTRAL STREET - HOURLY TRAFFIC VOLUME
School Starts at 

8:40 AM
Dismissal at 

3:05 PM

 Distinct commuter peaks
 School start/ end times are slightly offset from the peaks



One Community School

5-YEAR VEHICLE CRASH DATA
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One Community School

QUEUES AT  EACH SCHOOL

 Combined maximum queue in the order of 1,000 feet
 Does not fully account for on-street drop-off
 Poor weather conditions could likely increase the queue length
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One Community School

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL STUDENTS

2-mile radius (free bus 
outside the radius; pay 

to ride inside the radius)

1/2-mile radius 
(potential walk/bike 

mode of travel)



One Community School

AM MODE OF TRAVEL STATISTICS (NOT F INAL)

Winthrop Doyon

Enrollment 381 398

Students outside 2-mile radius (Students assigned bus route) 58 (49) 280 (235)

Students inside 2-mile radius (Students assigned bus route) 323 (108) 118 (66)

Students inside 1/2-mile radius (Students who walk/bike) 168 (44) 7 (4)



One Community School

APPROXIMATE MODE SPLIT  (NOT F INAL)
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One Community School

CIRCULATION OPTIONS



One Community School

CIRCULATION OPTIONS



One Community School

PARKING DEMAND
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One Community School

KEY AREAS OF FOCUS GOING FORWARD

 Queue management

 Pick-up /  drop-off operations

 Separation of parent vehicles and busses

 Physical roadway improvement needs

 Consideration of traffic reduction measures

 Parking shortfall



One Community School

QUEUES AT  EACH SCHOOL

 Combined maximum queue in the order of 1,000 feet
 Does not fully account for on-street drop-off
 Poor weather conditions could likely increase the queue length
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One Community School

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL STUDENTS

2-mile radius (free bus 
outside the radius; pay 

to ride inside the radius)

1/2-mile radius 
(potential walk/bike 

mode of travel)



One Community School

AM MODE OF TRAVEL STATISTICS (NOT F INAL)

Winthrop Doyon

Enrollment 381 398

Students outside 2-mile radius (Students assigned bus route) 58 (49) 280 (235)

Students inside 2-mile radius (Students assigned bus route) 323 (108) 118 (66)

Students inside 1/2-mile radius (Students who walk/bike) 168 (44) 7 (4)



One Community School

APPROXIMATE MODE SPLIT  (NOT F INAL)
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One Community School

CIRCULATION OPTIONS



One Community School
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One Community School

PARKING DEMAND
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One Community School

KEY AREAS OF FOCUS GOING FORWARD

 Queue management

 Pick-up /  drop-off operations

 Separation of parent vehicles and busses

 Physical roadway improvement needs

 Consideration of traffic reduction measures

 Parking shortfall



• Structured Playground = 35k SF
• Hard-Surface Play = 2k SF
• Unstructured Green = 28k SF
• Front/Lawn Areas = 64.3k SF
• Sports Fields = none

Existing Play Areas  Combined = 46k struct. +6k hard +57k green

• Structured Playground = 11k SF
• Hard-Surface Play = 4k SF
• Unstructured Green = 29k SF
• Front/Lawn Areas = 45k SF
• Sports Fields = 230k SF

W I N TH ROP D OYON



ADD/RENO OPT
3-STORY, 123k Sq Ft BLDG (50% New)
46k Play +6k Hard +44k Grn (-13k Goal)
10 Bus/25 Car Queue (-25 Car Goal)
80 Pkg (+70 Offsite Required)

CONSIDERATIONS

Does Not Achieve Educ. Adjacencies

Long/Narrow Hallways, Not CR Clusters

Orientation Not Daylight / Energy Effic.

New Massing / Height Exceeds Zoning

Zoned for Comm Use; Half on 2 Floor

Gym Over Caf Limits Stage / Acoustics

Gym Loc. Not Direct to Playfields

Exist. Floor Heights Limit HVAC Opt’s

Ext. Envelope Inefficiencies Remain

Not Inherently Universally Accessible

W
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A
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A
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2
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NEW OPT W2A.1
3-STORY, 123k Sq Ft BLDG
46k Play +6k Hard +37k Grn (-20k Goal)
10 Bus/40 Car Queue (-25 Car Goal)
65 Pkg (+85 Offsite Required)

CONSIDERATIONS

Ideal Educational Adjacencies

Collaborative / Flexible CR Clusters

Ideal Orientation for Daylight / Energy

Massing / Height Exceeds Zoning

Same as Add/Reno

Same as Add/Reno

Same as Add/Reno

Kitchen/Loading Loc. Near Playgrounds

NEW OPT W2A.2
3-STORY, 123k Sq Ft BLDG
46k Play +6k Hard +48k Grn (-9k Goal)
10 Bus/19 Car Queue (-31 Car Goal)
60 Pkg (+70 Offsite Required)

CONSIDERATIONS

Same as .1

Same as .1

Good Orientation for Daylight / Energy

Full Height Kept within 37’ Zoning Limit

Zoned Well for Comm, Most on 1st Floor

Proper Caf + Stage Height / Acoustics

Same as Add/Reno

Kitchen/Loading Loc. Near Playfields

NEW OPT W2A.3
3-STORY, 123k Sq Ft BLDG
46k Play +6k Hard +48k Grn (-9k Goal)
10 Bus/25 Car Queue (-25 Car Goal)
80 Pkg (+70 Offsite Required)

CONSIDERATIONS

Same as .1

Same as .1

Same as .2

Same as .2

Same as .2

Same as .2

Gym Loc. w/ Fields / Caf w/ Playground

Preferred Kitchen / Loading Location 
(Food Service Alt. Req’d in Construction)

NEW OPT W2A.4
3-STORY, 123k Sq Ft BLDG
46k Play +6k Hard +45 Grn -5k (= -17k)
10 Bus/50 Car Queue (Meets Goal)
53 Pkg +21 Added (=76 Offsite Req’d)

CONSIDERATIONS

Same as .1

Same as .1

Same as .2

Same as .2

Same as .2

Same as .2

Same as .3

Same as .3

Improved Art, Media-Ctr & PK Location 
(lower bldg mass, increases useable land)

One Community School  Feasibility Options Comparison

Incl. Front Pkg



Winthrop Elementary School. Ipswich MA  
MSBA Module 3 Feasibility Study – Preferred Schematic Report 
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January 14, 2016 (revised Apr.15, 2016) 
 
Educational Leadership Team 
 
Educational Visioning & Programming Summary 
Winthrop Elementary School Project 
Ipswich, Massachusetts 
 
 
Overall Process; 

The Feasibility Study (FS) is the earliest and most critical part of the design process. This 
phase includes information gathering, investigation/assessment of current conditions, 
establishment of goals/objectives, definition of program and needs, exploration and 
evaluation of options and, ultimately selection of a preferred solution. The MSBA sub-
divides this phase with two substantial submissions; the Preliminary Design Program 
(PDP) Report and subsequent Preferred Schematic Report (PSR). Upon approval from the 
MSBA, the project would then move into Schematic Design (SD), where it is further 
defined for SD approval, Scope and Budget Agreement (PSBA), the Project Funding 
Agreement (PFA) and community approval(s) to proceed into full Design Development, 
Construction Documents, Bidding and Construction.  

As information gathering and assessment of current conditions occurs, design efforts 
begin with our team gaining an understanding of the District’s current educational 
practices, its goals and objectives for the future curriculum, organizational models, grade 
structures, teaming and teaching/learning methods. This typically comes from the 
District’s Educational Plan and engaged or advanced through the visioning process.  
New Vista Design (NVD) leads the Visioning up-front, via a series of workshops that 
typically start with core educational decision makers (educational leadership team) and 
expands to broader stakeholder groups. Perkins Eastman/DPC (Arch) will begin the 
assessment and development of educational specifications (space needs, program 
requirements and attributes) simultaneously, but more in the background. These efforts 
culminate in a comprehensive Educational Program that describes the vision, guiding 
principles, organizational patterns, tabular space needs, policies and requirements and, 
becomes the basis for design. The stakeholder groups that are part of the Visioning and 
Programming Process include; 

1.    Educational Leadership Team (ELT) – usually 4 to 6 key core decision makers for the 
educational program that provide leadership within the district and school. This 
would include a subset from the Educational Work Group. 

2.    Educational Working Group (EWG) – typically 20 to 30 thought leaders and engaged 
faculty representatives that reflect the broader school and community and can help 
connect the vision to ideas that are appropriate for this school. Should include SBC 
representatives, district and school leadership, teachers, parents, interested and 
engaged students and community partners or leaders. 

3.    Faculty / User Groups – depending on the size of staff and depth of engagement, full 
faculty or staff representatives for each subject or service area would participate in 
user group meetings (by subject) and/or larger forums. 

4.    Community Stakeholders – participation open to the full community, but ideal if 
individual community groups are engaged and invited with the intent of involving a 
representative cross section of voters, business and governance. 

 
Educational Leadership Team Participants; 



e 

William Hart, Superintendent, SBC, wihart@ipsk12.net, 978.356.2935 
Barry Hopping, School Committee, SBC Vice-Chair, bhopping@ipsk12.net, 978.356.2969 
Sheila McAdams, Principal WES, SBC, smcadams@ipsk12.net, 978.356.2976 
Sheila Conley, Principal DES, sconley@ipsk12.net, 978.356.5506 
Tracy Wagner, Director of Teaching/Learning, twagner@ipsk12.net, 978.471.0937 
Robert Bell (Architect/Planner – PE/DPC); r.bell@perkinseastman.com, 617.712.2115 
David Stephen (Educational Planner – NVD); david@newvistadesign.net, 617.733.0847 
 
Copy to Occasional Participants; 
Kevin Murphy, SBC Chair, kwm@kevinwmurphy.net 
Carl Nylen, SC Chair, SBC, cnylen@ipsk12.net 
 
Educational Programming and Visioning Tasks/Timeline (not full list of project tasks); 

Date/Time Who Task / Description; 

Thru January Arch. Educational Information Gathering  
 Existing Room Assignment Plan, incl. uses, staff, room no. 
 Schedules, incl. daily cycle/rotation for specials 
 List of All Programs, incl. outside of school hours 
 SPED Descriptions, incl. pull-out vs sched’d vs self-cont. 
 Policies, incl. class size & teaching contract hours 

  Arch. Generate Base Plans (4 sites & 2 schools) & Test Fit/Capacity 
  ELT Begin Assembling the Educational Work Group 

Jan.14 4-5pm ELT ELT Kick-Off Meeting - discuss key objectives, signature 
programs, process, types of workshops and who is involved 

 7pm SBC SBC Kick-Off Meeting 

Jan.21 11:30 DS/RB Tour Winthrop ES in action w/ SM & Doyon ES w/ SC 
  4-6pm ELT Meeting to Continue Shaping Workshops  

 Review/Refine Schedule (align w/ revised SBC mtg’s) 
 Progress Assembling EWG 
 Discuss Grade Config. Assessment Process & Feb. Timing 

Jan.27 5pm ELT Review Progress Assembling the EWG and Tasks/Timeline  
 7pm SBC SBC Meeting – discuss visioning/programming tasks, schedule 

(+ start grade config assessment timeline) 

Thru February  Educational Visioning, Engage Community & Program Analysis 
Feb.2 1:30-3 MSBA MSBA Kick-Off Meeting 

Feb.8 8:30-3 EWG Work Shop I – postponed until Feb.29 

Feb.10 6-7pm SBC SBC regular business prior to Community Forum 
 7-8:30 DS/RB Community Forum I – Overview, 21c Pres, Solicit Ideas/Goals   

(+ grade configuration discussion) 

Feb.11 7-9pm DS/RB School Committee Meeting (discussions, incl. grade config.) 

Feb.24 4-6pm ELT Meeting to Check-In (if needed) 
 7pm SBC SBC Meeting (progress + grade config. discussion) 

Feb.27  9:30-12 All New School Tours (Essex Tech & Howe Manning ES) 

Feb.29  8:30-3 EWG Work Shop I – 21st C Learning Goals, SCOG and Design Patterns 
(+ grade configuration discussion) 

Thru March ELT Develop Educational & Site Program (Narrative & Tabular Need) 

mailto:wihart@ipsk12.net
mailto:bhopping@ipsk12.net
mailto:smcadams@ipsk12.net
mailto:sconley@ipsk12.net
mailto:twagner@ipsk12.net
mailto:r.bell@perkinseastman.com
mailto:david@newvistadesign.net
mailto:kwm@kevinwmurphy.net
mailto:cnylen@ipsk12.net


e 

Mid-March Arch. Schedule Program Conf Call w/ MSBA 
  Arch. Prelim Program Meetings (review calc’s, Arts, PE, PreK & SPED) 

Mar.3 4-6pm ELT Meeting to Check-In (if needed) 
 7pm SC School Committee (A/E intro & grade config implic’s progress) 

Mar.10 5-7pm SBC SBC regular business prior to Community Forum 
 7-8:30 DS/RB Community Forum II – Updates, Review Work Shop I, (+ grade 

configuration discussion)  

Mar. 14 8:30-3 EWG Work Shop II – BMS exercise, Guiding Principles & Key Spaces 
(+ grade configuration discussion) 

Mar.17 2-4pm DS/RB Faculty Forum – Doyon ES Library 
 7pm SC School Committee – Town Hall Rm A 

Mar.23 7pm SBC SBC regular business prior to Community Forum 
 7pm DS/RB Community Forum III – Town Hall Rm A 

Mar.31 7pm SC/SBC Joint Meeting (focused on Grade Config preferences) 

Thru April Arch. Develop Planning Alternatives Space Summary & Sustainability  
Apr.7 7pm SC School Committee (grade config decision) – Town Hall Rm A 

Apr. 8 8:15am WH/TW Teacher Workshop (educational program) – Payne Bldg 

Apr.13 7pm Tri-Bd Meeting among BOS, Finance & SC w/ SBC (site discussion) 

Apr. 15 2:30pm ELT Review Educ Program Requirements & Space Summary 

April 16 thru 22 WH/TW Develop Educational Program (4/22 draft for SC to review) 

Apr.28 6pm SC School Committee (preferred site selection) 
 7pm Tri-Bd Meeting among BOS, Finance & SC (w/ SBC present) 

Late April TBD Sustainability & Security Workshops 

Thru May Arch. Develop & Evaluate Planning Alternatives (select 4) 
May. 5 7pm SC School Committee (approve Educ Program) 

May.12 7pm Tri-Bd Meeting among BOS, Finance & SC (w/ SBC present) 

May.18 7pm SBC SBC Meeting (discuss Tri-Bd mtgs, review planning options) 

May.25 7pm SC School Committee 

May.26 7pm SBC SBC Meeting (select preferred options) 

Early June Arch. Complete PDP Submission to MSBA 

Jun.9 3pm OPM MSBA – PDP Submission 



7.19.16 
 
Presented the education communication meeting plan 
 
Due July 28 to MSBC-to OPM and Bob by July 27. 



Monday, August 2, 2016 
ELT+ Meeting 
Central Office 

4-5PM 
 
Objective:  
Develop and implement strategy to support Elementary School Building Project. Participants to 
include ELT plus other school and/or community representatives. 
 
Norms: 

● Be prepared and engaged. 
● Share the workload. 
● Tough on issues, not on people. 
● Seek clarity. 
● Respect-trust-confidentiality. 
● Assume positive intent. 
● Recognize everyone as a learner. 

 
Agenda: 
 

- Updates on School Building Project developments 
- PDP Response to MSBA 
- Review and Discussion on draft talking points 
- Review strategy and activity plan for Summer and early Fall 
- Other topics 

 
Questions to consider: 

● What is the current state of support for the project as presently defined? 
● What “kind of elementary school” are we proposing? Where are we in 

agreement as a group? Where can we compromise to have a united 
vision? 

● What are the key messages that need to be communicated at 
different stages of the project? 

● What needs to happen by the time people have to vote for the new 
elementary school, and how can teachers, parents and community 
members have more ownership and engagement in this process? 

● How will we as a leadership team help educate and engage the school 
and town communities over the next 9 months?  

● Who are the other stakeholders who need to be involved, and how do we 
involve them? 



  
 

 

 

Education Leadership Team 

November 1, 2016 

Proposed Agenda 

 

I. Refine talking points (community; parents; staff) 

This task was not completed but see below. 

 

II. Develop/refine the plan/protocol for Nov. 7 th staff meeting 

 

Design questions/frame them to aid the tasks.  

Purpose: to update/inform; find the connections between the ed plan and the 

alternatives--think, puzzle question as a protocol?; Tracy will post to protocol options to Google 

for Sheila, Sheila, Amy and Lauren to revise. 

  

III. Develop/refine the plan/protocol for Nov. 15 th community meeting 

Advertising 

● newsletter  (Sheila will include-to go out Nov. 7th) 

● Doyon/winthrop newsletters (Sheila M. to draft and send to Sheila C.) 

●  Chronicle (cannibalize the newsletter information) 

●  Scott Ames notified- access to tech in the Middle school 6th grade pod (Tracy will reach 

out to secure the pod and ensure recording of the event) 

●  on the town website? (Who was checking this?) 

● developed agenda for posting.  (What’s the hook? How will we get them there?) 

 

IV. Outreach plan development 

V. Role clarity going forward (who will be responsible for what?) 

a. ELT, SBC, SC, Central Office, other? 



  
 

ELT-Strategic team where the ideas come in and then the other groups take it out and 

put it to work.  A place where the action steps are developed...and revisiting next steps. 

List of action items with delegation to follow.  ELT reporting to SC with an open agenda 

item on SBC.  On SC agenda, place for ELT updates--gives the SC an opportunity for 

input. (Gives it more meaning?)  Any information that will be reported out should come 

to SC ahead of time.  

 

 

 Who are we reporting out to?  (avoid redundancy) Ready-made mediums for the 

message: SC, SBC and faculty meetings.  

 

 Reiterating significant problem in the facilities, emerging 21st Century school system 

with different needs from the past; phenomenal opportunity to address these issues. 

Use the Ed program document to identify key pieces with what the facility can do for us. 

Keep it simple.  Standing opportunities for the message.  

 

Informational-define the need (see points above) 

Potential-what can we do in a new space (see points above) 

Problem-solving/task teams (to solve some of the issues/considerations to come up) 

 

Sarah sees ELT as Strategic group with membership from the other groups (SBC, SC, 

educators).  Role clarity also suggests the need for action leadership. 

 

Are there any voices that need to be  represented?  

Barry, Sarah, Carl (?) 

Bill, Tracy, Sheila and Sheila 



  
 

teachers-per topic--TBA 

 

 

Invited as needed: Kevin, PMA, architect; Citizens’ Advocacy group 

 

b. Focus group updates (when to mobilize and in what order?) 

This task was not completed. 

 

Next meeting: Nov. 8--review Nov. 7’s outcomes; adjust agenda/make changes; 
establish the prime facilitator for the Nov. 15th. --Carl and Barry?  

 

 



  
 

 

 

Education Leadership Team 

November 8, 2016 

Proposed Agenda 

 

I. Review Nov. 1 meeting minutes 3:30-3:35pm 

Barry notified others about the restructuring of the committee. 

 

 

II. Review Nov. 7 staff meeting 3:35-4:00pm 

 

Overall comments:  

Acknowledged that people are coming in for the first time while others have been involved for 

some time.  

 

A handout of the benefits/challenges was distributed.  There is a need to review the document 

and pull out the questions--Challenges were populated with questions when people were 

unsure of the answer.  

 

Helpful to have someone at the stations--got more detailed questions.  Sarah asked for a legend 

on the next designs. People needed the orientation of the plan to really get started.   Lauren 

noted the ed plan was almost too much to read at the time.  

 

Post it notes allowed everyone to put up their own ideas whether or not they came up in the 

group discussion. 

 

The overall presentation stressed being problem solvers and having a voice in the educational 

program of the community school. 

 



  
 

Staff were asked to complete a form to indicate what subcommittees may need to be formed in 

the future and their willingness to participate in one or more of these subcommittees. 

 

III. Develop/refine the plan/agenda for Nov. 15 4:00-4:20pm 

To address orientation concerns: have all three plans up for an orientation and then break off. 

To address no time to read the ed plan:  bullet-point the overall key points and project them 

  

Acknowledge the challenges up front...there have been detractors;  

Start with the real story...and the desire to help; have faculty plan a role in the evening; 

Challenges may be easier to identify than the benefits--need to help people get centered on the 

items that are most important for education.  The only things that a community member may 

come in with is challenges--may want to lead with the benefits--understand why the work to 

problem solve is worth our while (this is why we need to do it--this is what is happening for 

kids) 

Can we frontload the process? Challenges-name them.  Ground the community in the ed plan. 

Is there something about each design that speaks to the ed plan? That is unique? Perhaps place 

a small notecard by each design, that has a bit of a design explanation.  

 

Who is coming? Bob? Landscape architect? 

 

1. After the intro (Sarah)--purpose to look at it with two different lens--educational 

benefits that you find intriguing/want to know more about--and the second lens is a 

community lens 

2. Bill-bullet the education plan 

3. Can Bob highlight the connections between the options and the ed plan--orient 

them--focus on the benefits of each? 

4. Break out sessions. (2 of the same design-6 classrooms used.) Pull the benefits from the 

educators to put side by side with the options in the breakout room.  

Assigned staff in room-(Can we have an educator in each of the room? Presence from 

SC? Bulleted ed plan in the room.)  reorient; point out a few big items; identified facilitator for 

each group-- 



  
 

 

Bill suggests that it is focused on kids: “What do you think are the benefits for students?”  Can 

the questions be crafted so that that is the way people would be looking at the building? May 

want to ask participants to dot the benefits that are important to them.  (“I like that one. I 

didn’t think of that one?”) A question may be used to send people off---specific 

question-ground people in the work. 

 

5. Regroup--thank them; next steps information; exit ticket regarding help in the future? 

 

Next Steps 

Review outreach--any specific invitations to be made? 

Create agenda (send to Kevin/Cindy for posting) -- Sarah 

Refine protocol-Barry/Sarah and Sheila 

Identify support people for breakout groups- Sheila, Sheila, Tracy, Bill, Lauren 

draft some potential guiding questions- Tracy 

pull key bullets from the education plan- Bill 

create a handout with upcoming dates- Barry 

color-coded name tags for sorting into groups 

 

Taping of the meeting--we should tape in the pod and move into the breakout rooms. film for 

ICAM--main; unobtrusive; -- Tracy will confirm with Scott Ames 

If arriving late, pull off to a room to bring them up to speed 

 

 

 

IV. Next steps in outreach plans 4:20-4:30pm 

did not get to this step 

Refine talking points (community; parents; staff) 

Focus group updates (when to mobilize and in what order? Who initiates the contact?) 

 

 



  
 

 

 

Education Leadership Team 

November 15, 2016 

Proposed Agenda 

 

I. Review tasks for evening meeting 3:30-4:00pm 

 

A final run-through of the Community meeting was reviewed.  Last minute details regarding set 

up and supplies were reviewed. 

 

II. Review expectations for Nov. 17 SC meeting 4:00-4:15pm 

 

For Thursday’s School Committee meeting, the ELT should present the data from both the staff 

and community meetings.  Data will be in its “raw” form.  The expectation is that the ELT will be 

”directed” to bring the analyzed data to the Nov. 30 SBC meeting (final presentation 

suggestion--Venn Diagram with faculty benefits/challenges; word cloud)  

 

Are we trying to delineate the value of different options---trending options? 

 

III. Next steps in outreach plans 4:20-4:30pm 

 

December 6-joint School Council/Parent meeting 7:00pm 

 

 



  
 

 

 

Education Leadership Team 

Dec 5, 2016 

Proposed Agenda 

 

I. Last minute detail for joint SC meeting 3:30-4:30pm 

Same format as community meeting 

Keep tours in the context of the meeting 

 

Changes in the plan-Plan 4-based on feedback from the meetings. 

 

Mention the items that Bob Bell have said about the add/reno.  Isolated and still 

industrial feel. 

 

Whenever possible, meeting in the pods.  

 

Traffic survey done by Wed. 14th. 

 

  

II. Outreach Plans 4:00-5:00pm 

 

Strategic plan for next steps in community outreach-who/what/where/when and 

how 

 

What is the primary reason we need to build this new building in Ipswich? 

 

*What are the talking points? To what groups? 

Each group has a primary message--need the message from every angle. 

 



  
 

The longer we stay in antiquated buildings, the more likely we have issues in the future. 

 

Calculated and timely- 

Get the “why this makes sense” from different stakeholders-broad stroke;  

Were not asking for going to a meeting; or website 

 

balanced between meetings and facts sheets 

 

 

 

     III. Smart Routes planning 

 

 



  
 

 

 

Education Leadership Team 

Dec 13, 2016 

Proposed Agenda 

 

I. Timelines and working groups 3:30-4:30pm 

 
When do we organize task teams to develop solutions/options? 
 
When does the technical input to the building project happen? 
 
Start at the 30000 foot place (Bill)--helps frame the questions that people trying to answer-- 
 

Continuity in decision-making; back to community input--work; 
 

First group to form How will we organize?  Lay out the objectives---  working group--open to all 
educators but can solicit participation---need to set out the parameters and time expectations 
ahead of time 
 
Purpose to develop solution strategies to objectives  
Design thinking diagram--culture of thinking 
 
Discussion of high level talking points: 
(Bill) safety, finance, innovation 
Leveraging the need to get the want 
The longer we stay in antiquated buildings, the more likely we have issues in the future. 

 

Calculated and timely- 

Get the “why this makes sense” from different stakeholders-broad stroke;  

Were not asking for going to a meeting; or website 

 



Working groups-- 
 

Timelines? 
 
Technical input to the building project-- 
 
Start at the 30000 foot place (Bill)--helps frame the questions that people trying to answer-- 
 

Continuity in decision-making; back to community input--work; 
 

How will we organize?  Lay out the objectives---  working group--open to all, but stack the 
room---can’t miss a meeting-set out parameters ahead of time 
 
Solution strategies to objectives  (instead of solving problem) 
Design thinking diagram--culture of thinking 
 
Element that will vote that has nothing to do with education-- 
(Bill) safety, finance, innovation 
Leveraging the need to get the want 



 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
50 Franklin Street 

Suite 203  
Boston, MA 02110 
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