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A STUDY OF THREE ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS CONSTRUCTED
FROM A SINGLE MODIFIABLE PLAN IN THE
EDMONDS, WASHINGTON SCHOOL DISTRICT

CHAPTER I
INTRODUCT ION
Background for the Study

The question of how public funds can be better invested
in school construction has been a concern of school boards,
state legislators and taxpayers. The Edmonds School District
with its rapid growth and school construction program involv-
ing two o» more new schools per year was no exception in this
concern to build schools for less cost. The thought of using
"stock plans™ or "modifiable plans™ has appeal since it sug-
gests a possible savings in architectural services. Because
of the pressures to pursue stock plans for échool construction
at the state and local levels, the Edmonds School Board
approved two experimental projects with modifiable plans at
the elementary and junior high levels. The purpose of the
experimentation was to help determine whether a savings, if
any, might result from the use of stock plans.

The first attempt in this direction was the re-use of
a junior high plan designed for the Ephrata School District.




The plans for the Edmonds school were bid as basic
“A"™ and basic "B." Basic "A" conformed to the Ephrata
documents, details, and materlials as closely as pos-
sible while still satisfying code reﬁulations, and
district requirements., The basic "B” design deviated
from the Ephrata documents in the area of materials,
structural, mechanical, electrical, etc., based on
decisions by the architect in the best interests of

economy and the assurance that the project could be
built as bid.l

Plan "B" which was redesigned to meet codes, and effect

the maximum economy based on bids, represented a savings to

the Zdmonds School District of $116,050 over the modified

Ephrata plan "A.,"™ It was later polnted out, however, that the
contractor lost approximately $30,000 on the project. This
experiment with modifiable school planning showed many of the

problems involved, when attempting to adapt a single plan to

geographic~locations of great)contrast.

Experience gained in the junior high project undertaken
by the Edmonds School District provided a good background for
the second attempt at modifiable school planning on the elemen-
tary level., The elementary school experiment in modifiable
] planning by the Edmonds School District 1s presented herein.
The second project gave a different approach to the re-use of
a single plan in that construction took place within the same

locality. This suggested a reduction in many of the severe

lstate Board of Education, "A Summary of an Experiment
Using a Modifiable School Plan,™ Experimental Research Report
(Olympia, Washington: State Board of Education, 1963), p. 25.
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problems caused by building codes, weather, and topography,
experienced in the junlor high project. This background paved
the way for the following study.

Purposes of the Study

One purpose of the study was to evaluate the modifiable
plan used for the construction of three elementary schools in
the Edmonds, Washington School District. The evaluation
sought to answer such questions as: (1) were dollars saved
through the multiple use of one puilding plan? (2) was the
#school program and progress inmschool construction limited?
and (3) what were some of the inadequacies of the school build-
ings constructed and how can they be corrected? Were these
lnadequacies a function of the plan? Another purpose was to
assist the Edmonds school administration, board, and public in
determining the feasibility of using this particular type of
modifiable planning for schools. This purpose included such
aspects as: (1) what type of buillding adapts best as & modi-
fiable plan? (2) what type of building materials are most suit-
able for a modifiable plan? (3) does a school building plan
made up of units adapt better to repeated construction then a
plan consisting only of one unit? (4) does the use of a modifi-
able school plan perpetuate construction and planning problems?
and (5) does the use of a modifiable plan insure a better bid
price? The third purpose was to evaluate some of the advantages

and disadvantages of the multiple use of one plan at the state




level. Questions related to this purpose were: (1) could

this be a factor in time saved? and (2) what were the effects

of the building and planning process on creativity and new T%
approaches to learning? The fourth purpose was to assist the 7;1
state in determining the feasibility of encouraging this par- ?}
ticular type of modifiable school ﬁlanning. f{

Need for the Study

3
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Over the past several years, leglslators have asked the
questlion as to whether several basic modifiable school plans
could be prepared at the state level aﬁd then be used by
districts throughout the state at a consequent saving to the

2 wyodifiable

district. Proponents say yes; opponents say no.
Plan Bills" were introduced in the Senate sessions in 1953,
1955, 1957, 1959, and 1961. In 1959, Senate Bill No. 392 wss
defeated on the Senate floor by a close vote.3
In June, 1959, the State Board of Education set up a

controlled experiment to test the provisions set forth in

Senate Bill No. 392, The experiment was to include one junilor
high project and one elementary project. The junior high

project involved the Ephrata and Edmonds School Districts.?

23tate Board of Education, “The Use of Modifiable or
Stock Plans for School Buildings™ (0Olympla, Washington: State
Board of Education, 1963), p. 2. (Mimecgraphed.)

SState Board of Education, "A Summary of an Experiment
Using a Modifiable School Plan,”™ Experimental Research Report
(Olympia, Washington: State Board of Education, 1963), p. 1.

4State Board of Education, op.cit., p. 48.
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Evidence from the study tended to indicate many
shortcomings in modifiable school planning. Although some
research has been done in the area of modifiable school plan-
ning, it has been limited in terms of sampling, level,
geography, and so forth. This study should contribute ad-
ditional information to help substantiate or disprove data

already established.

Methods of Research and Sources c¢f Data

The historlcal method of research was the prime method
used to conduct this study. This included: (1) a study of
Forms B-5 to B-8 from the State Board of Education, (2) the
examination of bid data and cost records of the entire proj-
ect, (3) a study of the plans, change orders, and specifica~
tions, and (4) publications and related literature in the
field. Another method of ressarch used which assisted in the
examinations and evaluations of data and records collected
through the historical method, was the descriptive survey.
The descriptive surv.y method included: (1) interviews and
conferences with school officials, state officials, and the
architect, and (2) questionnaires completed by school
officials and personnel, state officials, and the architect.

The chief sources of data were the school building
plans and specifications, Forms B-5 through B-8, and bid and
cost data on file in the Edmonds School District and archi-

tect's offices. Other pertinent information was obtalned
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through many intervliews, meetings, and conferences with

school administrators, state officlsls, and the architect.
Limitations of the Study

The study was limited in many ways. It covered only
one type of stock planning, and was limited to the short-
comings and restrictions of the plan used. The plan used was
based on the Edmonds School District philosophy of elementary
education and included twenty basic classrooms. The study was
also limited to the Edmonds geographic location, and the adap~
tation of construction and materials suited to western Wash-
Irgton climate. The varying conditions applying only to one
site such as drainage, elevation, and limited access were
limitations. Other limitations were state and local building

codes and regulations, ard financing within the state ceiling.
Definition of Terms

Educational cconsultant. The educational consultant is

a key person in many school plant studies.® He supplies the
expertness which is required in any cooperative study of

planning for a school building which will adequately accomo-
cate the school program required in any given community. The

consultant is an expert on the various facets of the school

SJohn H., Herrick and others, ¥From School Progrem to
School Plant (New York: Henry Holt and Company, 1956), p. 149.
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program and should be qualified to assist the school board,
superintendent, teachers, and school planning committees in
determining the requirements of the school program to be
housed., He should have a knowledge of instructional prac-
tices and procedures, and an understanding of public and
school administration. He should have a knowledge of school
buildings; he mﬁst know what kinds of facilities are effec-
tive in fostering various phases of the school program and
must be familiar with construction methods and materials,
Since the educational consultant is an educator, state
departments of education and the education departments or
schools of colleges and universities are likely places to
secure educational consultant services., Some larger school

districts have educational consultants on their staff.

Educational planning, Educational planning encom-

passes all planning activities, both berére and during the
architectural work, which are necessary to determine the
number and general character of the facilities within the
completed bullding and on the site, insofar as they have a
bearing on the successful functioning of the desired school
program and the efficlient operation of the physical plant.6
Since the major focus in educstional planning is on the
school program, it follows that educational planning is an

aspect of school administration rather than a braach of

6Ibido » ppo 104-50
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architecture., Thus, members of the educational planning
staff should be essentially educators by preparation and
experience., Educational planning is distinctly different
from the school~plant survey. The survey is a study designed
to develop a comprehensive building program for & school
district over a period of years, The details concerning a
specific bullding project following the survey encompass the
educational plenning phase of school building,

Architectural service. Architectural service is rend-

ered through the selected architect who has the responsibility
of planning the school and handling the technical, adminise-
trative, and financial problems involved in its construction.
He coordinates the services of all engineers and technicians
involved in the design of the school and directs the construce
tion of the bullding by contractors. He accepts the specifi-
cations handed down by the planners of the building, makes
suggestions to help them in keeping their work on a practical
level, designs a bullding which will house the school program
specifled.

Stock plan. The stock plan idea is somewhat contro-
versial at the present time. It 1s appealing to the typical
taxpayer, as it suggests e substantial saving by eliminating

the cocst of architectural services.7 Some evidence indicates

TAmerican Association of School Administrators, Planning

America's School Buildings (Washington, D, C,: Americen
Association of School Administrators, 1960), p. 189.
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that changing the school design for each site may help reduce
the per square foot cost desplte the rising cost index., This
appears possible because it permits the use of more economical
materials. Construction costs for a stock plan could be
expected to rise proporticnately with the cost index.8 It
appears easier to keep pace with the changing face of educa-
tion when using a separate design for each building than when

using a stock plan.

Classroom. The classroom is the basic element in every

school building where learning activities are carried out.,
These instructional areas may be classified as rsegular class-
rooms and specialized classrooms. Regular classrooms are
generally alike throughout the building, and contain from.GOO
to 1200 square feet of floor space.9 Furniture and equipment
found in a regular classroom is a general type that 1s adapt-
able to the basic subjects. Specialized classrooms vary in
size according to the activity. Equlpment is specialized and
generally used only for the particular sub ject involved.
Specialized classrooms include such subjects as shop, home
economics, physical education, and science. The library gnd
auditorium represent specialized classrooms used by ail

students for multi-activities.

81bid., p. 190.

9Wi1l11am W. Caudill, Toward Better School Design (New
York: F. W. Dodge Corporation, 1954), p. 28.
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Modifiable plan. A basic plan for school construction

which, with minimum variation, would be acceptable to fit
differences in climatic conditions, school enrollment,
curricula, directional orientation of school building, and

terrain of school building sites,19

Ramp, An inclined plane used to gain access from one

elevation to another of different height., Ramps were par-

ticularly important in adapting the modifiable plans used in
this study to the sites, Edmonds School District standards F
require ramps instead of steirs to permit easier movement of ;

hot focd carts and audio-visual carts about the building.

School site. The school site is the total school

grounds, The school site includes the land on which the

school building is constructed, playfields, parking areas,

driveways, and all features within the property lines. The
State of Washington requires five acres for an elementary

school plus one acre for each one hundred students. A dis~
trict may use less acreage upon state approval. Elementary

sites in the Edmonds School District average approximately ]

9.25 acres.,

lOState Board of Education, "A Summary of an Experiment
Using a Modifiable School Plan," Experimental Research Report
(Olympza, Washington: State Board of Education, 1963), ps 2
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Topography. Topography is the detailed description

and analysis of the relief features or surface and configu-
ration of a relatively small area or locality. Topography
as applied in this study is generally restricted to school

sites.,

Building orientation. The term building orientation

i1s used in Chapter IV of this study. The placement of the
bullding on the site with regard to direction is referred to
as bullding orientation. A bullding must be orientated to a
site in order to afford the best access, salvage desirable
natural landscape, provide for the most convenient installa-
tion of sewers and other utilities, allow ample area for

pleygrounds, and establish proner drainage.

Relocation of classroom units. The modifiable plan

used in this study was made up of five separate units,
Chapter IV shows how the difference in site topography neces-
sitated the relocation of plan units to best fit the site.
The relocation of the units affected only the arrangement of

them, not the design or square footage within each,

Construction. The term construction is used throughout

the thesis. The term &s used in the thesis implies the

physical development of the bullding.
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Multi-purpose room. A large room which is adaptable

for multi-school and public asctivities. The multi-purpose
room for the modifiable plan in this study included two
basketball courts divided by a movable partltion, and a

ralsed platform.

Hyperbolic paraboloid. A hyperbolic parabolold was &

mushroom-appearing structure in which the roof or shell por-
tion was constructed as & modusl 15 feet 6 inches by 15 feet

6 inches. The shell converged downward from outer edges
toward the center to a vertical depth of 2 feet O inches. The
shell was supported by an 8=-inch by 8-inch reinforced

concrete column. “he roofs of the building units and walkways
of the modifiable plan used in this study were made up of.the
15-foot 6-inch by 15-foot 6~-inch parabololds, Hyperbolic
paraboloids were used to form the outer perimeter of the roof
for each unit., The hyperbolic paraboloids as used in this
plan were both solid and perforated. The perforated type was
used for decorative purposes in areas cutside the bullding

where enclosure was not necessary.,

Inverted paraboloid. An inverted paraboloid was basl-

cally the same as the hyperbolic paraboloid except the shell
converged upward from the edzes to a vertical height of

2 feet O inches. The inverted parabcisid had no column, and
was suspended by the 8djoining edges of four hyperbolic parab-

oloids. The inverted paraboloid was used in the modifiable

SR Starened ORI
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plan as the central portion of the library and classroom

roofs.

Overview of the Remainder of the Thesis

The design for the remainder of the study includes a
review of llterature pertaining to school construction as
presented in Chapter II. The review shows some of the find-
ings of other similar research., Chapters III and IV contain
the main body of research compiled for this study. Many
meetings and conferences were held in the development of
these chapters of the thesis, Participants, in addition to
Professor George D. Strayer, Jr., of the University of
Washington, included:

l. J. H, Hulvey, Consultant School Facilities and
District Organization, State Board of Education.

2. Robert A, Bezzo and Associates, Architects,
Edmonds, Washington.

3. Harold E, Silvernail, Superintendent, Edmonds
School District No. 15, Snohomish County,
Washington,

4, John E. Kochrian, Director of Plant Facilities,
Edmonds School District No. 15, Snohomish
County, Washington.

5. E. M. Allen, Assistant Superintendent in charge
of Business, Edmonds School District No. 15,
Snohomish County, Washington.

6. Eugene Carson, Principal, Cedar Valley Elementary
School,

7. John Burbank, Principal, Meadowdale Elementary
School.
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8. Paul Hylton, Director of Pupil Personnel, Edmonds
School District No. 15, Snohomish County,
Washington.

9. Health Services Personnel, Edmonds 3School District
No., 15, Snohomish County, Washington.

Chapter IV gives a general analysis of data represent-
ing some of the physical aspects of the project. The chapter
describes some of the characteristics of the Edmonds School
District to acquaint the reader with the project setting.

The description of the modifiable plan used in the study is
also given in this chapter., Other data presented in Chapter
IV are district codes and requirements, climatic factors,
acoustical and soil studies, site development, and building
orientation.

Chapter IV gives cost data for the three projects in
the study. The first portion of Chapter IV presents cost
data for the general, mechanical, and electricsal contracts
for the three schools. The second portion of the chapter pre-
sents a bld summary for each project.

The final chapter, Chapter V, includes a summary, con-
clusions, and recommendations based on the data found.
Supplementary sections include a bibliography of references
used in the study and an appendix containing coplies of

letters, bids, and data-gathering devices used in the study.




CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF RELATED LITZRATURE
Introduction

A review of literature related to the different aspects
of school construction and the use of stock plans or stock
plan approaches for school construction was made to helﬁ es=-
tablish background and direction for the study presented
herein. The material includes general information concerning
school construction and stock plan approaches to school con-
struction,

Information concerning stock plan usage and experimen-
tation was not plentiful. Much of the related material
examined was available only in mimeograph form. The resources
listed in the bibliography both reinforced and emphasized the

material reviewed in Chapter II.
Information Related to School Construction

The Washington State Aid Program for School Construc-
tion began in 1933, State funds were made available for
financing emergency relief programs in the form of public
works and work relief projects.' This included school building
construction. It wasn't until 1941 that the program of state
aid for school construction became established by law. Legls~-

lation of that year made specific appropriations for school
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building construction, and set forth the procedures by which

.7

this fund was to be administered. The lag in school building

et |

construction that occurred during the depression and war

years, together with the rapid growth in school population,

——)

led to a critical school housing shortage. To meet this

housing shortage, legislation in 1947 revised the program of

L m——y

state aid for school building construction by introducing an

P adintand T

equalizing formula into the law. The administration and regu-

lation of funds was placed in the hands of the Superintendent

§ Mremvensr

of Public Instruction and the State Board of Education. The

law enacted in 1947 has served as the basis of laws control-

rgunie g

X

ling the allocation of state funds for cooperative financing

\ B}

for school buildings. Succeeding Legislatures, in providing

g

appropriations for the School Emergency Construction Fund have

PRt oS 3

made slight amendments to the basic law., The matching formula

was liberalized for school districts showing a need for funds

. ATy

in excess of those allowable under the originsl formula.

Rules and regulations governing the administration of

1 Camaamreetty,

the School Emergency Building Fund have been established by

the State Board of Education, and for a four-year period, by

v o ey

the School Emergency Construction Commission. Among these 1
regulations were the Table of Area Designations for klementary k
Schools, the adoption of a ceiling on square foot costs, angd I
the listing of items which might be ineligible for state

matching funds.
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The operation of the program over the period since
1947 has resulted in a continuous program of state aid for
school building construction. There were 104 elementary
schools, thirty-one junicr high schools, and twenty-one senilor
high schools built from 1952 to 1958. The following criteria
were used to determine the comparative square foot costs for
elementary and Qecondary schools: (1) general snalysis, (2)
analysis by the year contract was authorized, (3) analysis by
construction areas, and (4) analysis by pupil capacity. The
general analysis showed that the overall average eligible
square foot costs for Junior and senlior high schools were not
significantly greater than the average for elementary schools.
When taken by the year the construction was authorized, the
average square foot costs of all schools had lncreased, and
especlally since 1954, The eanalysis by geographical construc-
tion area in the state showed the northwest area to have
highest construction costs, while the southeast had the low-
est. There was considerable variation in cost among the seven
constiuction cost areas in the state, with the low for elemen-
tary in Vancouver at $11.59 per square foot, and a high of
$13.83 in Bellingham. High school costs were correspondingly
high in the northwest and Spokane areas, and low in the

Vancouver area.ll

llrrederick Ernest Knoell, “An Analysis of Construction
Costs for Cooperatively Financed Elementary and Secondary
Schools in the State of Washington from 1952 to 1958" (unpub-
lished Master's thesis, The University of Washington, Seattle,
1958), 79 pp.
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The building plans of twenty-three high schools in the
State of Washington were examined in detail by Hayes in 1954,
Each high school was examined for the space allocation given
to? general classrooms, science, home economics, commercial
art, music, library, study hell, agriculture, shop, physical
education, auditorium, state, cafeteria, administrative
office, faculty room, health center, and kitchen.

Eighty-five pages of the study were devoted to an ex-
tensive review of the literature which pertalined to each of
the space allocations listed above.

One chapter was devoted to the available 1iterature on
studies which had been constructed on class size. Twenty=-one
experimental studies were reviewed in this chapter. Hayes
concluded that these experiments on class size were inciusive
in their findings. He indicated that there was no clear-cut
difference between large or small classes. The anaiysis of
the high school studies was comprehensive and gave detailed
information on student capacity, variation in space units,
allocation of area, allocation of percent of total area,
space allocatlon compared to total storage, total administrae-
tion, and unit offices.

Hayes 1isted recommendations for further study which

he considered were needed for further clarification of

g
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standards and data used in schocl building resource

materials.12

A mimeographed publication from the office of the
State Superintendent of Public Instruction for the State of
Washington, dated May, 1963, pointed out some of the factors
which influence school construction costs. The report stated
that no really #alid nor reliable method has yet been devised
for comparing school building costs. The methods most widely
accepted and used at present are square foot costs and per
pupil costs. The Boeckh Index is used as a guide for com-
parisons of square foot costs and per pupil costs. The
Boeckh Index is a quarterly report estimating a percentage
increase or decreass for the cost of apartment houses, hotels,
office buildings, and so forth. The state square foot ceiling
'1s based on this percentage. The Boeckh Index was $13.00 per
square foot in 1951, and had increased to $17.17 by 1963. The
state ceiling assistance increased from $13.00 per square foot
to $15.49 for the same period. It was pointed out that while
square foot costs of comparable building construction had in-
creased 31.1 percent, school construction costs had increased

only 13.6 percent.

g o sm T o ke afad

The report also pointed out trends in per puplil cost

related to the Boeckh Index. During the period from

12Eprnest Hayes, "Study of the Problems of Space Allo-
cation in New High School Buildings to Meet the Needs of the
Various Departments" (unpublished Doctoral thesis, The
University of Washington, Seattle, 1954), 304 pp.
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July, 1961, to December, 1962, twenty-seven elementary
schools were constructed in the state. The cost in construc~
tion of these schools totaled $12,062,612.37, and housed
11,658 pupils. The average per pupil cost during this period
was $1,034.71. Comparable construction cost during this
period, based on the Boeckh Index, would have been equivalent
to $1,442.81 pef pupll. The Boeckh Index indicated that from
July, 1951, vo December, 1962, construction costs rose from
$1,125.00 to $1,442.81 per pupil for an increase of 28,2
percent. During this same period, elementary school construc-
tion costes dropped from $1,125.00 to $1,034.71, or a decrease
In per pupil costs of 8.0 percent.

The report listed various factors which effect schpol
bullding cost. These factors were broken down into four
general areas: (1) the site, (2) construction costs, (3)
architectural services rendered, and (4) method of funding,
Some of the factors effecting school construction costs listed
under sites were: o

l. The type of bearings and footings needed.

2. The amount of grading necessary to fit the site
to the building.

3+« The location of utility lines.

4. The amount of driveway and parking areas,

5. Climate and weather factors.

Some factors mentloned, which could affect construction

costs were:

l. Travel costs related to the location of the job,
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N ] 2, Cubage (utilizing all possible overhesd space).

3. Building codes. Code revisions, or varying local
codes, may cause increase cost.

‘
ooty
—

4, Materials used for construction.
i 5. Change orders.

6. Modular and repetitive design.

7. Design of the building. Construction costs may be
: reduced, for example, when bullding parts servs
T more than one purpose.

:

8, Time of bidding.

It was further pointed out in the report, that although
the State of Washington has adopted a limit of six percent for
architectural services for new construction, the purchase of
additional sérvices in the form of acoustical engineering may

increase costs. Bonding (or borrowing) is a main source of

local school building funds. Repayment of these funds is

almost always spread over a number of years with the inclusion

P |
l“-ui-s_J

of interest payments. The interest payments become a part of

E : the total costs, but are not readily reflected in a per pupil
13

or square foot analysis.

The American School Board Journal of April, 1964, con-

tained an article entitled “Proper Planning of Sites Can Cut

|
T

Costs.™ The article stressed the importance of planning the

building orientation on a site to insure minimum meintenance

135tate of Washington, Superintendent of Public
Instruction, “School Construction Costs™ (Olympia, Washington:
Superintendent of Public Instruction, May, 1963),
(Mimeographed.)
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cost for the future. Some of the considerations suggested T%
were related to entrance roads, service roads, parking areas, 3%
play areas, athletic fields, bus loading, pedestrian walks, ;%
and plantings.14 ~%
A special publication presented seventy-seven pages of }%
examples of good and bad school plants in the United States ’%
as revealed by‘a schoel facilities survey in 1952. The ‘%
Eighty-first Congress authorized this nation-wide survey to ??
determine the public school facilitles needs through 1960. ~E
The illustrations used in the publication represented all %j
sections of the nation and revealed many contrasting examples f
of school facilities. ' i%
The ability of children and young people to grow E

and become effective American citizens is determined -

in a large measure by their educational advantages.
They make better progress in school houses which are
planned, designed, and constructed to sult the needs
of the pupils and the program.l5

Some of the conditions which make a good school plant were

listed as: (1) construction and educational adequacy for at
least twenty years, (2) acceptable fire and safety standards,
(3) adequate space and flexibility, (4) well-developed play

fields for outdoor activities, and (5) adequate lighting,

l4vproper Planning of Sites Can Cut Costs,” The
American School Board Journal, 1438:54, April, 1964.

15gnited States Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, Office of Education, School Housing Section, Good
and Bad School Plants in the United States as Hevealed by
School Facllities Survey (Washington, D. C.: United States
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, 1954), p. 2.
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heating, ventilation, and sewerage facilities for a minimum
of twenty years.

Poor school plants were identified as those which lack
the possiblility of correcting defects involving safety, loca-

tion, space, and adaptability to the educational program.l6

The American School and University of Uctober, 1963,
reveals how the city of Baltimore tried to solve its school
needs by adopting stock plans to expedite new construction.

The attempt met with fallure because: (1) plans did not fit

particular situations, (2) plans did not adapt to new advances
in education and building technology, and (3) costs did not

3 remain static enough to warrant using the stock plans eco=-

g nomlcally.

A New York, in a similar attempt, has spent three years
in drafting nine standard plans for the construction of new
schools. Cost estimates for the proposed plans ranged from
$543,000 to $2,100,000. Information on the evaluation of the

3 plans was not available for this report.17

In Palo Alto, California, Oconomowoc, Wisconsin, and [
Little Rock, Arkansas, something has been done about flexi- |
bility end compatibility in school construction. Some of the
highlights of the projects in these school districts were:

161p1d., pp. 1=76.

179New York Stock Plans,™ American School and Univer-
sity, 36:59, October, 1963,
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Palo Alto, Californias Two hundred fifty-seven

thousand dollars was granted by the Ford Foundationts Educa-
tional Facilities Laboratories to establish the SCSD (School
Construction Systems Developments} pro ject at Stanford
University. The establishment of this project was an attempt
to gain some of the advantages of the "stock plan" idea with-

out the disadvantages of inflexibility which had been a

problem of stock plans. The theory behind this project was

to develop building components that could be bid for a number
of school districts wlthout dictating building design or
hampering flexibiiity. Some of the implications which SCSD

E pointed to at this time were savings in cost and time, more
flexibility and compatibility, easier maintenance and replace-

ment, and the improvement of communications among the manu-

ChCAE & 7 S0 Rk il A S L ey

facturers.

Oconomowoc, Wisconsin: The public schools of

Oconomowoc, Wisconsin, designed flexibility into the Summit

Elementary School by a series of movable acoustical wall
partitions, The planning and arrangement of the partitions
was done to provide immediate access to the library, special
conference room, and audiﬁ-visual equipment. ¥Flexibility in
communications was provided through & multi-channeled intercom
system between tie conference room, the library, and the team
room, Tha school district felt that thls arrangement pro-
vided the variety of situations and spaces necessary for

effective learning.
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Little Rock, Arkansas: To keep up with the changing

needs of education, the Little Rock schools developed a
"characteristic system."” This system was used to measure
each subject of the presently required program and to assign
it, with appropriate spaces, to a larger unit containing all
the educational disciplines with the common spatial charac-
teristics or réquirements. This was a system of flexibility
based upon the character of the space required by three
general categories of educational subjects. These were the
Academic Teaching Space, the Special Teaching Space, and the
Common Space.18

The Academic Teaching Space included such sub jects as
mathematics, social studies, and language. The Special
Teaching Space provided for chorus, band, and industrial arts.
The Comﬁon Space 1ﬂcluded the library, cafeteria, physical
education facilitles, and so forth. The plan for the Hender-
son Junior High School was designed on this basis. The Little
Rock School District is confident that the design of this
school will adapt to future chsnges in length of program,
variety of program, and staffing By rearrangement of building

space.19

18“Designs for Flexibllity and Compatability,' American
School and University, 37:40, September, 1964,

191bid., pp. 32-42.
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The State of Washington has been concerned for many
years as to whether the use of stock school plans would
affect economies without impairing the usefulness of school
buildings. Senate Bill No., 392 was introduced in 1959, and
defeated on the Senate floor by a close vote. The State Board
of Education then authorized an experlimental study to test the
provisions of Senate Bill No, 392, This study was designed
to include the major elements proposed in the bill,

Briefly, the major proposals of the bill were that the
State Board of Hducatlon would appoint a director of the
building facilities division. The director, with the assist-
ance of the University of Washington College of Architecture
and Urban Planning and other technical and professional assist-
ance, would prepare stock plans for school construction which
would be adapted to fit differences in climatic conditions of
the state, school enrollment, curricula, directional orienta-
tion of school builldings, and the terrain of school buildihg
sites., Senate Bill No. 392 stipulated that as few plans as
possible be prepared, and that school districts providing less
than fifty percent of the construction cost be required to use
the modifiable plan. The plans were to allow for new indus-
trial techniques, and a variety of exterior appearances.
Other highlights of the bill were that the local board could
employ the architects of thelr choice to slter the plan, and
that an approval board would be set up to review the stock

plans at least once a year and to incorporate new sadvances,

-
.
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The Ephrata Junior High School was selected since it
was designed to accommodate & medium-sized enrollment, and
represented climatological conditions and characteristics of
Eastern Washington. The Edmonds School District was invited
to participate in the study in 1961, beceuse it was interested
in constructing a junior high school to accommodate a larger
enrollment, the c¢limatological conditions were characteristic
of Western Washington, school site conditions contrasted
those of the Ephrata area, it was in a different earthquake
zone, and because of the Edmonds experience in junior high
school planning and construction.

The Edmonds pro ject was bid in 1962 as basic plan “A"
and basic plan "B.™ Basic plan A corformed to the Ephrata
plan in details and materials as closely as possible, still
satisfying code and district requirements. Basic plan B was
wodified in the areas of materials, structure, mechanlcs, and
electrical wiring and lighting based on recommendations by
the architect in the best interests of economy. Plan B was
changed almost completely from the Ephrata plan with the
exception of modual placement, and general appearance. When
the bids were tabulated, basic plan A was bid at $1,267,624.60.
The basic plan B was bid at $1,151,574.60. This meant that
basic plan A woul& have cost the Edmonds School District
$116,050,00 more than the modified plan B. There was question
as to the accuracy of the accepted bid on plan B as the con-

tractor lost approximately $80,000.00 on the project.
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The provisions in Senate Bill No. 392 were carried out
in this study. Several factors emerged during the study

which were not specified in the bill. These factors were

earthquake resistance, code and ordinances, and school dis-
trict requirements. It was assumed in this study that both

schools were adequate and useful as designed since they were

approved and accepted by the school boards and administrative

staffs.<0

In May of 1956, the State Superintendent of Public

Instruction for the State of Washington prepared a report on J
stock plans in accordance with a request from the State Board i
of Education and the School Emergency Construction Commission,

The report contained a summary of a survey made in 1951 to |
determine the experience and practice in the use of stock
plans across the nation. The survey was documented with ]
copies of excerpts from letters and telegrams from the various i
states concerning thelr experience in the use of stock plans.
The survey indicated that forty states were not using any

type of stock plans at that time. The survey also indicated
that eight states using stock plans were using plans for small j
school buildings only. Three of the eight states were using ‘

stock plans for one room schools only. Five states of the

™

eight were using stock plans which neither exceeded four

20state Board of Education, "A Summary of an Experiment
Using a Modifiasble School Plan,"” Experimental Research Report
(Olympia, Washington: State Board of Education, 1963), pp.

1"300
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classrooms nor ccst more than $15,000. The report indicated
that fifteen of the states surveyed did use stock plans at

one time, but eventually abandoned the program for the follow-
ing reasons: (1) varying site conditions, (2) plans became
obsolete and impractical, (3) need for architectural super-
vision, and (4) to allow local initiative. Many examples of

how stock plans were develcped and became obsolete and imprac-

tical were given. 4#n example of this appeared in The Evening
Star, Washington, D. C., of Tuesday, January 6, 1953, The
article reported that Virginia prepared tyo sets of school
plans costing §40,000 and placed them on file. The plans
remained on file and were never used. The article explained
that some of the reasons were: (1) the plans were designed
for flat sites, (2) most localities wanted their own archi-
tecture, and (3) a one percent fee was involved for use of
the plans. State officials had been directed to male eleven
plans altogether, but were not doing so as long as the two
other plans gathered dust.

The California legislature has studied the various
possible economies in school construction., Much consideration
nad been given to the area of stcck plans., The legislature
rejected stock plan proposals as not being sound or economical
based on available data. The California experience pointed
out some of the advantages of individual planning. Some of
the advantages mentioned were: (1) a reduction in the number

of change orders required during construction, (2) the
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possibilities of reducing square footage by better planning,

P — L
et VTN

(3) cost reduction through the use of new materials, and

oy il

(4) the incorporation of new developments in heating, venti-

lating systems and other new developments into the school

buildings.

The report attempted to answer the question asked by

5 laymen as to wh& stock plans do not work, It stated that

5 the answer lies in the many differences in school plants and
| localities. It was pointed out that no stock plan can be
used without modification. The report also mentioned that no
common ratio of square footage allotted to classrooms and
speclal areas exists among schools, and that fifty-five per-

cent or less of the total space is devoted to actual class-

rooms. Varying curricula, building codes, weather condlitions,
3 geographlc conditions, maintensance requlrements, and availe

| ability of utilitles were all mentioned as factors which
create the need for plan modification. The report further

suggested that no proof of economy has yet been achieved

ol

through the use of stock plans.

It was pointed out in the repcrt that stock plans do
not eliminate the cost of some preliminary planning, research,
supervision, and inspection. It stated that even in individ-
ual planning, many stock detalls which have been used in the

past successfully are repeated where feasible., The report
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explained that the major portions of the private archi-

tect's fee covers engineering fees, drafting costs, and

overhead.zl
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218tate of Washington, Sugerintendent ot Public

Instruction, "Stock Plans Report" (Olympia, Washington:
State Superintendent of Public Instruction, 1956), pp.
1-34, (Mimeographed.)
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CHAPTER III
GENERAL ANALYSIS (F DATA

This chapter presents a general description of the
district and plan used in the study, District codes and
requirements, aiong with climatic factors, are also given.

A portion of the chapter deals with site development. The
sites are described in terms of size, topography, &nd so
forth. Illustrations such as overlays of the building plans
are used to show the directional orientation of the buildings
on the site and differences in redesign. Other data such as
how the relccation of the units effected the bullding square
footage and acoustical and soil analyses pertaining to this

study are also discussed.

General Description of the Edmonds School District

Edmonds School District, Snohomish County, Washington,
encompassed an area of approximately thirty-seven square
miles. The school district lay sbout mid-way between Seattle
and Everett, Washington., The Snohomish-King County line
formed the southern boundary, and the coast line of Puget
Sound served as the western boundary. Three incorporated
cities were located within the school district., These cities
were Edmonds, Lynnwood, and Mountlake Terrace. Other com-

munities within the district were Woodway, Alderwood Manor,
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Halls Lake, Seattle Heights, and Meadowdale. The Edmonds
School District encompassed one of the most rapidly growing
residential areas in the Seattle-Everett metropolitan area.
The district constituted 1.7 percent of the Snohomish County
area and represented approximately twenty-nine percent of

the total assessed valuation. The entire area of South
Snohomish Countj was one of scenic beauty with hills and
valleys of native trees, lowland lakes, and the lnland waters
of Puget Sound. Economlic growth of the area was essentlally
residential development which was a result of the region's
suburbanization process. The economy was supported by various
commercial establishments, modern shopping centers, light
manufacturing enterprises, and civic construction. Trans-
portation and tourism also contributed to the economy of the
area. Excellent highway networks, the Great Northern Rallway,
motor freight lines;, Greyhound bus lines, and the Washington
State Toll Briage Authority ferry system with a terminal at
Edmonds provided ready access to the metropolitan centers of
the area and the Pacific Northwest. U. S. Highway 99 which
ran north and south, divided the district in half. (See
Figure 1.) The Everett-Séattle-Tacoma freeway presently under
construction, paralleled the existing highway, and was part of
the Interstate Highway System running north-south from Wash-
ington State to the Canadian border. Planned lnterchanges
with city arterials held promise of continued growth and

development of the area., Utilitles were readlly avallable,
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Electrical service was provided by the Public Utility District
No. 1 of Snohomish County. Telephone service was supplied by
the West Coast Telephone Company., Natural gas was made avail-
able by the Washington Natural Gas Company. The major supply
of domestic water for the area was furnished by the Alderwood
Water District.

Most of the population increase in Snohomish County had
been concentrated in the southwest part within the Edmonds
School District. The 1964 population within the school dis-
trict had been estimated at 80,000,

The growth of the South Snohomish County area was
reflected in the Edmonds School District which ranked as the
fifth largest school district in the State of Washington 1n
terms of enrollment. Although the school district's bound-
aries had remained fairly constant over the years, growth
within the boundaries had changed considerably. In 1947
school faciliﬁies in the Edmonds School District consisted of
three elementary schools and one high school. School facili-
ties for the 1964-65 school year included twenty-three ele-
mentary schools, five junior high schools, and three senior
high schools, making a total of thirty-one buildings. School
district facilities also included an administration center, a
warehouse, maintenance shop, and a transportation center hous-
ing one of the largest school transportation systems in the
nation. The school population for the 1964-65 school year was

over 22,000, A professional staff of over 880 certificated

il e il R e
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employees was contracted to serve grades kindergarten through
twelve. The total number employed by the school district in-

cluding custodial and secretarial personnel was over 1,400.22

General Description of the Modifiable Plan

The plan used in this particular study was single story
with concrete rﬁof and floor. The walls were comprised of
stucco marblecrete, steel studs, pumice block and concrete.
Building capacity was six hundred pupils (K=6)., The plan was
made up of three units housing twenty rooms; one administra-
tive unit containing a library, faculty room, office, and
storage; and a fifth unit containing a double multi-purpose
room with divider curtain and raised platform.

The roofing specification for the plan called for con-
crete thin shell hyperbolic and inverted paraboloids. (See
Appendix A, page 111.) All windows Were aluminum sash, Sky-
lights provided secondary natural lighting. Drapes and shades
were specified for the windows.

The interior finish included the following:

1. Classrooms. The walls were plaster board and cedar

with flat paint and stain. Cellings were fin-
ished with acoustical plaster. All millwork was

finished with enamel paint.

22g551e of $1,500,000 General Obligation Bonds, Series
A for Edmonds School District 15, Snohciish County, Washing-
ton., A Pamphlet Prepared by Marshall arnd Meyer, Incorporated

{Seattle, Washington: July 1, 1964) .
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2, Entries. The walls were finished with V.G. fir and
stain. The ceilings were finished with acoustical
plaster. All millwork except inside doors was
finished with enamel paint. The inslde doors were
a natural finish. ]

[T T T

S 1)

3. Toilet rooms. Ceramic tile was used for wainscots,
The ceilings were furred plaster board with
enamel. paint.

N s

4, Library. The walls were plaster board with flat
paint. Acoustical plaster with enamel paint was
the finish used for the celling.

5, Multi-purpose rooms. Concrete tilt-up walls were
“finished with enamel. Acoustical plaster and
applied acoustical panels were used to finish the
ceiling and concrete walls.

The floor covering used in the general classrooms,
corrridors, library, and multi-purpose room was vinyl asbestos
tile. Ceramic tile was specified as the floor covering for
the general toilet rcoms.

The acoustical treatment for all classrooms and library
‘ceilings was acoustical plaster., Acoustical plaster was used
for‘the multi-purpose area and platform ceillings. Applied
acoustical panels were used for the multi-purpose walls.

The scope of heating and ventilating mechanical systems
was central hot water-oil fired boiler supplying hot water to
heat and vent units in each building. Heating and ventilating
units supplied rooms with mixed fresh and returned air. Rooms |
were individually controlled by face ind by pass dampers.
Heating piping was distributed in pipe tunnels under floors.
The heating system used was automatic firing, and the fusl
used was PS-400 oil. The heating system contained no provi-

sion for expansion. The ventllating system provided an
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exhaust in the kitchen and toilet rooms, A supply and exhaust
were provided in the multi-purpose room,

Sewage disposal was handled through city sewsrs,
although when the plan was first completed at the Cedar
Valley Elementary School it was necessary to install a septic
tank and drain fields as sewér service was not available at
the time, Culverts and drywells were used for the disposal
of raln water. The local Alderwood Water District served as
the source of water supply. Hydrants and extinguishers were
provided for fire protection. The Western Uniform Building
Code was followed in the plumbing system. No provision for
expansion was provided.

The electrical systems included underground service,
The type of raceway was rigid conduit and electrical metallic
tubing. A circult breaker was located in the boiler room as
the main point of distribution. A provision for expansion
was provided in the electrical systems. The lighting system
used in the classrooms, offices, and library was fluorescent,

The modifiable plan used in this study was a "Class A"
type building. An outside door from each classroom, a fire
alarm system, and fire extingulishers in strategic locations

23

provided for fire patrol for pupil safety. (See Appendix A,

vage 111.)

25Information for the above was taken from State Forms
B=5 on file in the Edmonds School District 15 Business Office.
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District Requirements and Codes

The modifiable plan used in this study complied with
the Uniform Building Code and the local code requirements
for the citles of Lynnwood and Edmonds, Washington.

The three plans included many requirements which were
typical of all elementary schools in the Edmonds, Washington
School District. Some of these requirements are included
below.

The typlcal elementary school in the Edmonds School
District housed twenty classrooms with ten designed as primary
classrooms, and ten as intermediate., Each classroom contained
approximately 961 square feet. Classrooms were clustered
around a foyer area which was ussd for food service and other
activities., The specifications for cabinet work within the
classroom included: (1) a teacher cabinet with two legal file
drawers and adjustable shelves, (2) a student wardrobe, and
(3) sink, supply, and paper storage cabinets.

One of the newer district standards was a double-sized
multi-purpose room. The extra station was in lieu of cutdoor
play sheds. The multi-purpose room included two basketball
courts divided by a folding partition. A raised platform with
bullt-in risers and a chalr storage room were other standard
features,

The library in each elementary school served as the
center of instruction for the building. Some of the basic

features found in the typicsl elementary school library were:
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l. The main reading room which included a disvlay
cabinet with book drop, a library check-out
desk, both a portable and a stationary megazine
cabinet, and approximately 500 lineal feet of
ad justable library shelving.

2. Two conference rooms which were separated by the
folding partition and c¢ould be opened to form
one large conference room, thereby providing
greater flexibility.

3. An audio-visual storage room located near the
litrary operation to promcte bettexr usage of
audio-visual equipment and materials,

4, A room for administering the district testing
program, and so forth.

5. Easy access to the textbook storage room.

Other standard features within the administrative area
included: (1) the principal's office, (2) office reception
area, {3) the office workroom and storage, (4) the health

rcom, and (5) the teachers' room.,
Climatic Factors of the Edmonds School District

Local climetic and earthquake factors influenced
bullding design and specifications., Tne report by the State
Board of Education in January of 1983, involving en experi-
ment in the use of a modifiable school plan for junior high
schocl in the Edmcnds, Washington School District, included
climatic and earthquake statistics for the general Everett
area., The statistics in the report were derived from a
climatological summery prepared by the United States Depart-
ment of Commerce Weather Bureau, in cooperation with the

Everett Chamber of Commerce, for the perivd from 1926 to 1953.
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Climatic ésata included in the report which were pertinent to

this study were: ~ ]

1. Temperature data. The daily minimum temperature
for January in the Everett area was reported as
32,0, and the daily maximum in the area was 42.%2,
The daily minimum for September was reported as
48,4, and the daily maximum as 67.5. The experi-
enced low was recorded in 1950, a2t O1l.0.

2, Rainfall data. The rainfall data as reported,
showed a mean rainfall over a thirty-year pericd
of 34.5 inches for the Everett area. The
greatest rainfall as reported occurred in the
months of November, December, and January with an
average amount of 4,50 inches. The mean for
snowfall and sleet in the Everett area was 10.6

inches.,

3., Sun, glare, wind, and dust factors. These were é
' reported as not being significant factors in the :
Everett area due to the amount of rainfall. '

4, Earthquake resistance data. The report indicated
that the Edmonds School District is located in
earthquake zone 3., It was stated in the report,
that to meet earthquake factors, twelve-inch
sheer walls were required.24

Site Development

The site descriptions for the schools used in this

study were recorded in Snohomish County, Washington. Cedar
Valley was recorded as tract 2, volume 8, page 26, Meadowdale
Elementary was recorded as tract 109, Meadowdale Beach,

volume 5, page 338. Chase Lake Elementary School was recorded

245tate Board of Education, “A Summary of an Experiment
Using a Modifiable School Plan," Experimental Research Report
(Olympia, Washington: State Board of Education, 1963),
pp . 13"‘22 Y
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in volumes 10, 14, and 18, pages 6, 90, and 39. The sites
for the modifiable plan were comparable in size. Overall
site dimensions for Cedar Valley were 619.33 feet on the
north, 613,59 feet on the south, 602,85 feet on the east, and
602,37 feet on the west, The Meadowdale site dimensions were
677.533 feet on the north, 673.55 feet on the south, 645,33
feet on the east, and 592.60 feet on the west. Both the
Cedar Valley and Meadowdale sltes were rectangular in shape.
The Chase Lake site was irregular and roughly "T" shaped.

The overall dimensions of this site were approximately E£30
feet by 600 feet,

While the general relief within the sites was compar-
able, access for ingress and egress up to the bulldings
affected the directional orientation and location of the units
of the plan. Relief within the Ceder Valley site was approxi-
mately 35 feet generélly sloving toward the northeast corner
of the property. The scuthern area of the site was wooded.
The Meadowdale site generslly sloped from the north and west
toward the south and east. Relief within the site was
approximately 20 feet., The north and west boundaries of the
Meadowdale property were wooded., Relief within the Chase
Lake site was approximately 10 feet and generally more level
than Cedar Valley and Meadowdale. Growtn and obstructions on
or near the Chase Lake site included several small homes and

a small grove of evergreens. (See Figures 2, 3, and 4; also

Appendix A, page 115.)
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Utilities and access roads to the sites were qulte
comparable. Electrical service was avalilable to all three
sites through Snohomish County Public Utility District No. 1.
Water service was available through the Alderwood Water
District. Washington Natural Cas service was avallable to
both the Cedar Valley and Chase Lake sites. Sewer service
was not availaﬁle to Cedar Valley at the time of construction,
making it necessary to install septic tanks and drain fields.
Sewer service did become available to the Cedar Valley School
at a later date, however, and the conversion was made then.
Meadowdale Elementary School was able to obtain sewer service
through the Lynnwood sewer district, as was Cedar Valley.

The city of Edmonds sewer district was available to the Chase
Lake site. Telephone service was available to all three
locations through the West Coast Telephone Company. Roads
surfaced with asphalt were available to all three sites. The
south and west boundaries of the Meadowdale site were bordered
by 168th Street Southwest and 66th Avenue West. Access to the
Chase Lake Elementary School was gained from 84th Avenue West

25 (See Figures 2, 3,

on the west boundary of the school site.
and 40)
Extensive soill studies were not made on the Cedar

Valley and Meadowdale sites. The consulting firm of

25Above information taken from data and school plans on
file in the Edmonds School District No. 15 Business Office,
1964,
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Neil H, Twelker and Associates was contracted to make a study
of the soil conditions on the Chase Lake site. The soil
report revealed that a small stream had formerly traversed
the‘site from north to south near the east margin of the

property. (See Figure 5.) Drainage from the site had been

) PRERIY NETEY > 2

blocked by the construction of roads and homes. Various soil

units were found on the site. These units consisted of:

(1) a thin layer of one to three feet of silt overlay, (2) a ;
dense compact glaclal till extending to unknown depths, and |
(3) artificial fills along the east margin of the property.

These f1lls were not within the actual construction area, §
however, The report indicated that glacial till was consid- g
ered to be non-water bearing., Twelker and Assocliates recom-
mended that: (1) all structures could be founded at a
shallow depth within the glacial till unit, (2) that footings
should not have wiedths of less than fourteen inches. It was

also recommended that site preparation begin with the restora-

tion of the surface drainage to the entire site. Grading of

the site was to take place in the pebbly silt and in the upper
layers of the glacial till, since these materials are readily
compacted under favorable weather. The report stated that
there were no foreseen difficultles in placing the building

foundations on undisturbed glacial till.26

26Neil H, Twelker end Associates, Consulting Soils
Engineers, Soil Report (Seattle, Washington: March 13, 1964).
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Directional Urientation of Buildings on the Site

It was impossible to orientate the three bulldings on
the sites in the same manner, because access and the area

within the site best suited for construction varied consid-

erably. (See Appendix A, page 115.)

The %ilustraticns shown on the following pages in
overlay form should help to better visualize the directional
orientation of the three buildings on the site. The five
units of the plan used in this study are labeled A, B, C, D,

and E for identification purposes. Unit A contained eight

AN R g ot g g g S b o o

classrooms. Unit B contained four claessrooms; two primary

and two intermediate. Unit C contained eight classes. The

administrative unit containing the office, library, health
center, and storage is identified as unit D. Unit & contained
the multi-purpose room and kitchen.

Access to the Cedar Valley School was gained from
52nd Avenue West which bordered the west side of the school
site. Figure 6 shows the relationship of the five units to
one another on the Cedar Valley site. Entrance was gained
from the west toward the southeast. Unit E was toward the
northwest as one entered the site. Unit D was to the immedi-
ate east of unit E. The intermediate unit, which was unit A,
was located on the north. Unit'C, the primary unit, was
located directly south of unit A, Unit B was located between

units A and C toward the east.,
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Entrance to the Meadowdale Elementary School was gained
from the southwest corner of the site on access road 168th
Street Southwest and 66th Avenue West. (See Figure 7.) As
one entered the Meadowdale site from the south, unit E was
located immedlately east with the entrance facilng west., Unit
D was directly north of unit E, Unit A was located on the
west of the sité with the length of the unit being north and
south. Unit C, the intermediate unit, was located toward the
north forming an "L" with unit A. Unit B was located %o the
east of unit A, and between units C and D..

Figure 8 shows access to the Chase Lake School from
the west on 84th Avenue West. The multi-purpose room, unit
E, was located directly east with the entrance to the building
facing west. Unit D was located to the immediate south of
unit E. The intermediate unit, unit A, was located east of
unif D with the length of the building being north and south,
Unit C was parallel and west of unit A. Unit B lay between
units A and C to the south., |

Differences in Redesign of the Plan

The site was the key in relocation of units of the plan
used in this study., Two factors related to site which were
most influential in“the relocation were: (1) ingress and

egress, and (2) elevation of contours. (See Appendix A,

page 115,)
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FIGURE 6

DIRECTIONAL ORIENTATION OF
CEDAR VALLEY ELEMENTARY

SCHOOL
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FIGURE 7

DIRECTIONAL ORIENTATION OF MEADOWDALE
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
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FIGURE 3

DIRECTIUNAL QRIENTATION OF CHASE LAKE
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
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Figure 9 shows the original relationship of units A,
B, C, D, and E to one anoiher as established on the original
plan for Cedar Valley Elvmentary School., The study of
Figure 10 shows how te 2ntrance to the site effected the
placement of units at Meadowdale Elementary School, Unit E,
the multi-purpose rcom, was reversed on the Meadowdale plan
anc¢ on the oppoéite side of the driveway with respect tc the
Cedar Valley plan. The primary unit, C, and the intermediate
unit, A, were parallel and opposite to one another on the
basic Cedar Valley plan, whereas units A and C were at right
angles to eacli other on the Meadowdale plan. Unit B on the
Cedar Valley olan lay between units A and C, and toward the
east. Unit # on the Meadowdale plan was parallel to unit A4,
and to the south of unit C., Figure 11 shows that the basic
difference in arrangement of units between the Cedar Vailey
plan and the Chase Lake plan was the distance of the units
from one &nothér. The general arrangement of che units on
the Cedsar Valley and Chase Lake plans was similar.

The elevation of contours on the three sites created
the need for ramps to gain access from one unit to another.,
Figure 12 shows the finish ground elevation for each unit of
the three plans, and illustrates how the differences in
elevation changed the requirements for ramps at each school.

The total square footage at each school wass (1)

Cedar Valley--38,337 square fest, (2) Meadowdale--38,083

square feet, and (3) Chase Lake-~38,385 square feet.




FICURE 9

UNIT LOCATIONS CEDAR VALLEY
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL PLAN
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FIGURE 10

RELOCATION OF UNITS MEADOWDALE
ELEMENTARY SCHUOL PLAN
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FIGURE 11

RELOCATION CF UNITS CHASE LAKE
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL PLAN
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UNIT A UNIT B UNIT C UNIT D UNIT E

CEDAR VALLEY ELEMENTARY

356,0 35640
354,0 N 354,0

y//,,/f’”///,1 - 3520

MEADOWDALE ELEMENTARY

439,0 439.0

437.0 437.0
k\\\\\\\\\\\“//////4////d\\\\*\\\\ 436.0

CHASE LAKE ELEMENTARY

428,35 428,35
427.3 427.3 427.3
r ’ _-'L\
FIGURE 12

COMPARATIVE FIGURES REPRESENTING THE ELEVATIONS OF
THE FIVE UNITS IN EACH OF THE THREE PLANS ¥OR
CEDAR VALLEY, MEADOWDALE, AND CHASE LAKE
ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS
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A comparison of the square fontage for each of the three
schools would imply that changes in the plan had taken place.
The differences in square footage were accounted for by state
regulations which recognized walkways as being part of the
basic building. The relocation of the plan units on the site
was particularly important in maintaining specified squére
footage because as the distance between units increased, the
area of covered walkways increased. Site contours compli-
cated the placement of units to meet square footage require-

ments, since greater elevation differences between units

necessitated longer walkways to lessen the incline. (See
Appendix A, page 113,)

Where site topography decreased the distance between
units, square fcotage was reduced., Although the closeness
of units to one another helped to reduce the square footage,
1t created the need to relocate windows for lighting

purposes.27

Acoustical Changes in the Basic Plan

An acoustical problem became apparent upon completion

of the Cedar Valley Elementary School. To help correct this

problem, the firm of Robin M. Towne and Associates, Consultants

in Acoustics, was employed to investigate the problem,

27Above Information taken from data and school plans on

file in the Edmonds School District 15 Business Office, 1964,
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The basic problem in the typical classroom was the
shape of the room and the placement of acoustical materials,
The center portion of the acoustical plaster on the concrete
ceiling was not providing sufficient sound absorption for
adequate noise control, The paint on acoustical plaster in
several rooms helped to further reduce its effectiveneés.

To correct the ﬁroblem, 1t was recommended that slightly

less than 200 square feet of 9/16th cellulose fiber acoustical
tile with a fissured surface be placed above 7 feet on three
wall surfaces. It was also recommended that perforated hard-
board panels 4 feet high and 12 feet wide be placed on the
avallable wall gpace opposite the inside door 2 feet 6 inches
above the floor. In order to qulet the area and cut down
cross-interference between rooms, it was recommended that
both acoustical tile and perforated hard=-board panels be
installed in the entrance halls to the classrooms,

The acoustical problem in the library was found again
to be the shape of the room and the placemeht of acoustical
materials, As in the classroom, the acoustical plaster of
the concrete ceiling was not providing sufficient sound
absorption for adequate noise control., Paint on the acous-
tical plaster helped reduce its effectiveness. To correct
the problem, Towne and Associates recommended that acoustical
tlle be installed in the same manner as recommended for the
classrooms, It was nolnted out that the quality of materials

used was not critical, but that installation should be on two
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walls which did not have glass above 7 feet, To correct the
problem of cross-talk between the libraéy and the two smaller
conference rooms, it was recommended that: (1) a solid-core
door be used with acoustical seals at the top, side, and
bottom, (2) that a specilal double glazed relight be used, and
(3) to use heavier construction telow the relight,

The acoustical problem in the multi-purpcse room was
that: (1) the acoustical plaster celling had considerably
less sound absorption than was required, and (2) that no
sound absorption on the hard opposite and parallel side walls
was possible., It was suggested that the problem could be
corrected by installing perforated hard-board panels 4 feet
wide by 12 feet high with the bottom of the panels 2 feet
& inches off the floor in elght bays of the south wall., It
was also muggested that half-sized panels 4 feet wide by
6 feet high be'installed with the bottom of the panels above
the doors in each of two bays on the south wall, Full-size
perforated hard-board panels were recommended in six bays of
the north wall, Hglf-sized panels were also recommended in
each of two bays on the north wall. A further recommendation
was to extend the horizontal wood slot treatment on the. rear
wall to within 6 inches of the floor. The glass fiber-board
was to be covered ﬁith wire screening below about 5 feet,

In order to correct the acoustical problem on the
raised platform, it was recommended that: (1) six type “c*

panels be installed two feet above the floor with a one-foot
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separation between panels on the south wall, (2) ten type

§ ———— -

"¢" penels be placed on the east wall in a similar manner
to the south wall, and (3) that a better seal be put on the ]
stage folding door. It was also suggested that no louvers

be installed on certain doors.28 ﬂ

()

28pobin M. Towne and Associates, Consultants in
Acoustics, Acoustical Recommendations for Cedar Valley
Elementary School, Study and Report (Seattle, Washington:
May 1, 1963),

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.




CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS OF BID DATA

The bid data used in this chapter were obtained from
State Forms B-8, Robert A. Bezzo and Associates, Archltects,
and the files of the Edmonds School District No., 15. Materlal
is presented in this chapter in two general parts. The first

part gives a comparison of costs for the Cedar Valley,

Meadowdale, and Chase Lake projects. The second part gives

E a bid summary for each individuwal project.

f Cost Analysis of Contracts

Table I shows a comparison of the General, Mechanical,

and Electrical contracts for the three projects used in this

study. The General Contract was $352,639,00 at Cedar Valley
School, $376,590.00 at Meadowdale Elementary School, and
$379,725.00 at Chase Lake Elementary School. The Mechanical
Contracts including wanitary sewerage contracts for each of
the three schools in the same order were: (1) $116,093.00,
(2) $121,845.10, and (3) $131,212.,00., Electrical Contracts
weres (1) $44,895.,00, at Cedar Valley, (2) $46,513.00, at
Meadowdale, and (3) $49,560.,00, at Chase Lake. Sanitary
Sewerage Facilities Contracts at the time of construction
were $6,820,10 at Meadowdale, and $2,944.00 at Chase Lake.

A Sanitary Sewerage Facility was not installed at the Cedar
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Valley Rleméntary School at the time of construction, since
service was not available at the time., The costs figures
presented for Cedar Valley included a septic tank and drain
field. A conversion to the Lynnwood City Sewers was made
later. The costs of the conversion were not included. above,

since that phase of the projsct was not significant to this

Stlldy.
Cost Anslysis of Projects

This paragraph relates the total costs of the three
projects as presented in Table II, The total of all contracts
for Cedar Valley Elementary School, Mesdowdale Elememtary
School, and Chase Lake Elementary School weres (1)
$513,627,00, (2) $544,948,10, and (3) $560,497.00 respec-
tively. A six percent architect's fee totaling $30,817.62
was assessed on the Cedar Valley project. Since the same plan
was modified and re-used for the Meadowdale and Chase Lake
Elememtary Schools, the architect's fee was reduced from six
percent to four and a half percent for both schools. The
architect's fee was $24,522,66 at Meadowdale, and $25,222,37
at Chase Lake., (See Appendix A, pages 105 and 111.) Pro ject
costs also included state sales tax which was four percent.
State sales tax for each of the three schools in order was:
(1) $20,545.08, (2) $21,797.92, 'and (3) $22,419.88, The grand
total for the Cedar Valley pro ject was $564,989,70, not

including equipment. The project cost for Meadowdale




65

TABLE I

CUST ANALYSIS OF CONTRACTS

Item Cedar Valley - Meadowdale Chase Lake
I. General $352,639.00. $376,590.00 $379,725.00
Contract .
ITI, Mechanical 116,093.00 121,845,10 131,212,00
Contract
III., Electrical 44,395,00 46,5135,00 49,560,00
Contract
Total of :
Contracts $513,627,.00 $544,948.10 $560,497.0Q
TABLE II
COST ANALYSIS OF PROJECTS
Item Cedar Valley Meadowdale Chase Lake
Total Cost $513,627.,00 $544,948,10 $560,497.00
Contracts
Architect!'s , .
Fee 6%-30,817.62 431%-24,522,66 43%-25,222,37
State Sales 4%-20,545,08 4%-21,797.92 4%-22,419.88
Tax
GRAND TOTAL $564,9389.70 $591,268,.68 $608,139.25
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Llementary School, not including equipment, was $591,268,.68.,

The Chase Lake project cost $608,139.25, not inciuding

equipmemt.z9
Cost Analysis of Ceneral Contracts

The basic bids awarded on the general contract for
Cedar Valley, Meadowdale, and Chase Lake, not including
alternates, were $351,750,00, $353,000,00, ana $364,000,00,
A comparison of the alternates on the general contract for
each of the three schools is shown on Table III. The first
alternate shown on Table III is for a built-up roof and
synthetic flashing. This alternate was a deductive on the
Cedar Valley project and represented $9,105.00, The same item
was included in the basic bids for Meadowdale and Chase Lake.

Alternate No. 2 which called for light-weight concrete
and insulation was included at Cedar Valley without charge.
This alternate was included in the basic bids at both Meadow-
dale and Chase Lake. Alternate No. 6 which called for vinyl
asbestos tile was an additive of $4,042.00 at Cedar Valley,
and was included in the basic bids for Meadowdale and Chase
Lake. Acoustical treatment as provided at Cedar Valley was
included in the basic bids at Meadowdale and Chase Lake.

This was additive alternate No. 15 at Cedar Valley at

QQState Form B-S on file in Edmonds School District 15
Business Office.
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TABLE IIT

COST ANALYSIS GENERAL CONTHACT

Racie’ MRS
. N
o 2%

multipurpose
Yo om

calling

Item Cedar Valley Meadowdale Chase Laks
I. Brsic hid $351,750.00 $353,000.00 $364,000,00
II, Alternates
Built-up Deductive #1 Included Included
roof and 9,105.00 basic bid pasic bid
synthetic
flash
Light- Additive #2 Included Included
weight no charge basic bid basic bid
concrete &
insulation
Vinyl Additive #6 Included Included
asbestos 4,042,00 basic bid - basic bid
tile
Acoustical <Additive #15 Complete as Complete as
treatment 1,020,00 recommended recommended
partial in acous~ in acous-
treatment tical study  tical study
multipurpose Included in Included in
room (center basic bid basic bid
portion only) (represented (represented
5,820,00) 3,620,00)
Draperies Additive #17 Additive #11 Additive #11
and blinds 2,032,00 2,800,00 2,990.00
Faint Addit ive #22 Included Included
soffits and 2,900,00 basic bid basic bid
columns
Marblecrete  #Not provided Additive #3 Additive #8
finish on under state 3,720,00 3,700,00
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TABLE III (continued)

Item Cedar Valley Meadowdale Chase Lake
Accordian- Included Additive #10 Additive #10
type fold- basic bid 230,00 310,00
ing door~--
library
confaerence
rooms
School Net nrovided Additive #12 Additive #12
sign under state 660,00 605,00

ceiling
Son-Nel Included Deductive #13 Included
chalk and basic bid 700,00  basic bid
tackboard (Quality) (Son-Nel (Quality)
chalk and
tackboard)
Kitchen #Not provided Additive #16 #Not provided
equipment under state 1,990,000 under state
ceiling ceiling
Earthwork Included Additives Addaitive #1
beyond basic bid #1&7 5,450,00
30 feet 3,550,00
Parking drea Included Additive #2  Additive #2
surfacing basic bid 2,500.00 3,350.,00
(crushed
rock)

Asphalt pav=- #Not provided

ing play under state
courts celling
Basketball Not provided
backstops under state
ceiling
Concrete #Not vprovided
benches and under state
gravel ceiling
III., Total cost .
general $352,639.00

contract only

Additive #3
2,850,00

#*Not provided

undeyr state
ceiling

Additive #14 Not provided

950,00

Included
basic bid

$376,590,00

under state
celling

Deductive #17

680,00

$379,725,00

#Not included under state celling, but provided in the

building.
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$1,020,00, and provided partial acoustical treatument in the
multi-purpose room only. Complete acoustical treatment as
recommended in the study by Towne and Azsociates was ine-
cluded in the basic bids for Meadowdale and Chase Lake. The
al ternate for draperies and blinds was an additive for each
of the three schools., This additive was $2,032,00 at Cedar
Valley, $2,800.00 at Meadowdale, and $2,990.00 at Chase
Leke. Additive alternate No. 22 for §2,900.00 for painting
of the sofflits and cclumns was accepted at Cedar Valley
Elementary School., This item was included in the basic bids
at Meadowdale and Chase Lake Elementary Schools. 4n additive

alternate No. 8 which called for marblecrete finish on the

multi-purpose room was $3,720,00 at Meadowdals, and $3,700.00
at Chase Lake. The basic bid at Cedar Valley included con-
crete tilt-up'ﬁalls without marblecrete, Additive alternate
No. 10 for accordian-type folding door for library conference
room was accepted at Meadowdale and Chase Lake for $280.00
and $310,00 respectively. The same door was provided in the
baslc bid at Cedar Valley. The school sign was not provided
at Cedar Valley Elementary. The sign for Meadowdale and
Chase Luke was provided in additive alternate No., 12 for
$650.00 and $605.00. Quality chalk board and tackboard was
included in the basic bids at Cedar Valley and Chase Lake,
Son-Nel chalk board and tackboard was substituted at Meadow-

dale Elementary on deductive alternate No, 13, representing
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a savings of $700,00, Additivé No. 16 at Meadowdale
Elementary for kitchen equipment was accepted at §1,990.00.
Earthwork beyond thirty feetAof the building was included
in the basic bid at Cedar Valley since the change in state
matching had not taken nlace at the time, It was included
at Meadowdale on additives No. 1 and 7 for $3,550.,00.
Additive‘alternate No, 1 for Chase Lake bklementary
School was $5,450.00. Parking area surfacing was included
in the basic bid at Cedar Valley. It was picied up at
Meadowdale on additive No., 2 for $2,500.00, and for Chase
Lake at $3,350.00., Alternate No. 3 for the asphalt paving
for play courts was included at Meadowdale for $2,350.,00., 1t
was not included in the general contract at Cedar Valley, but
was later prcvided cn a separate contract for %2,175.00.
Asphalt paving of play courts was not provided at Chase Lake
Elementary School. DBasketball backstops were not provided
at Cedar Vallej and Chase Lake Elementary Schools, but were
purchased later on separate contracts. Additive alternate
No. 14 for basketball backstops was accepted at Meadowdale
Elementary School for $950.00., The alternate calling for con=
crete benches and gravgl Qas included in the basic bids at
Cedar Valley and Meadowdale Elementary Schools. This item was
deductive alternate No. 17 at Chase Lake and represented
¢630,00. The total cost of the genersl contract for each

school, including additive and deductive alternates, was:
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(1) $352,639,00 at Cedar Valley, (2) $376,590.00 at

Meadowdale, and (3) $379,725,00 at Chase Lake.-"

Cost Analysis of Mechanical Contracts

Table IV shows the basic bids and alternates for the

Mechanical Contrac.s at Cedar Valley, Meadowdale, and Chase

Lake Elementary Schools. The basic bid not including alter-

nates was $96,735,00 at Cedar Valley, $94,825,00 at Meadow-
dale, and $106,338,00 at Chase Lake., Additive alternate

No. 1 for water service and fire protection was accepted for

$7,255,00 at Cedar Velley, $6,700.00 at Meadowdale, and

$5,990,00 at Chase Lake. Additive No, 2 for a water main
extension was accepted at Meadowdale for $2,000.00.! Additive
alternate No, 2 ior septic tank and drain fields was accepted
at the Cedar Valley Elementary School for $4,052,00, since
sewerage facil;ties were not available. This alternate was
not needed for the other two schools, since hook-up %o the
Edmonds and Lynnwood City sewers was possible at the time of
construction. Ssanitary sewerage facilities conbtracts were
$6,320.10 at Meadowdale and $2,944.00 at Chase Lake., addi-
tive alternate No., 3 for storm drainage was accepted at
Cedar Valley for $7,930.,00, Thls alternate cost

$11,500.00, and $16,690.00 at Meadowdale and Chese Lake Ele=

mentary Schools. A garbage disposal was provided at Cedar

X
Orpi4.
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TABLE IV
COST ANALYSIS MECHANICAL CONTRACT

Item Cedar Valley Meadowdale Chase Lake

I, Basic bid $ 96,735,00 $ 94,825.00 $106,338,00

II, Alternates’

Water ser- Additive #1 Additive #1  Additive #1
vice and 7,255,00 6,700,00 5,990.00
fire pro-

tection

Water main

contract

Included #1

Additive #2

Included #1

extension above 2,000,00 above
Septic tank Additive #2
and drain Septic tank Sewer Sewer
field (or) 4,052,00 6,820,10 2,944,00
Sanitary
Sewerage
Facilities
| Storm Additive #3 Aaditive #3 Additive #2
: drainage 7,930,00 11,500,00 16,690.00
f Garbage Additive #4 Included Included
é disposal 517,00 basic bid basic bid
% Water Deductive #5 Included Included
: closets 456,00 bagic bid basic bid
3 (floor
‘ mounted)
Tempera- Includéd Included Deductive #4
ture basic bid basic bid 750,00
control (electronic) (electronic) (air control)
III, Total cost ‘
mechanical $116,093.00 $121,845,10 $131,212,00
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Valley Elementary School for $517.00 on additive No, 4.
Garbage disposals were Included in the basic bids at
Meadowdale and Chase Lako. Floor-mounted water closets were
provlided in the three schools. Deductive slternate No. 5
accounted for the change in specification in the amount of
$456,00 at Cedar Valley Elementary School, Temperature
control was pro&ided in the basic bids at Cedar Valley and
Meadcwdale Elementary Schools. Deductive alternate No, 4
for $750.00 represented a change frcm electronic to air con-
trol at Chase Lake Elementary School. The total cost on the
mechanical contracts including sanitary sewerage facilities
were: (1) $116,093,00 at Cedar Valley, (2) $221,845.10 at
Meadowdals Elementary School, and (3) $131,212,00 at Chase

Lake Elementary School.
Cost Analysis of Electrical Contracts

The basic electrical bids for Cedar Valley, Meadowdale,
and Chase Lake Elementary Schools weres: (1) $44,895,00,
(2) $44,788.00, and (3) $47,975.00. Items concerning the
electrical contract for the slementary schools in this study
and the altemates are shown on Table V. The alternate for
signal distribution sugmented for the intercom was not
accepted as an alternate on the electrical contract for Cedar
Valley Elementary Schcol, but was later provided at a cost of
$383.00, The same alternate for Meadowdale Elementary School

cost §510.,00. The cost at Chase Lake Elementary School for
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TABLE V
COST ANALYSIS ELECTRICAL CuNTRACT

Item Cedar Valley Meadowdale Chase Lake
I. Basic bid - $44,895,00 $44,738.00 $47,975.00
II. Alternates
Signal dis~- #Not provided Additive #3 Additive #2
tribution under state 510,00 432,00
augmented celling
for
intercom
TV conduit +Not provided Additive #4 Additive #3
and under state 750,00 757,00
outlets celling
Substitute Included Substitute Included
electronic basic big Additive #5 basic bid
clock 88,00 (Not same
System specifica~
tion)
Multi- *Not provided Additive #1 Additive #1
purpose under stata 377.00 396,00
electric ceiling
sound
system
IITI. Total cost : _
electrical $44,895.00 $46,513,00 $49, 560,00
contract : '
only

#Not included under state ceiling, but provided in the
building.
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this additive was $432,00. The additive alternate for tele-
vision conduit and outlets cost $750.00 at Meadowdale, and
$757.00 a% Chase Lake, This item was not provided at Cedar

Valley Elementary School, Substitute alternate for an

electronic clock system instead of basic specification for
wiring as used at Cedar Valley and Chase Lake was accepted

for $38.00 at Meadowdale School on additive alternate No. 5.

This item was included in the basic contract at Cedar Valley

and Chase Lake, but was not of the same specificatien. The

alternate for multi-purpose electric sound system was not 3
provided at Cedar Valley. It was provided at Meadowdale and |
Chase Lake on additive No. 1 for $377.00 and $306.00. The

total cost including altemates for the electrical contract %

at Cedar Valley, Meadowdale, and Chase Lake Elementary

Schools were: (1) $44,895.00, (2) $46,513,00, and (3)

Individual Pro ject Bid Differences

This section of Chapter IV gives a comparison of the

bid differences for each project for the General, Mechanical,
and Electrical contracts. OFf the three contracts, only one
construction company was successful bldder on more than one
pro ject. The follbwing paragraphs identify the bids for the

first and second low bidders for the General, Mechanical,

Sl1pid.
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and Electrical Contracts for each of the three schools used
In this study. The bidders in each case are identified as

Contractor A, Contractor B, and so forth.

General Contracts

Contractor A was the successful bidder for the General
Contract at Cedar Valley Elementary School with a bid of
$352,639.00 including alternates, The difference between the
successful bidder and the next low bid was $33,641,00. Seven
other contractors submitted bids for the General Contract at
Cedar Valley. The basic bids of the seven, not including
alternates, ranged frowm $390,000,00 to $400,000.00. The
basic bids submitted by Contractors A and B were $351,750,00
and $384,347.00, respectively,

Contractor A was again successful bidder for the
General Contract at Meadowdale Elementary School, with a
basic bid of $358,000,00, and a total bid including alter-
nates of $376,590.,00, Contractor C was the second low
bidder with a basic bid of $367,000.,00, and a total bid with
alternates of $380,100.00, The difference between low and
second low bids was $3,510,00, Nine other companies parti-
cipated in the bidding, and the basic bids not including
alternates ranged from $367,500.00 to $422,900.00.

The General Contract at Chase Lake Elementary School
was also awarded to Contractor A with a basic low bid of

$364,000.00, and a total including alternates of $379,725,00,
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Contractor D was second low bidder with a basic bid of
$365,348,00, and a total bld including alternates of
$331,503,00. The difference between the low and second low
bids was §1,778.00. Only three other bidders participated
In the bidding. The basic bids not including alternates for
the three bidders ranged from $374,900,00 to %377,600,00,
Contractor A haa somewhat of an advantage in bidding the
Meadowdale and Chase Lake pro jects, since the metal forms
originally fabricated by this company for the Cedar Valley
pro ject were re-usable., (See Appendix A, pages 111 and 113,
and Appendix B, pages 120-132.,)

Mechanical Contracts

Mechanical Contractor E was aﬁarded the Mechanical
Contract for the Cedar Valley Elementary School with a basic
bid of $96,735.,00, and a total big including alternates of
$llér093.00. The next low bid was submitted by Contractor H
with a basic bid of $97,379.00, and a total bid including
alternates of $119,165,00. A difference of $3,072.00
occurred between the two bids, A range of basic bids by four
other contractors was $99,813.00 to $109,971,.00,

Contractor F was awarded the Mechanical Contract forp
Meadowdale Elementary School with a basic bid of $94,825,00,
and a total bid of $115,025,00 ;ncluding alternaves, The
second low bidder was Contractor E with a basic bid of

$101,000.,00, and a total bid Including alternates of
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$115,050,00, The difference between the accepted low bid
and the next low bid was $1,025.00, These figures did not
inciude a $6,820.10 Special Sewerage Facilities Contract
which was awarded to another contractor. Seven other bidders
participated in the bidding with basic blds ranging from
$101,200,00 to $110,294,00.

The Mechénical Contract for Chase Lake Elementary
School was awarded to Contractor G with a basic bid of
$306,338,00, and a total bid including alternates of
$128,263,00, The second low bidder, Contractor F, submitted
a basic bid of $111,790,00, and a total bid with alternates
of $134,565.00, A difference of $6,297.00 separated the two
bidders. These figures did not include a $2,944,00 Specisal
Sewerage Facilities Contract which was awarded to another
contractor, Five other bidders participated in the bidding,
with basic bids ranging from $111,400.,00 to $120,460.00.
(See Appendix B, pages 133-135,)

Electrical Contrscts

Contractor I was successful bidder for the Cedar Valley
contract, with a bid of $44,897.00. Contractor L submitted
the second low bid of $49,700.00. No alternates were accepted
on the electrical contract at Cedar Valley. The difference
between the two low bidders was $4,3803,00, One other
company participated in the bidding with a basic bid of
$50,987.00,
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Contractor J was awarded the Electrical Contract at
Meadcowdale with a basic bid of ¥$44,788.00, and a total bid
including alternates of $46,513,00, Company M was next lcw
bid with a basic bid of $48,144,00. The total bid including
alternates was $49,433,00, A difference of $2,920,00 sepa-
rated the two bidders. Three other bids submitted ranged
from the basic Bids of $50,022,00 to $55,830.00,

The successful bidder for the Electrical Contract for
Chase Lake Elementary School was Contractor K with a basic
bid of $47,975.00, and a total bid including alternates of
$42,560.,00, Contractor J was second low bidder with a basic
bid of $48,990.00, and a total including alternates of
$50,477.00, A difference of $917.00 separated the two bid-
ders, Three other bids were submltted and ranged from basic
bids of $49,955.00 to $51,333.00. (See Appendix B, pages
136-141.)

The bids for Cedar Valley were awarded November 6,
1961, The Meadowdale bids were awarded October 21, 1963,
and the Chase Lake ﬁids were awarded May 4, 1964, The square
footage for each of the schools was 38,337 square feet at
Cedar Valley, 38,083 at Meadowdale, and 38,385 at Chase Lake,
The difference in square footage among the three schools was
a result of a change in the method of evaluating square
footage by the State Board of Education. The placement of
the units largely accounted for the differences in square

footage as walkways were included as part of the bullding
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area. (See Appendix A, page 113.) The buildings in this
study were constructed under state celling. The state ceil=-
ing was $14.75 at the time Cedar Valley Elementary was con-
structed. The actual square foot cost for the Cedar Valley
pro ject was #14.,74 per square foot. The state celling for
Meadowdale Elementary was $15,60, and the square foot cost
for the prcject‘was $15.,53, State ceiling at the time of

the Chase Lake project was $15.85 per sguare foot. The

actual square foot cost for Chase Lake was $15.84. The
difference in state ceiling for each of the projects was due
to inflation.

The overall financlal savings on the Meadowdale proj=-
ect based on state ceiling used at Cedar Valley was an
$8,869.03 savings in architectural fees, and $35,616.97 in

construction costs. The total savings at Meadowdale based on

Cedar Valley was $12,486.00, The Meadowdale pro ject also
included $4,800.00 more in acoustical treatment, but this
figure was included in the basic bid.

Alternates provided at Meadowdale and not at Cedar
Valley included marblecrete walls for the multi-~purpose rcom,
the school sign, kitchen equipment, asphalt play courts,
basketball backstops, concrete benches, signal distribution,
television conduilt, and an electric sound system in the
multi-purpose room. Alternates totaling $6,570.00 not pro=-
vided at Cedar Valley were included under state ceiling for

Chase Lake., The alternates represented in this figure




81

o S . ot

included marblecrete for the multi-purpose room, the school
sign, concrete benches, a signal diétribution, television
i conduit, and an electrical sound system for the multi-
purpose room. (See Appendix A, page 113.)
Change orders of various types amounting to approxi-
mately one thousand plus dcllars per project were made during
the course of construction. The change-order costs were not

included in this study, since they were not particularly

significant,

[0
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CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CUNCLUSIUNS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary

After the defeat of Senate Bill No, 392 on several
occasions, the State Board of Education set up a controlled
experiment to test its provisions. The experiment included
a junior high pro ject and an elementary project involving
the use of stock plans. The Ephrata Schoél District end the
Edmonds School District participated in the Jjunior high proj-
ects The elementary project invclved three schools in the
Edmonds School District, Conditions were more extreme for
the junior high project than in the elementary project, be-
cause of geographic location,

Some research has been done in the various approaches
to the use of stock plans in school construction. The best
example of research pertinent to this study was an experiment
using the Ephrata junior high plan modified for the Edmonds
School District., The study pointed out that because of
extreme differences befween the two districts, the plan when
bid at Edmonds was bid as plan A and plan B modified. Plan A
conformed as closely as possible with the Ephrata plan, and
plan B was changed almost completely from the originsal

Ephrata plan with the exception of modusl placement and
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general appearance to better adapt to western Washington
conditions., Bids were awardgd on the modified plan B, and
according to data obtained, represented a savings of
$116,050.00 over the original plan A and provided a betterx
facllity. It was pointed out by Kochrian that the contrac~
tor lost approximately $80,000,00 on the project. This
ralsed the question as to whether the savings indicated
should be consldered legltimate., Other research found in
the fleld of school constructlion consistently stressed the

need for flexibillity In school construction to meet the

changing demands of education. (See Appendix A, page 115.)
One purpose of the study was to determine whether
] dollars could be saved when using a stock plan or modifiable

plan, and whether this always insured a better bld price.

BipAshtiad ot was AL U WA

Another purpose was to polnt out the adequacies and 1lnade-

I

quaclies of stock or modifiable plans, asnd to determine
whether this type of plan limited the school program, or was

able to meet the .changing demands of education. A third

B NGt Y RERRCREAS (g

purpose of the study was to determine what type of plan was

best for repeated use in terms of materials, design, and

R A ARCHS Sk L

flexiblillity. A fourth purpose was to determine the feasi-
bility of using stock plans &t the state level, and whether

the gtate should encourage the use of them. A fifth purpose

M piaicliia s LEAAMMIER Risobbinialind Shk i

was to determine whether stock or modifiable plans could be

a factor in time saved,
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The study took place in western Washington. The area
was hilly with uneven topography causing varyiag conditions
for school sites. The study‘was conducted in the Edmonds,
Washington School District which was the fifth largest dis-
trict in the State of Washington in terms of enrollment.

The project involved three elementary schools con-
structed from the same plan with modifications to fit the

individual school site., The plan used consisted of three

units housing twenty general classrooms, a multi-purpose
room with a double-sized gymnasium and raised platform, and
an administrative unit, containing an office, 1ibrary, health
room, faculty room, conference room, and storage facilities.
The bullding was constructed with a series of hyper-
bolic and inverted paraboloids. The pareboloids formed fixed
wall moduals which offered no chance of flexibility in mcving
walls and partitions for future changes in the educational
program. One major problem found in the original Cedar
Valley plan was a severe acoustical problem., A study of the
problem was made by Robin M. Tcwne and Associates with
recommendations for correcting it. The acoustical problem
was remedled at Cedar Valley, and the revised specifications
were incorporated into the Meadowdale Elementary School during
construction of the buillding, Design changes which occurred
upon the repeat construction of this plan primarily involved

the rearrangement of the units rather than facilities within
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the units. Changes which occurred within the units were
found mostly in the administrative unit. Changes within the
administrative unit included the rearrangement of storage,
conference rooms, health rcom, and so forth. The changes '
were due largely to improvements in planning and revised
requirements., Improvements such as door arrangement, fhe
addition of a preview wall in the audio-visual room, and some
new changes in cabinet work rounded out the modifications in
the administrative unit. Changes which occurred within the
three classroom units were again a result. of site orientation,
and included such things as relocation of the primary and
intermediate rooms from the basic plan. This in turn
affected the placement of chalk boards, bulletin boards,
cabinet work, windows, and doors. The plan used in this
study was designed according to western Washington bullding
codes and climatic factors. Some of the factors included
severe earthquake and rainfall problems. The site appeared
to be the major factor in the need for plan modification in
this study. The varying site conditions such as topography,
soil conditions, access, availability of utilities, ramp
requirements between units, parking areas, and play fields
determined the orientation, or placement, of the bullding on
the site. Although difficult to identify in terms of dollars
and cents, the orientation of the bullding to the site

affected costs in two ways: (1) by creating the need for
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plan modification, excessive earthwork, etcetera, and (2)
by changing the square footage through adjustments in the
covered walkways. Exterior harmony between the building and
the site was affected by building orlentation et the Meadow~
dale and Chase Lake Schcols. The boiler room and kitchen
were major focal points on the approach to the Meadowdale
School entrance; The plan arrangement at Chase Lake neces-

sitsted the removal of trees ané other natural landscape.

(See Appendix A, page 115, and Figures & and 4, pages 44 and
45,

Bids for the Cedar Valley pro ject number 6054 were
awarded in November, 1961. The Meadowdale pro ject number
6195 bids were awarded in October of 1963, and the bids for
Chase Lake project number 7044 were awarded in May of 1964.
The square footage for Cedar Valley, Meadowdale, and Chase
Lake projects was 33,337, 338,083, and 33,335 respectively.
The state ceiling for the Cedar Valley pro ject was $14.75 per
square foot, and the square foot cost for construction was
$14.74. The state ceiling at the time of the Meadowdale
pro ject was $15.60 per square foot, and the square foot cost
for construction was $15.53. The state ceiling for Chase
Lake was $15.85 per square foot, and construction cost per
square foot was $15.84. Establishing significant cost
figures for the research project was difficult because of the
varying conditions which applied only to one pro ject, and the

time lapse between bids. It was difficult to examine bids
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in terms of cost because of the bidding seasons, and how the
timing affected the bid figures. (See Appendlx A, pages 111
and 113.) The state ceiling was used in this study as a
control in establishing cost figures which were significant
and reflected factors of inflation, etcetera. Data found

in Chapter IV shows several alternates not provided at Cedar
Valley which were included under state celling in the amount
of $12,486.00 at Meadowdale. The Meadowdale School playfield
site work had already been completed, and reflected & savings
in the bid price which allowed more alternates to be taken.
Data also shows that alternates amounting to $6,570.,00 not
provided at Cedar Valley were provided at Chase Lake under
state ceiling. The additional alternates obtained for

Meadowdale and Chase Lake were partially obtained through the

savings in architectural fees which were six percent for the

Cedar Valley project, and four and a half percent for Meadowe-
dale and Chase Lake. The additional one and a half percent
on the Cedar Valley project amounted to $7,704.40, It
appeared that, excluding architectural savings, it cost
$3,616.,97 less to construct the Meadowdale School than 1t
cost to construct the Cedar Valley Schoole. This figure
again does not reflect the site work which had already besn

completed on tne Meadowdale playfield, and would possibly be

offset by the savings in construction costs. Excluding the

architectural savings, it appeared that it cos?® $2,552,.09
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more to construct the Chase Lake School than to construct
the Cedar Valley School.

After the Cedar Valley Elementary School and the
Meadowdale Elementary School had been occupied for some time,
a survey was made to determine some of the adequaciles and
inadequacies of the builcings. (See Appendix C, page 153.)
The principals éf both schools, and Edmonds School District
consultants who spent part of their time working in the
buildings, participated in the survey. The Chase Lake
School was not occupied at the time the study was conducted,
and was therefore not included in this phase of the follow-up.
According to the survey, the genernl classrooms were adequate
in terms of size, arrangement, and cabinet work. There
appeared tc be a slight problem of chalk board placement at
Meadowdale, which was a result of building orientation. This
problem concerned the effect of sunlight. The multi-purpose
room appeared to be very satisfactory in terms of size and
usage. It was suggested, however, that the kitchen should be
placed away from the raised platform end in future plans if
possible. The administrative unit appeared to be satisfactory
in terms of arrangement, cabinet work, and storage. There
appeared to be improvements at the Meadowdale School when
compared to the Cedar Valley School. Some of the improvements
were door arrangements and room arrangements. Some minor

problems concerning room sizes, etcetera, could not be

-
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corrected because of the space allocation within the admin-
{strative unit. The severe acoustical problem experienced

at Cedar Valley was corrected at Meadowdale, and the acoustics
were very satisfactory according to school personnel. Accord-
ing to Kochrian and Bezzo, problems relating to flexibility
were encountered during the planning of lleadowdale and Chase
Lake. It was also noted by other school personnel that this
could pose a problem should the need for more flexibility
arise. In the overall analysis the buildings were very

attractive and functional for the present needs.
Conclusions

The following conclusions were drawn concerning the
modifiable plans used for the construction of three elemen~
tary schools in the Edmonds, Washington School District:

1. There was some evidence that a cost savings.did
occur by a repeasted use of the Cedar Valley plan
for the Meadowdale and Chase Lake Schools. It
appeared, however, that the savings was in the
area of architectural services only, which
allowed $3,800.63 more in alternates to be taken
under state ceiling at Meadowdale, and $4,017.91
at Chase Lake. It is difficult to determine
whether this savings is legitimate since data

were not available to show whether a new design
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for each site would have represented a more sub-
stantial savings, or whether the savings in
architectural services might have caused
stereotype buildings, poor orientation, inflexi=-
bility, repeated errors, ané change orders for
missing items.

2. It would appear that excluding architectural fees,
actual construction costs were not reduced
through the repeated use of one plan, since the
amount of $3,616.97 saved in construction costs
for Meadowdale was probably offset by the piay-
ground development which had taken place before

construction had started, and the evidence

available showing that construction costs were

$2,552.09 more for Chase Lake than Cedar Valley.
3. The modifiable plan aoproach appears to be neces-
sary over a true stock plan approacin where site

conditions vary causing problems in orientation

of the building to the site. Good school sites

in a growing community are becoming more and
more difficult to obtain, and it follows that
the orientation problem of adapting a stock plan
to the site would also become a greater problem
because of less adequate sites. Since the cost

of site development varies greatly from building
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to building, it appears doubtful that architec=-
tural savings would offset the cost of adapting
standard plans to sites in terms of the overall
picture. The value and need of standard plans
is questionable when modifications are necessary
to make them function.

4, There is question as to whether a stock plan in-
sures better bid prices. The low bids for the

seconé project would tend to indicate that con-

tractors were looking toward the third project.

The high bids for the third and final pro ject

would tend to indicate that the contractors found

it either necessary to increase prices because of
their experience, or that there was no incentive
for another similar project in the future. The
beat bids on tnhe modifiable plan used occurred
for the Cedar Valley and Meadowdale Schools in

the months of October and November, which was

probably the time of year when contractors were

competing to obtain business. The Chase Lake

pro ject was bid in May and produced higher bids
than the two earlier schools. It would appesar
that business was not as competiltive as during
the spring season. The winning contractor had

a bid advantage for the second and third projects,
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as he was able to use the hyperbolic paraboloid
steel forms which had been constructed for the
first school,

5. The possibility of salvaging desirable natural
landscaping, and the problem of orientating the
school building harmoniously with the surréunding
area, is somewhat limited when using standard
plans. Standard plans appear to restrict optimum
use of the school site for landscaping.

6. A refinement of workmanship was . apparent on the
second school because of the contractor's famili-
arity with the plan of the projecte.

7. Perhaps two to three months planning time might be

gained by using standard plans according to the

; experience in this study. The Edmonds School

: District did not realize any actual gain, how-

ever, because of the financial uncertainty which

delayed the bidding and start of the second and

third projects. The number of modifications
necessary to adapt a standard plan to a site would
also have an effect on the savings of time,

8. Based on this spudy, 1t would appear that a stock
plan or modifiable plan should be one which is
highly flexible in terms of future educat ional

demand, be simple in design, and be able to
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utilize materials which are common to construc-

tion and are readily available. Unless a stand-
ard plan were highly flexible in terms of design
and materials, some contractors and manufacturers
might not be interested in bidding. The particu=~

lar plan used in this study lacked some of the

gualities of flexibility which posed a problem
in planning, and could also presentc a problem
for future changes in education. No evidence of
high costs or poor bld coverage through the
standardization of materials was found in this
study, although fewer contractors particlpated
in the bidding for the third schoel,

9. A plan made up of multiple bulldings would appear
to be better for repeated construction than a
single unit plan, &s it would probably require
less cost in adapting it to fit the site through
the elimination of excess earshwork.

10. It would appear that the use of a modifiable or
stock plan would be increasingly more difficult
to use on the junior and senior high levels be-
cause of the size and complexibility of the build=-
ings. It would also follow that if stock plans
or modifiable plans were used at the state level,

many set3 of plans would have to be designed to
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suit geographic areas or locations, bullding
size, and building type.

11, It would appear that stock or modifiable plans
encouraged from the state level could force a
community to comstruct facilities which are not
needed. It would also appear that state plans
might not include facilities required in a given
community, and tend to dictate curriculum. It
would seem likely that standard plans developed
within a school district would be more practical
‘than those developed at the state level in terms
of curriculum nceds, etcetera.

12. It would appear that if stock plans were adopted at
the state level, periodic review and revisions
would be necessary to keep pace with educational
and construction progress.

13. It is assumed that the buildings constructed from
the stock plan in this study were satisfactory as
they were accepted by the Edmonds School Board
and were functioning in a satisfactory manner.

14, After examining related literature and the data
available in this study, it is difficult to
provide a g¢imple answer as to whether stock plans

or modifiable plans are good or bad, because of

the many variables., It appears doubtful, based
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on the stock plan experiences in other states,
and looking toward probable educational changes
in the future, that the stock plan approach is
practical in terms of cost or utility, except

for small schools of simple design.
Recommendations

In view of the information obtained from this study it

is recommended:

1., That the buildings constructed from the modifiable
plan used in this study be reviewed some time in
the future to again evaluate how they are meeting
the demands of changing education.

2. That future standard plans be designed in a more
universal manner which would not require the need
for special fomm work or equipment thereby reduc-
ing the possibility of good competitive partici-
pation by contractors and manufacturers.

3. That further study be carried on to produce more
conclusive evidence as to whether the stock plan
approach to séhool construction is desirable,

4. That school districts considering the use of stand-
ard plans give serioué thought to all implications
which could affect the school program in terms of
curriculum and cost for both the present and the

future,
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APPENDIX A
LETTERS AND COMMUNICATIONS

December 18, 1962

Dan F. Miller, A.I.A. & Associates, Architects
406 Main Street
Edmonds, Washington

Dear Dan:

By this time you are well aware of our School Board's action re=-
garding the retaining of your architectural services to plan, develop
specifications and supervise construction of two elementary schools in
accordance with your letter to me dated December 4, 1962, The contents
of your letter should become a part of the contract between the school
district and your office. The School Board has agreed to retain your
firm's services to do the architectural work to repeat the Cedar Valley
Elementary School plan on two additional sites, namely Elementary Service
Area #2 in the Meadowdale area, and Elementary Service Area #15 in the
Shasta Park area. You will be free to re-work any details and change
materials to either effect economy or improve quality of the structure
now that you have finished construction and we have had experience living
in the building. You will also be free to readjust the building locations
on the site, but you must keep the basic construction and appearance of
the existing school as you adapt the new schools to the individual sties.
For this work, the Board agrees to pay you four and one half per cent of
the construction costs for each of the two buildings.

Enclosed are six copies of our architectural contract form, three
copies for each building project. Please have these forms filled and
return them to us in the near future. Should we be granted an additional
building by the State in early January, we would want the school in
Elementary Service Area #2 constructed first, and we would hope that we
would be able to occupy that building in the early part of the 1963-64
school year.

We have been most happy with the work your firm has done for our
school district, and we congratulate you on winning the award for these
two new buildings. We look forward to working with you again in our
construction program.

Youre sincerely,

HAROID E. SILVERNALL
Superintendent of Schools

HES:ea
cc: Jack Allen, John Kochrian

(5
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December 19, 1962

Dr. George Strayer, Professor of Education
School of Education

University of Washington

Seattle 5, Washington

Dear Gsorge:

On Monday evening our School Board voted unanimously to attempt a
variation of a "Stock Plan" project for the construction of two addi-
tional twenty-room elementary schools very similar %o our recently com-
pleted Cedar Valley Elementary School. The Board has selected the
architectural firm of Dan Miller and Associates, who were the architects
for the Cedar Valley School, to do the architectural work to repeat the
Cedar Valley Elementary School for Elementary Service Areas #2 and #15
in our district. The architect has been given the privilege of adapting
the buildings to the new site conditions, but he is to keep the same
basic construction and appearance of the existing school. The architect
has 2lso been given the privilege of re-working details and changing
materials to either affect economies or improve the quality of the
building. He will charge four and one half per cent of the construction
costs for his services,

Bill Fortune, our Purchasing Agent, is very interested in doing a
Master's project on this stock plan idea, and I believe he will call you
about it before long. If you do not feel this project is of Master's
thesis caliber, please do not feel obligated in any way. We do feel
thav a Master's thesis on this subject would add sophistication to the
experiment.,

Yours sincerely,

HAROLD E. SILVERNAIL —

Superintendent

c¢; Bill Fortune
John Koehrian
HES:ea
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EDMONDS SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 15

January 3, 1964

MEMORANDUM

T0: Robert Bezzo and Associates, Architects
. Edmonds, Washington
E. M. Allen, Assistant Superintendent of Schools
Edmonds School District #15
Vern Leidle, Consultant for Facilities and Organization
Office of State Superintendent of Public Instruction

FHOM: Harold E. Silvernail, Superintendent
Edmonds School District #15

SUBJECT: Research Project on Cedar Valley, Meadowdale and Chase Lake
Elementary Sc¢hools

All of you are aware of the fact that our School Board authorized the con=
struction of three buildings from the same general elementary school plan,
The Cedar Valley Flementary School was designed by Darn Miller, A.I.A., and
Associates, of Edmonds, Washington. Later this basic school plan was used
for the Meadowdale Elementary School, which is now under construction.

This same plan is now being used for the development of the final plans for
the Chase Lake Elementary School. These three schools, built on the same
basic plan, should 81l be in use during the 1964-65 school year.

Because our School Board and citizens are interested in construction of
good, well-planned schools, and because we are algo interested in economy
of construction, thesg three schools seem to hold some potential as a
research project which could give us some information about one type of
stock planning.

Mr. Bill Fortune, our school d.strict Purchasing Agent, is anxious to
develop a master's thesis with the University of Washington using as his
subject this basic plan for three elementary schools. This memorandum is
written to let you know that we wholeheartedly approve of Mr. Fortune's
pursuit of this project, and we sincerely hope that you will cooperate with
him in every way to make his study & success.

cc: Bill Fortune
HES:ea
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February 7, 1964

To: Mr. Vern Leidle
Consultant for Facilities and Organization
Office of State Superintendent of Public Instruction
Olympia, Washington

From: William Fortune
Purchasging Agent
Edmonds School District #15
Alderwood Manor, Washington

Subject: Research Project on Cedar Valley, Meadowdale, and Chase Lake
Elementary Schools

Dr. Harold Silvernail contacted you recently regarding my intent to
develop a master's thesis based upon the stock plan idea employed for
the Cedar Valley, Meadowdale, and Chase Lake elementary schools in our
district. Before actually starting the project, I must turn in an
outline for approval to the Graduate Study and Research Committee at
the University of Washington. Dr. George Strayer of the University of
Washington has given encouragement in pursuing this particular topic.

Since my association with the buildings involved has been limited to the
equipment phase only, I am finding it necessary to seek advice in planning
the outline., With respect toward your valuable time, I am attempting to
obtain the needed information by directing several questions to you. Your
comments to these questions will be helpful in preparing the outline, and
greatly appreciated.

It is also my hope in doing this project, that I miéht be of assistance to
your office in some way. Don't hesitate to let me know if you have any
suggestions.

—= "9 = G2

Please comment on the following as best you can, and return to me in the
self-addressed envelope provided.

Thank you.
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To: Mr. Robert Bezzo and Associates, Architects
Edmonds, Washington

From: William Fortune, Purchasing'Agent
Edmonds School District #15

Subject: Research Project on Cedar Valley, Meadowdale, and Chase Lake
Elementary Schools

Dr. Harold Silvernail contacted you recently regarding my intent to
develop a master's thesis based upon the stock plan idea employed for
the Cedar Valley, Meadowdale, and Chase Lake elementary schools in our
district. Before actually starting the project, I must turn in an
outline for approval to the Graduate Study and Research Committee at
the University of Washington. Dr. George Strayer of the University of
Washington has given encouragement in pursuing this particular topic.

Since my association with the buildings involved has been limited to
the equipment phase only, I am finding it necessary to seek your advice
in planning the outline. With respect toward your valuable time, I am
attempting to obtain the needed information by directing several ques-
tions to you. Your comments to these questions will be helpful in
preparing the outline, and greatly appreciated.

It is also my hope in doing this project, that I might be of assistance
to your office in some way. Please let me know if you have any
suggestions.,

Please comment on the following as best you can, and return to me in the
self-addressed envelope provided.

Thank you.
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ROBERT A. BEZZO & A 55 SOCIATES, ARCHITECTS

FORMERLY
DAN F. MILLER A.LA. & ASSOCIATES, ARCHITECTS

SUITE E, 115 FOURTH AVENUE SOUTH ) EDMONDS ) WASHINGTON ) PRosrzct 6-2929

FEBRUARY 13, 1964

MR, WILLIAM FORTUNE
18216 64TH WEST
LYNNWOOD, WASHINGTON

SUBJECT ¢ RESEARCH PROJECT ON CEDAR VALLEY, MEADOWDALE ELEMENTARY,
AND CHASE LAKE ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS

DEAR BiLL:

| AM HOPING THE ENCLOSED INFORMATION WILL HELP YOU IN PREPARING YOUR
RESEARCH PROJECT OUTLINE, THIS SOUNDS AS IF IT WILL BE AN INTERESTING
STUNY, AND YOUR FINDINGS MAY WELL ANSWER SOME QUESTIONS THAT WILL PER=
HAPS BE ASKEC ME IN THE NEAR FUTURE REGARDING THESE SCHOOLS, | WILL
SE GLAD TO HELP YOU IN ANY WAY | CAN, SO DO NOT HESITATE TO CALL OR
ASK QUESTIONS AS THEY COME UP,

ANSWERS TO YOUR OUTLINE QUESTIONS ARE AS FOLLCWS:

1, THE TITLE SEEMS ADEQUATE AS IT IS NOW STATED,

2, A, LOCAL = TO EVALUATE THE REASON FOR ADOPTING A MODIFIABLE PLAN
FOR THE THREE SCHOOLS, THE MAIN REASON FOR ADOPTING THIS
PCLICY AS | UNDERSTAND IT WAS TO SAVE TIME IN REDRAWING PLANS.
SO THAT THE SCHOOL COULD BE LET OUT FOR BIDS, AND CONSTRUCTED
EARL1ER,

Be STATE = TO EVALUATE AT THE STATE LEVEL ANY ADVANTAGES OR DISe
ADVANTAGES IN TIME SAVED IN PROCESSING A MOCIFIABLE PLAN AS
AGAINST A MEW PLAN, OR ANY OTHER ADVANTAGES OR DISADVAMTAGES
THAT 1GHT APPEAR AT THE STATE LEVEL,

3¢ LIMITATION OF TIME REQUIRED TO EVALUATE THE THIRD SCHOOL (CHASE

LAKE)s IT 1S UNLIKELY THAT THIS SCHOOL WILL BE READY FOR OCCUPANCY

BEFORE LATE 1964, THE SCHOOL SHOULD BE OCCUPIED FOR AT LEAST A

YEAR BEFORE AN ACCURATE EVALUATION CAN BE GIVEN REGARDING ITS

SUITABI' 'TY TO SERVE THE | ATEST EDUCAT!IONAL PROCEDURES, VISUAL AID

REQU [REMENTS, CURRICULUM CHANGES, ETC,

4, DISCUSSIONS WITH ADMINISTRATORS OF THE DISTRICT, THE ARCHITECT,

AND THE GENERAL CONTRACTOXR OF THE BUILDING,

5S¢ REVERSE FLOOR PLAN, RELOCKTION OF CLASSROOM UNITS, ADJUSTMENT OF
UNITS TO FINAL GRANE CONDITIONS, RAMPS, HYPERBOLIC PARABOLOIDS, I[N«
VERTED PARABOLOIDS, MULT1=PURPOSE ROOM,

YOURS VERY TRULY,

ROBERT A, BEZZO & ASSCCIATES, ARCHITECTS

r—

ROBERT A, BEZZ20

RAS :BD
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September 15, 1964

Mr. William Fortune, Purchasing Agent
Edmonds School District #15

3800 196th Southwest

Lynnwood, Washington

Dear Mr. Fortune:

This letter is written in response to your request for some general statements
concerning our school district's plan to re-use an elgmentary school building plan
for two additional schoolg in our district. Baecause of the "stock plan' pressures
within our district and state, our School Board decided to build three buildings firom
the same modifiable plan. The idea involved in this schem@ was to determine from
actaal experience what gavings would accrue to the district from three buildings being
constructed from thg same plan, and to determine what problems the district would
face when such an idea was put info action. We first negotiated with the architect of
the school plan that was selected, and you will remember that the fee was reduced
from the original gix per cent to four and one half per cent for each of the two buildings
that were built after the original building.

One of the first problems to confront us and the architect after we had moved into
the first of the three schools wag that we discovered how to iraprove the utilitarian
aspects of the firgt building. Immediately this called for some modificatior of the plan
before we begap consgtruction on the second and third buildings. We also found that the
particular plan we had gelected to re-use in the construction of these buildings was not
as flexible as we hoped it would be, because the concrete hyperbolic paraboloid roof
restricted the movement of walls under the paraboloid. This taught us that any
individual plan ig either more or less adapted to modification and that this aspect of a
building should be seriously considered before assigning a particular plan to re-use.
We also found that site conditions and contours called for additional modification at
least in the arrangement of the buildings on the sites. Our plan did seem to adjust to
site changes relatively easily. Although the concrete hyperbolic paraboloid structure
gave us the desired Class A fire rating, we found that this type of construction had
other complications, namely in bidding. We found that the contractor who had construc-
ted forms for pouring the paraboloid roof had a considerable advantage in the re-bidding
of acditional schools. However, bids on the additional schools showed an increased
price to meet our higher specifications that came from improvements in the original
plan, and the bztter bidding knowledge of the contractors.

Including Communities of Emonds, Mountlake Cerrace, Lynnwosd, Woodway and CHloerv 150 Manor
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Mr. William Fortune
September 15, 1964
Page 2

We sincerely hope that from the master's degree project that you are working
on, you will ke able to aid us in coming to some conclusions regarding the following
questions:

1. What type of building adapts best to a modifiable plan for an elementary

school ?

2. What construction factors should be taken into consideration in the selection
of building materials for a modifiable plan?

3. Does an elem. ntary school building planned in units, rather than in one
single building, adapt better to a modifiable plan?

4, When school buildings are constructed on a modifiable plan basis, how
serious is the objection that we perpetuate construction and planning prob-
lems when several buildings are constructed nearly the same as an
original building?

5. Does evidence show that certain contractors are advantaged, while others
are not, on & modifiable building plan scheme for school construction?

6. Does evidence show that bid prices for buildings constructed under a modi-
fiable plan increase or decrease because of repetitive construction?

7. What other advantages and disadvantages seem to accrue from the use of
a modifiable plan in school construction at the elementary school level ?

Bill, it would seem to me that your answers to these questions should be of
considerable use to our #ichool Board and to other school boards as they think about
planning new school buildings. Certainly there are a lot of variables involved, and
it is questionable whethe: or not enough control of these variables can be maintained
so that statistically sound conclusions can be made which would be.gpplicable all
around the state. Nevertheless, there should be trends resulting from your study
which will be of material aid to us, the State Board of Education, and the State Legis~
lature, in planning for coastruction in the future. I am looking forward to the results
of your study with great anticipaticn.

Yours sincerely, ,
’ -
L oAl ,& oé-fLVcd/(,/(
HAROLD E. SILVERNAIL
Superintendent

HES:ea
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Edmouds ®rhool Bistrirt No. 15

Aldermond Manor, Washinaton
September 10, 1964

Mr. William Fortune
Purchasing Agent

Edmonds School District #15
3800 196th S. W.

Lynnwood, Washington

Re: Cedar Valley, Stock Plan

Dear Bill:

The repetitive Stock Plan, first named the Cedar Valley
Elementary, was designed a Class A Building. Two other build-
ings were designed and built at the same time and possible
comparisons can be made of each. The Cedar Valley Elementary
was the most expensive of three because of Class A construction
compared to Class B.

Subsequently the Meadowdale Elementary and Chase Lake
Elementary have been bid and are under construction; each
building with its modifications and changes from the original
Cedar Valley Elementary. More cabinet work, acoustic treat-
ment and blacktop were basis modifications &and would account
for some increase in these building costs.

The first building (C.V.) had only one bidder within
state ceiling costs, but the two later buildings were well
within this cogt and permitted acceptance of a numbar of
alternates not possible in the first building.

In each subsequent building the site gave an advantage
to the newer buildings; in one case a playfield already
graded and cleared, and in the second, a very workable site
with summer site work, limited sewer installation and very
favorable bidding time.

The refinement and workmanship on each building has
gotten better as the contractor became more familiar with
requirements and also techniques of fabrication.
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Page 2

The General Contractor, E.monds Construction, was the
successful bidder on all three buildings. No other prime
contractors (mechanical and electrical) was a successful bidder
on either of the two later buildings. ‘

More advantage was gained in competitive bidding on the
2nd building, Meadowdale Elementary, because of the third
opportunity to bid on Chase Lake.

The Chase Lake Elementary building was more costly due
primarily to either a more costly labor market or the contractor
thought he had the job pretty well secured. In effect it was even
tighter to get under ceiling costs than the initial job, except
for the modifications incorporated into the last building.

A comparison of square foot cost of the repetitive plan with
other buildings bid at the same time is an invalid one because
of the alternates that were taken to ditermine the contract price
and what was necessary to put in the bilding later. Also, a change
by the State Board in evaluating square footage allowable became
a factor as well as orientation of the buildings on the site
influencing the amount of covered walkways allowed.

The construction used on this building is not one that
lends itself to modifiability and becomes only an analysis
for Stock Plan use. Only because of the number of buildings
involved was it possible to make use of one site, otherwise
considerable more cost would have been involved in site grading.

Sincerely, ’
) ',/," L,Z‘ ( / ’ / *
Ao Jateuiz
" John E. Kochrian
Director of Plant Facilities

JK: ak
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ROBERT A. BEZZO & ASSOCIATES, ARCHITECTS

FORMERLY
DAN F. MILLER A.lLA. & ASSOCIATES, ARCHITECTS

SUITE E, 115 FOURTH AVENUE SOUTH . EDMONDS . WASHINGTON . PRosricr 6-2929
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; MRe WILLIAM FORTUNE

. PURCHAS ING AGENT

- EoMONDS ScHool DisTRICT No, 15
y 3800 = T196TH S W,

Ly

ALDERWOOD MANOR, WASHINGTON

RE: MODIFIABLE PLAN - CEDAR VALLEY, MEADOWDALE AND CHASE LAKE ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS

Y R S

= -;v! T TEEEE RE

DEAR BiILL

?‘ IN RESPONSE TO YOUR RECENT REQUEST FOR SOME THOUGHTS FROM THIS OFFICE REGARDING THE USE
;% OF MODIFIABLE PLANS ON THE ABOVE SCHOOLS, THE FOLLOWING S SUBMITTED WITH THE HOPE IT
- WILL HELP YOU IN YOUR STUDY AND APPRAISAL OF THIS SUBJECGT,

THERE ARE SEVERAL FACTORS TO BE CONSIDERED IN EVALUATING THE USE OF A MODIFIED PLAN IN

THE CONSTRUCTION OF A SCHOOL, ALTHOUGH THE D!STRICT IN THIS CASE OBTAINED A SCHOOL
BUILDING AT 3OME SAVING IN ARCHITECTURAL FEES, THERE ARE A NUMBER OF OTHER CONSIDERATIONS,
PROBABLY ONLY AT SOME FUTURE DATE WILL A FINAL DETERMINATION BE MADE AS TO WHETHER THIS
MODIFIED PLAN IS SERVING THE NEEDS OF THE DISTRICT AS WELL AS A COMPLETELY NEW DESIGN
INTENDED FOR THAT SPECIFIC SITE,

S TR AT gETAT T
— J

AR 2

T -

e yw;,:-

ONE WOULD NEED TO CONSIDER HOW WELL THIS MODIF{ED DESIGN HAS INCORPORATED THE LATEST
THINKING IN REGARD TO (1) LARGER INSTRUCTIONAL WORK AREAS, (2) PROVISIONS FOR EASY
PARTITION REMOVAL, AND (3) FUTURE EXPANSION OF CLASSROOMS, AFTER THESE SCHOCLS HAVE
BEEN USED FOR A PERIOD OF YEARS AND NEW EDUCATIONAL TRENDS HAVE BEEN ESTABLISHED {T
WOULD BE WORTHWHILE TO EXAMINE HOW WELL THESE MODIFIED PLAN SCHOOLS HAVE BEEN ABLE TO

MEET THE NEEDS OF THE DISTRICT IN INCORPORATING THE NEWER IDEAS AS THEY WERE DI1SCOVERED
AND ADAPTED,

A r
e ot

‘j,""m“‘ L i

Bhddis

BECAUSE OF CHANGING ECUCATIONAL TECHNIQUES, SCHOOL BUILDINGS NEED TO BE EXAMINED CRIT}ICAL~
LY TO DETERMINE HOW THEY MAY BE IMPROVED, |F A DESIGN FLAW IN ONE SCHOOL |S FOUNDT AFTER
USING THE SCHOOL FOR A TIME, THIS FLAW SHOULD BE CORRECTED WHEN DESIGNING THE NEXT SCHOOL

IN A DISTRICT, THIS IS NOT AS EASILY DONE WITH A MODIFIED PLAN AS IT IS WITH A NEW DEe
SIGN,

T At e

FROM AN ARCHITECTS POINT OF Vit¥, ! 1S FELT THAT THE MEADOWDALE ELEMENTARY SCHooL,
SUFFERS SOMEWHAT AS TO ORIENTATION, BY USING THE MODIFIABLE PLAN IT WAS NECESSARY TO
ORTENT THE MULT|=PURPOSE BUILDING ON THE SITE SO THAT THE FIRST ELEMENTS SEEN FROM THE
MAIN AFPROACH TO THE BUILDING ARE THE KITCHEN AND BOILER ROOM, WHICH ACJOIN THE MULT|=
PURPOSE BUILCING ON THE EAST SIDE, WE FEEL THIS UNFCRTUNATE SITUATION COULD HAVE BEEN
REMEDIED HAD THE ARCHITECT BEEN ABLE TO DESIGN THE SCHOOL WITH MORE FLEXIBILITY REGARD=
ING THE LOCATION AND SI1ZE OF THE UNITS,

i SA 2
S, M T ’*

”w

—
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ANOTHER FACTOR THAT WOULD HAVE BEEN CONSIDERED IN A NEW DESIGN WAS THE THOUGHT OF A
MORE HARMONIUS ARCHITECTURAL EXPRESSION BETWEEN THE MEADOWDALE ELEMENTARY AND THE
MEADOWDALE JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL, WHICH IS LOCATED JUST TO THE SOUTH OF THE ELEMENTARY
SCHOOL ACROSS 168TH STREET, THE ORIGINAL SCHOOL, CEDAR VALLEY, WAS NOT DESIGNED TO
TIE IN ARCHITECTURALLY WITH ANY NEARBY BUILDING, UPON RE=USE OF THIS BASIC DESIGN

AT MEADOWDALE, THERE WAS NO OPPORTUNITY TO USE MATERIALS OR ARCHITECTURAL EXPRESSIONS
SIMILAR TO THOSE EMPLOYED !M THE JUNIOR HIGH PLANT, SOME ARCHITECTURAL LATITUDE IN
THIS CIRECTION WOULD HAVE MADE POSSIBLE A MORE HARMONIOUS FEELING IN DESIGN BETWEEN
THESE TWO SCHOOL BUILDINGS LOCATED ACROSS THE STREET FROM EACH OTHER,

] ANOTHER AREA THAT SUFFERED SOMEWHAT BY USING THE MODIFIABLE PLAN WAS THE BEST USE OF
. EXISTING TREES, GROUND COVER, AND NATURAL FINISH GRADE ELEVATIONS, [N BEING UNABLE
© TO DESIGN THE DIFFERENT UNITS AROUND THE SAVING OF NATURAL GROWTH, GROVES OF TREES
AND GROUND COVER WERE LOST, THIS WAS MOST NOTICABLE AT THE CHASE LAKE SITE WHERE
MANY FINE GROUPS OF TREES COULD HAVE BEEN SAVED HAD THERE BEEN MORE FREEDOM IN THE
, PLACEMENT OF THE VARIOUS UN!TS, IN THE LONG RUN THIS COULD BE AN EXPENSE ITEM AS
3 { THERE MAY BE ADDITIONAL COST TO PLANT SHRUBBERY AND TREES TO SUPPLANT THOSE LOST,

THESE ARE A FEW OF THE FACTORS BROUGHT TO MIND DURING THE PLANNING AND CONSTRUCTION
OF THE LAST TWO SCHOOLS, |T SEEMS THAT THESE QUESTIONS SHOULD BE WE!GHED CAREFULLY
BEFORE A FINAL CONCLUSION CAN BE REACHED REGARDING THE MERITS OF THE MODIF!ABLE PLAN
VERSUS THE FRESH APPROACH TO EACH PROJECT,
| AM HOPEFUL THAT YOUR STUDY WILL BRING FACTS TO LIGHT THAT WiLL MAKE IT POSSIBLE TO
EVALUATE IN A MORE REALISTIC WAY THE MERITS AND DRAWBACKS OF TKE MODIFIABLE PLAN AS
iT APPLIES TO THE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL,
- VERY TRULY YOURS,
i ROBERT A, BEZZO & ASSOCIATES, ARCHITECTS
‘ N )
- ;v -
'/’/Mw/o’.ij/-ﬂ/t/
ROBERT A, BEZ2Z0

E RAB :8D
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ROBERT A. BEZZO & ASSOCIATES, ARCHITECTS

FORMERLY
DAN F. MILLER A.LLA. & ASSOCIATES, ARCHITECTS

SUITE E. 115 FOURTH AVENUE SOUTH _ o EDMONDS . WASHINGTON . PRosrxct 6-2929

NOVEMBER 16, 1964

MR, BILL FORTUNE, PURCHASING AGENT
EDMONDS SCHOOL DiISTRICT No, 15
3800 - 196TH S, W,

ALDERWOOD MANOR, WASHINGTON

DEAR BiLL:

ENCLOSED HEREWITH IS THE ROUGH DRAFT OF YOUR SUMMARY AND GONCLUSIONS
PORTION OF YOUR RESEARGH PROJECT, WITH JUST A FEW NOTES AND MODIF|=
CATIONS THAT YOU MAY WANT TO CONSIDER, IT APPEARS TO ME THAT YOU
HAVE DONE A GOOD JOB IN PREPARING YOUR PROJECT, AND IF | CAN HELP YOU
FURTHER, PLEASE DO NOT HESITATE TO CALL,

VERY TRULY YOURS,

ROBERT A, BEZZO & ASSOCIATES, ARCHITECTS
o

_/"") ’ g
S
ROBERT A, BEZZ0

e s

RAB :BD

EncL,
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STATE OF WASHINGTON

Superinfendent of JPublic Insteuction

g LOUIS BRUNO @Igm}]ia
3 STATE SUPERINTENDENT ’ December 2’ '964

: Mr. William Fortune, Purchasing Ag' :¢
Edmonds School District No. 15

3800 - 196th Southwest

g Lynnwood, Washington

Dear Bill:;

Your willingness to analyze the data for the Cedar Vailey, Meadowdale and
§ Chase Lake schools should help, materially, in resolving the question of
5 the advisability of using stock or modifiable plans for school construction.
Up to this time there has been a great deal of conjecture based largely on
the hope that some means can be found to save local and state funds. Here-
tofore, the information has lacked the objectivity necessary to draw definite
conclusions.

i One of the problems, it seems to me, is relating the costs recorded at one
period to those at a later date. Obviously inflation alone will dictate
higher and higher costs even if the plans are exactly the same and the sites
are identical. '

From the standpoint of the state we are interested in developing plans that
have sufficient flexibility to be readily adaptable to changes in the educa-
tional programs that will undoubtedly evolve in the next 5 or 10 years.

i We are also concerned that a reasonable affinity of parts be preserved so
' that the library, multipurpose room and office are equally accessible from
5 all units,

Other basic questions are: What types of units are best suited to modifiable
plans? Viz., campus plans, single story, multiple story, compact, etc.
How can the exterior fit the esthetic requirements of the surroundings? |Is
the same exterior applicable on al! sites? How can a plan be adapted to
meet the requirements for different-sized schools? We cannot afford to build
all the core facilities for schools of 10 or 12 rooms that 20-room schools

¢ require. Do stock plans and specifications freeze materials so that new dis-

3 coveries cannot be used? What materials lend themselves best to modifiable

' plans? '

As you well know, there has been an interest in this subject for atleast 15
years and many bills have been submitted to recent legislatures. It is our
hope, therefore, that your thesis can serve as the basis for a report to the




William Fortune -2- December 2, 1964

legislature on the second phase of the study authorized by the State Board of
Education in 1959,

Certainly, if there is any way to expedite school construction and also save
money, we are all interested, Of course, no plan will be successful unless
it is acceptable to the local board of directors that has considerable
autonomy in our society. Obviously, the concern is for better schools for
the building dollar and not for cheaper ones, We must still build buildings
that are easy to maintain and ones that will serve our needs for the next
50 years. ’

Your findings will be of interest to all of us and will undoubtedly have a
great effect on future thinking about school design.

Any information or material we have, in which you are interested, will be
gladly shared,

Sinc rely,

John H. Hulvey
Consultant for Facilities
and Organization

JHH:va
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BID TABULATIUNS AND
LETTERS OF INTENT

DAN F. MILLER, AJ.A. & ASSOCIATES, ARCHBITEGCTS

406 MAIN STREEF EDMONDS, WASHINGTOR

SCEDAR VALLEY ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

“e~~e-~EDMONDS, WASHINGTON

GENERAL WORK

BID ZABULATION
4

S tvard .

BIDAZR
1.IDRESS
TELEVEONE

ENNE BEAUCHAMP|EDMONDS CCNST.CO.

934 BROADWAY

EVERETT, WASH,
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106 MAIN STREET
smqouns,bmsu.
PR 8-216L
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SEATTLE, WASH,
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TACOMA, WASH,
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. DAN PFo MILLER, AJA. & ASSOCIATES, ARCHITEC?S
‘ ko6 MAIN STREE? : EDHCNDS, WASHINGTON
CEDAR VALLEY ELEMENTARY SCHOCL~e~«EDMONDS, WASHIWGTON

GENERAL WORK

B1D TABULATIONRN

BIDDER 9;39 geh‘rigiﬂ;s BTRAND, INC. |B.T.TORIBOLL, INC. WICK CONSTRUCTION CC.
©e S¢ | 1801 NO. 34th{4351 LEARY WAY, N.W. | 720 N, 35th

ADDRESS SEATTLE, WASH. SEATTLE, WASH{SEATTLE, WASHINGTON | SEATTLE, WASHINGTON

; TELEPHONE PA 3-4400 ME 2-1975 SU L2343

4 BASIC BID 204 S0 290, 300 4100, 00 © 39R,000

; ALTERNATE NO, 1 —
BUILT-UP ROOF & 4¢3 |- 5,980 - /3000 - 0,000
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ALTERNATE NO. B8 )y
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A ALTERN.TE NO, 9
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9 PARTITION g3s 55

3 ALTERNATE NO, 10
ACCORDIAN-TYPE FOLDING ;- . -
PARTITION 6] 4,370 /,390 ' /)86 o

e ALTERNATE NO, 11
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No

ALTERNATE NO, 12 :
SUBSTITUTE ASPHALY .y ~9 /532
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] qmicn DRAPENY & HWD L35 = /, 879 /;37é /1#4_3 e h o Mo
ALTERKATE NO. 1k
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ACOUSTIC TREATMENT ", /020 B 1A No
H'ULTI-PURFOSE BLDA. /248 . 667 ——

; ALTZANEYE RO, 16 " . -

! FARDS0ARD WAINSCOTS - /o2 - /520 /1,543 — 2,029 Ao

E { SLT_ANATE NO. 17 ‘

LIGKT CCNTROL DRAPERIES {; 50 2 060 z 7+ 2000 ?
i BLINDS, LND SHADES <02 d v 3247 - YES .
1 ALTLAVATE RO, 18
/.SPHALT PAVING OF PLAY- 2 2 ~

| BOURTS & WALKWAYS 2,212 2,727 2,039 AR

A ALTCZSNATE NO, 19 . o

& SCEOOL SIGN Hoo gl 383 28 No

‘ ALTEXNATE N0, 20 . -

LANDSCAPING 6,400 by Yo 5,500 S, 789 Mo

ZYTERNATE RO, 21

PIMICE BLOCK WALLS v 850 2,070 /470 b No

i . 22 :

PAINTING SOFFITS & ¢ ?

“ALTERNATE N5.23

LANDSCAPING DESIGNATED 377¢ 2 ¢/o 333 P o000 Mo

HBII 7 ’
ALTERNATE NU. 2%
REG, PUMICE ALK WALLS, .
& ELIM, OF PARADS, - J¢o0 — 1 Hgo s [/ 500 —~ 3,000 : Mo
- PENETRATED BY OPENINGS

‘N
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Lom

DAN F, MILLER, AJA, & ASSOCIATES, ARCHITECTS
406 MAIN STREET EDMONDS, WASHINGTOR

CEDAR VALLEY ELEMENTARY SCEOOL -«wv-EDMOXDS, WASHINGTON
GENERAL WORK

BID TABULATION
BIDDER E;Dm ~HETOTOLTTAN CONAY. 00, FEALIND CCNeY. 0. |

ADDRESS 20 FAIRVIEW AVE.N. | 2008 BRCADWAY P.0. BOX 9%8

WASHINGTON | EVERETT, WASHINGTON | EVERETT, WASHINGTOW
TELEPHONE Go3E8s AL 9-4%00 AL 9-9191

BASIC BID 35/4347 39677{

. ALTERNATE NO. 1
BUILT-UP ROOF & F 7 soo - S69Y
SYNTHETICRUBBER FLASH, ! :
ALTZRNATE NO. 2
LIGHTSEIGHT CONC. & L R ' - R000
RIGID INSULATION ’ !

. ALTERNATE NO. 3
WINDOWS .FRAMES % SHADES 5450
ALTEXNATE NO. &
CLASSRCOM SKYLIGHTS & 00
SHADES H, 119 - 47

H, 172

CEDAR & FIR INTERIORS /, HE0 2,770
ALTERNATE NO, & )

VINYL ASBESTOS TILE 3,997 4,792
ALTERNATE NO, 7 ,
CEDAR FENCES foo $o0
ALTERNATE NO. 8

MC. FINISH ON MULTI-
FURPOSE BUILDING
ALTERNATE NO, 9
MULTI-PURPOSE FOLDING - 0
PARTITION 3,993 ‘ £,30
ALTERNATE NO. 10
ACCORDIAN-TYPE FOLDING

PARTITION 7,4 10 /,820
ALTERNATE NO. 11 . - -
CONCRETE CURBS 5956 - /, 550 N &

. ALTCRNATE NO. 12 :

4 SUBSTITUTE ASFEALT - -
PAVING FOR GRAVEL -/, 598 /600

: TERNATE o, ;

, ALTERNATE NO. 13 S 740

2,550 2,77/ i

FOUPISIR PR

—
STAGE DRAPERY_& HWD. i L7778

E ALTZRNATE NO., 1& !

: BASKETBALL BACKSTOPS 349 270

ALTERNATE NO, 15
ACLUSTIC TREATMENT 799
MULTI.FURFOSE BLDG, /H SR 7

ALTERNATE NO. 16
KARDEOARD WATINSCOTS - /350 - /,HES
ALTERNATE NO. 17
LIGAT CONTROL DRAPRIES, o
BLT:IDS, AND SHADFS 3443 . 2,06
ALTSRNATE FO. 18
ASEHALT PAVING OF PLAY- 23 : ~
COLRYS & WALKWAYS 2,6 2,033
ALTERNATL NO, 19
SCHOOL SIGN SE€Y : Héo

ALTERNATE NO. 20 _
LANDSCAPING 14, H 00 6,50

fan | —aii

ALTERNATE WO, 2L :
FUMICE BLOCK WALLS = 2,509 . r 878
ALTERNATE NO. 22 ]
PAINTING SOFFITS & 6o - So
COLUMNS 2,400 /8
ALTERNATE NO. 23 : : )
LANDSGAPING DESIGNATED

npn 5;/0 o 3,700
ALTERNATE NO. 28 0
REG. PUMICE BLK. WALLS,
& ELIM, OF PARABS. + §R00
PENETRATZD BY OPENINGS

i i o e i gt

+. 7,560
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UAN F, MILLER A,$,A, & ASSOCIATES, ARCHITECYS BID TABULATION
SUITE €, 115«4TH AVENUE SOUTH MEADOWDALE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
EDMONDS, WASHINGTON EDMONDS SCHOOL DISTRICT #1S
PROJECT #345+25«6195
CENERAL
BIDDER } EOMONDS CONST, €O, PUGET SOWND BLORS.] VANDIVORT CONST., INC,
ADDRESS P.0, BOX 524 4110 RUCKER AVE, P.0, BOX 100
LYNNWOOD, WASH, EVERETT, WASH, BELLEVUE, WN,
TELEPHONE PR_8-2164 AL 94132 GL 4-4774
BASIC BID .y )
1 ¢ 358,000,00 $ _367,000.00 $ 367,500,00
ALTERNATE Ael:
EARTHWORK BEYOND 30°?
OF BUILDING LINES + 650,00 N 600,00 + 620,00
ALTERNATE A«2:
BLACKTOP OR CRUSHED
ROCK PARKING AREAS +  2,500,00 +  1,400,00 + 2,20,00
ALTERNATE A=3:
ASPHALT PAVING
PLAY COURTS + 2,850,00 + 2,400,00 + 2,880,00
ALTERNATE A~4:
WOOD CASINETS + 560,00 - 500,00 NO BID
ALTERNATE A=5: - o BID
OMIT CABINETS 2,620,00 - 2,600,00 N
ALTERNATE A<B:
ASPHALT TILE FLCORING - 1,850,00 - 2,000,00 - 1,880,00
ALTERNATE A=T:
PLAYGROUND AREA GRAD, + 2,900,00 + 2,900,00 + 2,950,00
ALTERNATE Ae2:
MARBLECRETE FINISH ON
MULT] =PURPOSE BUILD, + 3,720,00 + 4,000,00 + 4,080,00
ALTERNATE A«9Q:
MULT1=PURPOSE FOLDING _
PARTITION + 17,500,00 + 300,00 + 7,02%,00
ALTERNATE A«10:
ACCORDIAN-TYPE
FOLDING DOOR + 280,00 + 1,800,00 + 265,00
ALTERNATE A=11;:
LIGHT CONTROL DRAP,,
BLINDS & SHADES + 2,800,00 + 2,700,00 + _2,880,00
ALTERNATE A«12: |
SCHOOL SIGN + 650.00 + 300,00 + 23,00
ALTERNATE A-13:
®SON-NEL® CHALKBOARD
ALTERNATE A-14: ’
BASKETBALL BACKSTOPS + 950,00 s 1,000,00 4+ 972,00
ALTERNATE Ae15: )
OMIT PAINTING SOFFITS
AND COLUUNS - 1,300,00 - 1,000,00 ~ 494,00
ALTERNATE A«16: '
KITCHEN EQUIPMENT + 1,990,00 + 2,000,00 + 1,945,00
ALTERNATE A-17:
CONCRETE & BRICK BENCHES
& WASHED GRAVEL = 880,00 = 00,00 - 564,00
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MEADOVDALE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL = EDMONDS SCHCOL DISTRICT #15 - BID TABULATION

GENERAL
B10DER EDUONDS CONST, GO, | PUGET SOUND BLDRS, | VANDIVORT CONST.. NG,
ADORESS P.0. 80X 524 4110 RUCKER AVE, P.0, BOX 100
LYNNWOOD, WASH, EVERETT, WASH., BELLEVUE, WASH,

TELEPHONE PR 8-2164 AL 921332 GL 4=T74
ALTERNATE A=18:
OMIT MARBLECRETE ON .

11 1
‘;;z;'.;cg BLOCK WALLS, - § 1,190,00 - § 1,200,00 - % @5.00
ALTERNATE Ae19:
ACOUSTIC PLASTER IN
INVERTED PARABOLOIDS | = 4080000 = 65,000,00- = 3,720,00
ALTERNATE A<20:
MULT1=PURPOSE METAL
FOLDING PARTITION NO BtD + 2,700,00

+ 2,826‘,00
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OAN 7o MILLER A,1 A, & ASSOCIATES, ARCHITECYS
SUITE E, 115«4TH AVENUE SOUTH
EOMONDS, WASHINGTON

BiD TABULATION

MEADOWDALE ‘ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
E£0LIONDS SCHOOL DISTRICT #15
PROJECT #345-25«6195

GENERAL

; BIDDER | PUGET CONST, €0, | NEWLAND CONST.C0J WICK CONST. CO.!BRAZIER CONST,
3 : COMPANY
; ADDRESS 1811 80, 8USH PL, | p,0,B0X 958 T20 Mo 85TH  § J0a%2000 WESY
SEATTLE, 44, WASH. | EVERETY, WASH. SEATTLE 3, WNo | SEATTLE, WASH,
: TELEPHONE EA 56363 AL 929191 ME 24300 AT 45123
BASIC 81D
3 $ 379,280,00 $ 385,515,00 $ 308,130,600 | $ 388,600,00
ALTERNATE A«1:
: EARTHVORK BEYOND 30°
OF BUILDING LINES + 1,900,00 + 800,00 + 600,00 + __ 740.00
; ALTERNATE Ae2:

BLACKTOP OR CRUSHED
§ ROCK PARKING AREAS +  2,300,00 + 2,520,00 + 2,400,00 | + 2,840,00
§ ALTERNATE A=Qs
ASPHALT PAVING
PLAY COURTS + 2,900,00 + 2,880,00 + 3,100,00 + 3,100,00
ALTERNATE A=4:
viOOD CABINETS + 500.00 o 300,00 + 3,000,00 + 510,00
§ ALTERNATE A-53: '
OMIT CABINETS =  2,600,00 - 2,500,00 - 2,700,00 - 2,600.00
s ALTERNATE A=6¢
E ASPHALT TILE FLOORING - 1,800,00 o 1.800.00 - 1,900,00 | « 1,900.00
z ALTERNATE A<73
% PLAYGROUND AREA, GRAD, +  4,300.00 + 3.000.00 + 3,000,00 +  2,940,00
5 ALTERNATE A=81
'; MARBLECRETE FINISH ON .
IULT 1 -PURPOSE BUILD, ¥ 3,500,00 + 3,680,00 + 4,000.00 | + 3,450.00
ALTERNATE A~93
's MULT1-PURPOSE FOLDING
PARTITION + 4,400.00 + 6,500,00 + 4,500,00 + 5.000.00
ALTERNATE A=70:
: ~TYP
ﬁgfggéﬂgog € + 260,00 + 275,00 + 300,00 |+ 275.00
ALTERNATE A-11:
? CONTROL DRAP.
S oTROL DRAP., +  2,850,00 & 2,500,00 4 3,000.00 | ¢ 2,800.00
ALTERNATE A=123 n 575,00 o
: SCHOOL S1GN + 3.0 4 300,00 | ¢ 430,00
ALTERNATE A=13:
.f SSON~NEL® CHALKBOARD 400,00
& TACKGOARD + 250,00 NG BID NO BID - o
3 ALTERNATE A=14: )
: BASKETBALL BACKSTOPS +  O70.00 + 980,00 + 1,000,00 § + 935,00
ALTERNATE A=15: .
; OMIT PAINTING SOFFITS -
% AND COLUMNS - $00,00 - 500,00 - 5C0?00 - 470,00
1 ALTERNATE A=163 ‘
3 KITCHEN EQUIPMENT + 1,950,00 + 1,970,00 + 1,900,00 | + 1,820,00
3 ALTERNATE A<17:
; CONCRETE & BRICK . - 00
5 BENCHES & WASHED GRAVEL = 150,00 - 1,000,00 650,00 830,
3 ALTERNATE A-181
: OMIT MARBLECRETE ON
‘~ PUMICE BLK, WALLS, WIT £, | = 1,350.00 - 1,300,00 - 1,200,00 | - 1,300,00
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BAN Fo MILLER A loA, & ASSOCIATES, ARCHITECTS BID TABULATION

SUITE E, 115«4TH AVENUE SOUTH MEADOWDALE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

EDMONDS, WASHINGTON ECMONDS SCHOOL DISTRICT #1s

: PROJECT #/345+25-6135
GENERAL
BIDOER PUGET CONST. CO, |NEWLAND CONST, CO, | WICK CONST, €O, BRAZIER CNST, €O,
ADORESS 1811 SO,BUSH PL, {P,0, BOX 958 720 No 35TH 4040-23RD WEST
SEATTLE, 44 WASH, EVERETT, WASH, SEATTLE 3, WN, SEATTLE, \TASH,

TELEPHONE EA 5-6363 AL «9-9191 ME 2-4300 AT 4-5123

ALTERNATE A=193 _ . .
ACOUSTIC PLASTER IN

INVERTED PARABOLOIDS | = $5,000,00 $ = 5,000,00 $- 4,900,00 $ = 3,550,00
ALTERNATE A~20;

MULT1-PURPOSE METAL
FOLDING PARTITION NO 81D + 4,100,00 NO BID + 2,600,00
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DAN Fo MILLER A t A, & ALSOCIATES, ARCHITECYS 810 TABULATION

SUITE €, 115-4TH AVENUE SCUTH MEACOWTALE ‘ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
EDMONDS, WASHINGTON EDHONDS SCHOOL DISTRICT #15
PROJECY ;345-25-6195
3 GENERAL
3
g 'y
g BIDODER FARWEST CONST, CO} WESTERN STATES | 0.E.TURNQUIST | BAUGH CONST, CO,
CONST, COMPANY
% ADORESS 608 N, W, 4¢TH 15611 N,E, 40t} 1305 REPUSL.CAN! 922 POPULAR PL, SO,
] SEATTLE, \ASH, BELLEWUE, WASH, | SEATTLE, WASH, | SEATTLE, WASH,
é TELEPHONE SU 2-2100 GL_4-2616 36455 | EA 5-2100 .0 o e
; BASIC B3O ' *
$ 397,675.00 $414.50p. 00 | 4$492.381.00 LA oo 00
3 ALTERNATE Ael:
EARTHYORK BEYOND 30t
OF BUILDING LINES + 682,00 + 770.00 +  6C0.00 + 1 0nn on

ALTERNATE Aw2:

BLACKTOP OR CRUSHED ' :
ROCK_PARKING AREAS + 2,660,00 4+ 1.450.00 % _1.240.00 + 2100 00
ALTERNATE A=3:
ASPHALT PAVING

FETTENTERTIAY B TRTOEGA TRAATRATY TR e

PLAY COURTS + 2,750.00 + 2.400.00 + 3,000,00 & 2 oon no
ALTERNATE Awd: : ‘
WOOD CABINETS + 2,798,00 = 1.430.00 + 600,00 > 800 an
! ALTERNATE A<5: ' .
: OMIT CABINETS - 2,620,00 - 2.615.00 - 2,650,00 ~ 2 700 00
§ ALTERNATE A«6: : )
) ASPHALT TILE FLOORING - 1,790,00 = 2 .07R.00 o 1.950.00 -850 -
ALTERNATE A<T: ' ‘ .
4 PLAYGROUND AREA, GRAD, + 1,250,00 ¢« o.agn.on_ ) +2.000.00 | & 2o0man

ALTERNATE A-8:
MARBLECRETE FINISH ON ” .
MULT§ «PURPOSE BUILD, + 3,.830,00 A 4 165 no < 3.730.00 4+ 4 0DO DO
ALTERNATE A«9: _ ‘
MULT i =PURPOSE FOLDING
PARTITION ¢ 4,580,00 + 6,885,00 | * 4,300,00 + E 20K an _
ALTERNATE A=i0:
ACCORDIANTYPE _
FOLDING DOOR + 265.00 *> 260,00 + 275,00 + 265.00
ALTERNATE A-11s
LICHT CONTROL DRAPERIES,
BLINDS & SHADES + 2,830.00 + 2,995,00 <+ 3,000,00 + 2.850.00
ALTERNATE A-123s : ' i .
SCHOOL SIGN 'S 300.00 + 700.00 + 450,00 | o 820 0n
ALTERNATE A«13:
PSONNEL® CHALKBOARD
& TACKBOARD 290,00 NO BiD NG BID s  700.00
ALTERNATE A-14: ) ] ] ;
BASKETBALL BACKSTOPS % 950,00 < 908.00 % 950,60 4 OBN.ON
ALTERNATE A-15: '
OMIT PAINTING SOFFITS -
---—n—————& COLUMNS 193%000 P 197CS:,790 © 1,‘350°m o~ 1.780 0N

ALTERNATE A=16:

KITCHEN EQUIPMENT + 1,625.00 + 2,279,00 + 1,900.00 + 1.030 on

ALTERNATE A=17:

CONCRETE & BRICK BENCHES
& WASHED GRAVE:

ALTERNATE A~18:

OMIT MARBLECRETE ON
PUMICE BLK, WALLS, UNIT €] = 1,815.00 a 745,80 I 1,450,00 - 750,00

T RGLT R T TRE RATTER e TS R A e T R RGT e e e
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FAGE 2

DAN Fo MILLER A.1.A, & ASSOCIATES, ARCHITECTS BID TAGULATION

SUITE E, 715«4TH AVENUE SOUTH MEADOYDALE ELEMENTARY SCHOCL

ECMONDS, WASHINGTON EDMONDS SCHOGL DISTRICT #15

PROJECT #/345-25=6195
GENERAL
BIDDER j FARVEST CONST.CO¢ WESTCRN STATES | O, E, TURNQUIST | BAUGH CONST, C0.,
CONSTRUCTION CO,

ADDRESS 608 NV, 44TH 15611 N2, 4C7TH | 1305 REPUBLICAN | 922 POPULAR PL,SO,

SEATTLE, WASH, | BELLEVUE, WASH, | SEATTLE, WASH, |} SEATTLE, WASH.

TELEPHONE SU 2+2700 GL 4«2618 M\ 38455 EA 52100

ALTERNATE A=19:
ACOUSTIC PLASTER IN - $ 4,900,060 $ -~ 3,683,00 $ - 5,550,00 $ = 4,700,00
INVERTED PARABOLOIDS
ALTERNATE A<20: ' ' .

MULT1ePURPOSE METAL | + 2,700.00 + 2,721,00 + 2,541,00 + 2,700,00
FOLDING PARTITION :
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ROBERT A, BEZZ0 & ASSOCIATES, ARCHITECTS
SUITE €, 115=4TH AVENUE SOUTH

COMONDS , WASHINGTON

GENERAL

010 TABULATION

CHASE LAKE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
EDOMONDS SCHOOL DISTRICT #15

8I1DDER

AOORESS

S8TEVENS CONST, CU, |VANOIVORT CONST,

19546 « S3RD N.E,
SEATTLE, WASH,

BASiC BID

3a% 100
BELLEVUE, WASH,

=12 lol 4-177¢

EOMONDS CONST, CO,

P,O0, BOX 524
LYNNVOOD, WASHINGTON

PR 62164 _

CONTRACTOR DID NOT | $ 375,000,00

i

$ 364,000,00

R L P T

ALTERNATE Ael:
EARTHWORK BEYOND 30% OfF
BUILOING LINES

NO BID *

1,100,00

+ 5,450,00

ALTERNATE A=2:

CRUSHED ROCK PARK, AREAS

NC BID’ *

3,540,00

+ 3,3%0,00

ALTERNATE A-3:

ASPHALT PAVING PLY CRTS,

NO BID +

2,85%,00

+ 3,050,00

ALTERNATE A=41
WOOD_CABINETS

NC BID

NO BID

NO BID

ALTERNATE A5
CIT CABINETS

NO BID

NO BID

NO BID

ALTERNATE A-8:
ASPHALT TILE FLOORING

NO B«O -

1,593,00

- 1.6505(!)

ALTERNATE Ae7:
ELIMINATE TWO WALKWAY
PARABOLO] D6

NO 839 -

554,00

- m.m

ALTERNATE A-8+
MARBLECRETE FINISH ON
MJLT! -PURPOSE BUILDING

NO 812 +

3,375,00

+ 3.700,00

ALTERNATE A«S3
MULTI=PURPOSE METAL
FOLOING PARTITION

RO B1Y *

2,900,00

+  2,950,00

ALTERNATE A-10:
ACCORDIAN=TYPE FOLDING
0

NO 8% - +

31c,00

+ 310,00

ALTERNATE Aelt:
LIGHT CONTROL ORAPERIES,
LINDS, & SHADES

s
f

NO BID +

3,053.00

+ 2,9%90,00

ALTERNATE A-12:
SCHOOL SICN

NO BiD +

319,00

+ 605,00

ALTERNATE A-13:
SON-NEL CHALKBOARD &
JACKBOARD

NO B l +

376,00

+ 375,00

ALTERNATE A-14:
BASKETBALL BACKSTOPS

NO 8y +

930,00

+ 906,00

ALTERNATE A-18:
OMIT PAINTING SOFFITS &
COLUMNS

NO BID -

2,598,00

- 1.mom

ALTERNATE A=163
KiTC !
ALPELIETE Rell:
CONCRETE & BRICK BENCHES
& WASHED GRAVEL

Ct———e _ |

NO BID +

2,058,00

+ 2.083,00

NO BID -

770,00

L4 mo.OO

—pe
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PAGE 2

CHASE LAKE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL « EDMONDS SCHOOL DISTRICT #15 « BID TABULATION

GENERAL
BIDDER STEVENS CONS, CO. | VANDIVORT CONST 1 EOMONDS CONST, 00,
ADORESS 19548 -« 53rD N.E, | BOX 100 P.0, BOX 524
SEATTLE, WASH, BELLEVUE, WASH, LYNNWOOD, WASHINGTON
TELEPHONE EM 4-0212 Gl 44774 PR 8-2164
ALTERNATE A=18: .
OMIT MARBLECRETE ON NO BID - $ 1,059,00 - $ 760,00
PUMICE BLOCK WALLS,
T
ALTERNATE A~19:
ACOUSTIC PLASTER IN INe Ko 8I0 e  2,800,00 - 2,600,00
VERTED PARABOLOJDS
ALTERNATE A=20¢ _ :
PLAYGROLND WIRE FENCING O BID + 1,897,00 + 1,835,00
NORTH AREA ‘ :
ALTERNATE A-21: : _
PLAYGROUND WIRE FENCING NO BID ¢  2,890,00 * 2,900,00
SOUTH AREA
ALTERNATE A-22:
MWULT 1 -PURPOSE VINYL FABRIC NO BID + 995,00 + 1,280,00
FOLDING PARTITION




ROBERY A, BE2Z20 & ASSOCIATES, ARCHITECTS
SUITE £, 115=4TH AVENUE SOUTH

EDMCNDS, WASHINGTON

GENERAL

131

BI0DER
ADORESS

TELEPHONE

B8.F. TURNBULL
4351 LEARY WAY NW,

BIO TABULATION
CHASE LAKE ELEMENTARY SOHOOL
EOMONDS SCHOOL DISTRICT #18

L

131 S0, 156TH

CH 4-5785

1)

SEATTLE, WASHINGTON] SEATTLE 68, WASH,

413 THIRD AVE, WEST
SEATTLE, WASHINGTON

AT 45540

BASIC BID

U 4-2343

$ 374,900,00

$ 365,348,00

$ 3717,600,00

ALTERNATE A-1:
EARTHWORK BEYOND 30¢ OF
BUILDING LINES

’ gtm.w

9,523,00

+ 13,000,00.

ALTERNATE A-2¢
(RUSHEDC ROCK PARK, AREAS

L + 3,399,00

2,%95,00

+ 3,550,00

ALTERNATE A=3:

+ 2,583,00

2,825,060

+ 3,180,00

ASPHALT PAVING PLAY CRTS,

ALTERNATE Aed:
W08 CABIN

NO BID

NO 810

NO 810

ALTERNATE AeS:
1T CABINETS

NO BID

NO BID

NO BID

ALTERNATE A«6:
ASPHALT TILE FLOORING

- 1 .Bm.m

79593,00

- 1,600,00

ALTERNATE AT
ELIMINATE TWO WALKWAY
PARABOLOI0S

- &‘ow

823,00

-, ‘w.m

ALTERNATE A-8:
MARBLECRETE FINISH ON
MILT1-PURPOSE BUILDING

+ 1,631,00

3,62,00

+ 2,000,00

ALTERNATE A-9:
NULT1=PURFOSE METAL
FOLDING PARTITION

+ 3,001,00

a.mcow

+ 2,900,00

ALTERNATE A«10:
ACCORDIANTYPE FOLDING
OOOR

+ 300,00

257,00

+ 280,00

ALTERNATE Ae113
LIGHT CONTROL ORAPERIES,
BLINDS, & SHADES

+ 3,030,00

3,168,00

+ 3.,060,00

ALTERNATE A=123
SCHOOL SION

4+ 480,00

aoo;,oo

ALTERNATE A-13:
SON-NEL CHALKBOARD &
TACKBOARD

USED IN BASIC

355,90

+ 380,00

ALTERNATE A=14;
BASKETBALL BACKSTOPS

+ 900,00

036,00

+ 900,00

ALTERNATE A=15:
OMIT PAINTING SOFFITS &
COLUMNS

2,598,00

"m 2.m‘m

ALTERNATE “»18:
KITCHEN EQUIPMENT

+ 2,036,00

2,576.00

* 2,000,00

ALTERNATE A=173
CONCRETE & BRICK BENCHES
& WASHED GRAVEL

- 325,00

513,00 \{
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CHASE LAKE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL « EDMONDS SCHOOL DISTRICT #15 « BID TABULATION

GENERAL
BTODER {B.F. TWNBULL | PIONCER DEVELOPMENT 1 KNUDSCH-NESS CONST. 0O,
ADDRESS 4351 LEARY VAY N W,{! 131 S.W, 156™H 413 THIRD AVE, WEST
SEATTLE, WASHINGTON | SEATTLE 66, WASH, SEATTLE, WASHINGTON

TELEPHONE 8 4-2343 CH_4-5785 AT_4-5540
ALTERNATE A-183 ' : '

CHIT MARRLECRETE ON - $§ 900,04 - $ 1,285,00 - $ 1,070,00
PUMICE BLOCK WALLS, q

T

ALTERNATE A=19: : :

ACOUSTIC PLASTER IN INe- l e $ 700,00 ,.1- $ 2,320,00 - $ 4,000,00
VERTED PARABOLOYDS ]

ALTERNATE A<201 ' _ '

PLAYGROUND WIRE FENCING- } ¢  1,880,00 'K 1,892,00 + 1,900,00
NORTH AREA

ALTERNATE A=21: .

PLAYGROUND WIRE FENCING- | +  2,851,00 X 2,997,00 +  2,800,00
SOUTH AREA 1
ALTERNATE Ae22: 4

MULT 1 -PURPOSE V- fIYL memc} * 1,147,00 I 1,052,00 ¢ 1,000,00
FOLDING PARTITION :
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DAN F, MlLLER,' A.toho & ASSOCIATES, ARCHITECTS
SUSTE E, 115«4TH AVENUE SOUTH
EDMONDS, WASHINGTON

81D TABULATICN

MEADCHDALE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
EDMONDS SCHOOL DIST, #15
PROJECT # 3452506195

" MECHAN § CAL

81DDER
ADDRESS
TELEPHONE

BASIC BID

ALTERNATE Mo1:
WTR, SERVICE &
FIRE FROTECTION

ALTERNATE M2 g

EXTENSION OF
WATER MAIN

ALTCRNATE M«33:
STORM
DRAINAGE

ALTER: Me4:
ALTERNATE
BOILER
MANUFACTURE

METCALF= GRIMI MiCH,
CONTRACTORS, ING,
5000 ARSENAL WAY,
BRE{ERTON, WASH,
ESSEX 3-4434

$ 94,825,00

+ 36,700,00

+ $2,.000,00

+$11,500,00

NO BI1D

STOLL & FREESE PL G,
& HEATING

24 WINESAP ROAD 9,W,

BOTHELL, WASH,

PR Be6576

$101,000,00

+ $6,250,00

+ $2,050,00

+$ 8,800,00

NO BID

PEASE & SONS
P.0,B0OX 2037
TACOM 44, WASH,
LE 760246

$101,200,00

+ $5,815,00

+ $1,980,00

+$11,200,00

NO 81D

HART PLBG. & HIG,
11555«27TH N, E .
SEATTLE, V/IASH,

$102,370.00

+ $7,420,00

+ $2,640,00

+$11,000,00

NO BiD

EM_2-3700

LUCKEN PLBG, & TG,
4051 -22HD AVF. W,
SEATTLE, WASH,

AT 40927

$102,477,00

+ $8,000,00

+ $3,400,00

+$12,500,00

NO BtD

HASKELL CORF ,
3014 WETMORE
EVERETT, WASH,
AL 9-2108

$103,354,00

+ $5,719,00

+ $2,289,00

+$11,198,00

NO BiID

W1V, PLBG, - HTG,
3941 WNIV, VAY, N,E,
SEATTLE, WA:H.

ME 229000

$107,841,00

+ $7,874,00

+ $2,645,00

+$11,571,00

NO 81D

GLANTZ PLBC, = HTG,
2732 HOYT

EVERETT, WAS'le

AL 22142 A 22442

$109,281,00

+ $6,955,00

+ $2,404,00

+$10,180,00

NO BID

LENT'S, INfo
279 FOURTH ST,

BREMERTON, WASH,
ESSEX 3-21144

$110,294,00

+ $7,460,00

> —

+ $1,835,00

+$ 8,126,00

NO BID
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810 TABULATION

MEADOWDALE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
EDMONDS SCHOOL DIST, #15
PROJECT #345¢25+6195

DAN Fo MILLER A.leAs & ASSOCIATES, ARCHITECTS
SUITE €, 115-4TH AVENUE SOUTH
EDMONDS, WASHINGTON

ELECTRICAL !
B10DER EWING ELEC, U0s] RAINIER ELEC, | LANGLAND ELEC. JRODGERS ELEC, | L, LARSON
. | comeany COMPANY ELECTRIC
ADDRESS 535 MAIN 425-2rD AVE, W, P,0, BOX 247 2806 HOYT 1812 FAIRVIEW . ;
COMONDS, WASH, | SEATTLE, WASH, | LYMNWOOD, wasmf EVERETT, WASH, ] SEATTLE, WASH, ’
TELEPHONE PR 83773 AT 45090 PR 6-2106 AL 22107 {EA 2600 |
BASIC 81D $44,789,00 $48,144,00 $50,022,00 $55, 148,00 $3%,6830,00
ALTERNATE Eel3
MULT1<PURPOSE ROOM . - .
ELECTRONIC SOUKD |4 377,60 s 367,00 & 436,00 ¢ 224,00 |+ 47,00
':Aruivmm'r?':'-a? ' E
SIONAL DISTRIBUTION - .
SYSTEM AUGHENTED |4 09,00 1* 98,00 +1,078,00 +1,068,00 $ 1,088,00
LTERNATE 32 ‘ ‘
. 8IGNAL DISTRIBUTION '
SYSTEM AUGNENTER e 510,00 | o 437,00 + 513,00 + 70,00 |+ 8800
Ei.m'rm'umu%%o'_—a T 1 ‘ IR | ‘
ADD TV OONDUT & ~ ‘
- s 0,00 }e 895,00 | ei,207,00 | #1,03,60  |@ 1,080,00
ALTEANA ot ' - ] ‘
SUBSTITUTE ELECTROw . L
NICCQLOCK BYSTEM | a0 | o g4.00 + 400,00 + 402,00 + 800,00
Wm——_m - SR . "
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February 19, 1963

Mr. Jack Riggin

Assistant Disbursing Officer
Division of School Plant Facilities
State Board of Education
Olympia, Washington

Dear Jack:

This is to certify that the Board of Directors of
Edmonds School District 18, at its meeting on February

18, 1963, accepted as complete the work of the following

ccatractor on our Cedar Valley Elementary School, Project
No. 348-25-8034:

Edmonds Construction Co.
106 Main 8¢,
Edmcnds, Washington

Sincerely,

EMA.:ft

E. M, Allen
Asst. Supt. ~ Business
District Secretary
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February 19, 1963

Mr. Jack Riggin

Assistant Disbursing Officer
Division of School Plant Facilities
State Board of Education
Clympla, Washington

Dear Jack;:

This {8 to certify that the Board of Directors of
Edmonds School District 18, at its meeting on February
18, 1963, accepted as complete the work of the following
contractor on our Cedar Valley Elementary School, Projeot
No. 345-25~6034:

Stoll & Frosse
24 Winessp Road
Bothell, Washington
Sincerely,
EMA:ft
E. M. Allon

Asst. 8upt. - Bushiess
Distriot Secretary
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February 19, 1963

Mr, Jack Riggin

Ass stant Disbursing Officer
Division of School Plant Facilities
State Board of Education
Olympia, Washington

Dear Jack:

This {8 to certify that the Board of Directors of
Edmonds School District 18, at i¢s meeting on February
18, 1963, accapted as complete the work of the following

contractor on our Cedar Valley Elementary School, Project
No. 345-25-6034:

Star Lighting & Elec.
111 Unien
Snohomiih, Washington

Sincerely,

EMA:ft

E. M. Allen

Asst. Supt. - Business
District Secretary
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July 15, 1964

Superintendent of Public Instruction
Old Capitol Building
Olympia, Waghington

Attention: Mr. George Howe, Fiscal Officer

Re: Project No. 345-25-6198
Meadowdale Elementary School

Gentlemen:

The Board accepted the work of Manor Conastruction Company on
our Project No. 345-25-6195, the Meadowdale Elementary School,
on June 15, 1964, The thirty-day lien period has now expired.

This i8 to certify there are no liens on file with the Edmonds School
Diatrict No. 18 against this company.

Sincerely,

EMA:ft

E. M, Allen
Asst, Supt. - Business
District Secretary
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May 4, 1964

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR AWARD OF CONTRACTS
CHASE LAKE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

The following recommendations for award of contracts on Chase Lake Elementary School were
approved:

General Contract

The Board approved the low bid of Edmonds Construction Company and recommended its
sccepiance by the State Board of Education by motion of Mr. Higgins, seconded by Mr. Rutter.
To the basic bid of $364,000 were added the following matohsble alternates: Alteinate A-3,

A-10, A-11, A-12 and A-17, and non-matchable slternates A-1 and A-2. The total amount
for the general contract is $379,728.

Mechanical Contrsct

The Board approved the low bid of Lent's Inc. and recommended its scceptance by the State
Boerd :f Education by motion of Mr. Rutter, seconded by Mr. Higgins. To the bastic bid of

$106, 338 were added the following matchable slternates: M-1, M=2 and M-4. The tital
amount for the mechanical contract is $ 128,268.

Electrical Contract

The Board approved the low bid of Industrial Electric, and recommended ita acceptance

by the Siste Board of Educatior by motion of Mr. Rutter, secondsd by Mr. Higgins. To the
basic bid of $47, 975 was added matchable Alternate E-3, and ihe following non-mat chshle
alternstes: E-1 and E-2, The total amount for the eleotricnl contract is $49,580.

Sanitary Sewer Contract

A motion was made by Mr. Higgine, seconded by Mr. Johnston and carried that the low
bid of Almer Construction Company in the amount of $2, 944,00 for the rewer construciion
for the Chase Lake Elementary School be recommended to the State Board of Educstion for
acceptance.

1 hereby certify the shove to be & trus snd correct axcerpt
from the minutes of the School Board meetirg of May 4, 1964,

E. M, Allen,
District 3eoretary

e L
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May 8, 1984

Edmonds Construction Company
P. O. Box 524

Lynnwood, Washington

Gentlemen:

Letter cf Intent

Please be advised that it is the intent of Edmonds Schcol District 15 to
instruct the general contractor, Edmondz Construction Company, to
procaed with the preliminary work for the Chase Lake Elementary School
pending receipt of the B-8 Forms from the State Board of Education.

This action is taken to save time and to make it possible for the completion
of this unit in time for the second semester of school i January 1965,

EMA.:ft E. M, Allen
District Secretary
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May 5, 1964
Lent's Inc.
279 Fourth Street
Bremerton, Wash,
Gentlemen:
Letter of Intent

Please be adviscd that it is the intent of Edmonds School District 15

to instruct the mechanical cortractor, Lent's Inc., to proceed with the
praliminary work for the Chaee Lake Elementary School penlling receipt
of the B-8 Forma from the State Board of Education. This acticn is
taken to save time and to maks it possible for the completion of this unit
in time for the second semester of school in Jaruary 1965,

EMA:ft E. M. Allen
District Secretary
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May 5, 1964

Ty
¢! H
S
[ Industrial Electric
e 420 Yale North
) Seattle, Wash.
:" Gentlemen:
:[ Letter of Intent
5

Please be advised that it 18 the intent of Edmonds School District 15 to
instruct the electrical contractor, Industrial Electric, to proceed with
BN/ the preliminary work for the Chase Lake Elementary School pending
receipt of the B~8 Forms from the State Board of Education. This

j action is taken to save time and tc make it possible for the completion
f of this unit in time for the second semester of achool in January 1965,

EMA:ft E. M, Allen
District Secretary
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May 5, 1964

Almer Construction Co.
910 8th Ave. So.
Edmonds, Washington

Gertlemen:

Letter of Intent

Pleasa be advised that it {s the intent of Edmonds School District 15

to insiruci the sanitary sewer contractor, Almer Construction Co., to
proceed with the preliminery work for the Chase Lake Elementary
School pending receipt of the B-8 Forms from the State Board of
Education. This action is taken to save time and to make it posaible

for the completion of this unit in time for ths second semester of school
in January 1965,

EMA :ft E. M. Allen
Distriot Seoretary




APPENDIX C
QUESTIONNAIRE

RESEARCHE PROJEGT

A STUDY OF THREE ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS CONSTRUCTED FROM A
SINGLE MODIFIABLE PLAN IN THE EDMONDS SCHOOL DISTRICT"

1. Does the above title adequately describe the project?
Do you have any suggestions as to how the title might be improved?

2. What purposes and needs could be served by this project?

a. Local

b, State

3. What are some limitations to be encountered in this study?
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(2)

4, What means might be used to gather data concerning the three schools
involved?

3. What are some architectural terms pertinent to stock plans and school
building construction that might b. used in this type of study?

-~
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- SULVEY AFTER OCCUPANCY OF
‘ BUILDING CunsSTHUCTED F&OM MOLIFIABLE PLAN

X Please comment upon the adequacies and inadequacies of
o Cedar Valley, Meadowdale and Chase Lake Elementary schools
in t2rms of:

. 1. General Classrooms

3 a, Size

b. Arrangement

c. Cabinet work, chalk boards, etc.

de Other

2. Multi-Purpose koom

|

I a., Size
8

%, b, Utility
‘ 3. Office

7( 8. Size

b. Cabinet work

i c. Arrangement

 £ d. Storage
'£ { e. Qther
I 4, Library
| a, Size
I b. Conference rooms

J

RIC

A
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¢ c., Audio-visual storage
d. Testing facilities _
& e. Textbook storage '
|
j” f. Cabinet work and storage
| -
f g. Other |
|
5., Health Center |
a. Size
6, General -
8. Access to the site & building ,A
A
,( b. Placement of units
y c. Kamps and walkways

- d. Parking .

7« Other




