
EES	Gymnasium	Roof	Replacement	Building	Committee	
Eastford	Elementary	School		

Thursday	
August	2,	2018	

Minutes	
	
 
I. Chair	Robert	Torcellini	called	the	meeting	to	order	at	7:05	PM.	
II. Attendance:	Robert	Torcellini,	Paul	Torcellini,	Tom	DeJohn,	Linda	Loretz		

Also:	Michael	Pereira,	Architect	(by	telephone),	first	half	hour	
Absent:	Garry	Carabeau,	Christine	Hustus,	Brendan	Owens	
 

III. Architect	Michael	Pereira	gave	a	progress	report	on	the	roof	project	
A. As	of	the	meeting	date,	the	roof	membrane	and	membrane	flashing	

work	was	completed	on	both	the	gymnasium	and	stage	roofs.	The	roof	
hatch	had	been	installed	at	the	stage	roof.	All	equipment,	materials	and	
dumpsters	had	been	removed	from	the	site.	The	remaining	items	of	
work	are	installation	of:	

1. Perimeter	edge	metal;	
2. Guardrail	system	at	the	stage	roof;	
3. Roof	access	ladder	at	the	roof	hatch;	and		
4. Roof	ladder	from	the	stage	roof	to	the	gymnasium	roof.	

 
B. Imperial	Roofing	proposed	a	substitution	to	the	roof	railing	for	the	

Eastford	Elementary	School.	The	contract	documents	included	a	
custom	welded	plate,	anchored	to	the	top	of	the	wall,	with	a	fully	
welded,	permanent	railing.	What	is	proposed	by	Imperial	is	a	
freestanding,	counterweight-type	railing	that	sits	atop	the	roof	and	is	
non-penetrating.	The	architects	were	verifying	code	compliance	and	
planned	to	make	a	recommendation	to	accept	or	reject	as	soon	as	they	
could	confirm	it.		

C. Subsequent	to	the	meeting,	correspondence	and	specs	regarding	the	
freestanding	roof	railing	and	its	code	compliance	was	received.	The	
correspondence	and	specs	are	being	attached	to	these	minutes	for	
distribution.	

D. The	committee	decided	to	agree	to	the	substitution	as	long	as	it	is	code	
compliant.	The	committee	particularly	likes	the	idea	that	there	would	
be	no	penetration.	The	committee	wondered	about	a	cost	differential	
since	this	substitution	would	be	less	expensive.	Training	would	be	
crucial	and	warnings	would	have	to	be	present.	
	

IV. After	the	conference	call	with	the	architect,	there	was	a	lengthy	discussion	
and	review	of	the	final	plans	to	determine	whether	insulation	should	have	
been	tapered	on	the	drains.	It	was	determined	that	the	plans	had	been	
appropriately	modified	to	address	the	insulation	concern	but	it	was	not	
clear	whether	the	contractor	was	held	accountable	for	following	the	plan.	



	
A	drawing	prepared	by	the	committee	and	subsequent	correspondence	
from	the	architect	are	attached	to	these	minutes.	

 
	

V. PV	Discussion	
A. Due	to	a	number	of	circumstances,	the	PV	work	is	behind	schedule.	

Two	main	reasons	are:	
1. There	were	paperwork	and	engineering	issues;	and		
2. Nothing	can	be	placed	on	the	roof	before	there	is	a	

warranty	issued	on	the	roof.	The	warranty	will	only	be	
issued	after	an	inspection	from	the	manufacturer.	The	
contractor	and	architect	are	scheduling	this.	

B. Mrs.	Loretz	was	asked	to	contact	Brendan	Owens	to	discuss	a	suitable	
schedule	for	installation.	

C. There	will	be	no	solar	panels	on	the	stage	roof.	This	was	not	part	of	the	
plan.	

D. The	committee	would	like	to	review	the	plans	from	Summer	Hill	Solar	
before	any	work	is	begun,	including	the	conduit	work.		

	
VI. The	meeting	was	adjourned	at	9:10	PM.	

 
 



M         E         M         O         R         A          N         D         U          M 

 

TLBA  
TLB Architecture, LLC . 92 West Main Street . Chester, Connecticut  06412 . 860.526.9448 . 860.526.9020 Fax . www.tlbarchitecture.com 

August 8, 2018 

Eastford Elementary School Roof Replacement   

 

To:  Linda Loretz 

From:  Mike Fortuna 

Copy:  Bruce Raulukaitis, Mike Pereira, file  

 

Re:  Proposed Substitution – Roof Railing  

 

Linda, 

 

Imperial Roofing has proposed a substitution to the roof railing for the Eastford Elementary School.  

The Contract Documents include a custom welded plate, anchored to the top of the wall, with a fully-

welded, permanent railing.  What is proposed is a freestanding, counterweight-type railing that sits atop 

the roof and is non-penetrating.   

 

Due to the proximity of the roof hatch to the edge of the roof, this railing is a Code-required guardrail, 

and must meet the structural loading defined in the Code.  Our design took an approach of a 

permanent railing to meet this requirement. 

 

The freestanding railing manufacturer provided test data to verify the load capacity as defined in the 

Code.  This data is attached for your review.  We had some concerns due to the rotation of the railing 

under load, and contacted the International Code Council to review the data and verify compliance.  

ICC indicated that the Code does not address deflection, only loads, and as such, the railing seems to 

comply.  Because the railing is free-standing, staff needs to understand that it cannot be relocated or 

removed, as Code compliance may not be met if the railing is modified.  It should also be noted that 

staff training is appropriate, in accordance with OSHA procedures, so workers understand that the 

railing is a fall-protection device, but not in the same way that a permanent railing would.  Anyone 

accessing the roof should be made aware of this, and some signage at the hatch and/or railing is 

appropriate, in addition to the training.  The obvious advantage is no roof penetrations and reduced 

likelihood of a leak in the future.  The disadvantage is the potential for human error. 

 

As a reminder, we also have a fixed OSHA rail attached to the hatch, so the risk of stumbling over the 

curb into the non-penetrating railing is fairly low. 

 

If all of this sounds acceptable to you and the Building Committee, we recommend that you accept the 

substitution and we will inquire about potential cost savings with the Contractor.   

 

  

 

 
 

T:\2017-022_Eastford Elementary School\CA\Correspondence\Roof Railing Memo_08-08-18.doc 
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Linda Loretz <lloretz@eastfordct.org> 
 

Aug 6 (3 
days ago) 

 

 
 

 to Michael 

 
 

 
Mike, 
 
A lengthy conversation ensued after the conference call with you last Thursday night. Committee 
members reviewed the plans and took a picture of their area of concern. 
 
The final plans had been appropriately modified to address the insulation concern brought up upon 
reviewing an earlier draft. Your comments on Thursday didn't seem to indicate that the contractor was 
held accountable for sticking with the plan. 
 
Attached is the last page of your plans with comments and a drawing from the committee as well as a 
photograph of the area of concern. 
 
 
Linda Loretz 
Superintendent 
Eastford School District 
PO Box 158 
12 Westford Rd. 
Eastford, CT 06242-0158 
860-974-1130 
860-974-0837 (fax) 
lloretz@eastfordct.org 
2 Attachments 
 
Michael Pereira 
 

Aug 7 (2 
days ago) 

 

 
 

 to Michael, me 

 
 

Good Morning Linda, 
  
Thank you for sending the photo of the potential area of concern.  In reviewing the photo you sent, the roof 
drainage pipe is insulated and the drain bowl is insulated to the underside of the deck.  That is the standard 
detail for a roof drain installation.  When the roofing contractor schedules the warranty and punch list visit, 
we can have them stuff mineral batt insulation in between the flutes of the metal decking at the roof drain 
locations. 
  
I’ve attached a photo of when the roofing contractor and the plumber were roughing in the roof drain 
assembly.  In the photo you can see that insulation is installed beneath and around the roof drain.  There 
could have been some misinterpretation during the call when we were discussing insulation at the roof 
drains.  I will be reaching out to the roofing contractor to get a status update this morning. In meantime, 
please feel free to email or call if you have any questions or concerns. 
  
Sincerely, 
Mike 
  
            Michael S. Pereira, Assoc. AIA 

  

         TLBARCHITECTURE, LLC 
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