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Questions for Sumner County
RFP 20260917-1
Sumner County Old Courthouse RFQ

Is it the intent to move forward into "design for construction" phases after
the Concept Visioning & Final Report phase with the selected team? If not,
will a separate RFQ process take place? Yes, the intent is for the selected
architectural team to stay on through the subsequent "design for
construction" phases, provided the project moves forward.

Will the team issue the bid documents for a "hard bid" delivery for the
General Contractor, or will the County hire a Construction Manager during
the design phase to assist with Pre-Construction services? The County
expects the architectural firm to deliver complete bid documents if the
project moves forward into the construction phase.

. Regarding the 3 concept options, are those envisioned as 3 different

layouts or 3 different uses of the facility? Or perhaps a combination? It
would be a determination from phase 2 and meeting with the committee. It
could be a combination, 3 different layouts, or 3 different uses. The exact
nature of the 3 concept options will be determined during Phase 2 based
on collaboration and meetings with the project committee. The options are
not strictly predefined and could ultimately consist of three different
layouts, three different functional uses for the facility, or a combination of
both. The goal of the initial phases is to allow the committee and the
selected firm to explore all viable directions before locking in the final
concepts.

According to the RFP, we understand you all are investigating the archives
for the original 1939 drawings. Can you share any available drawings of the
building even if not the original for general information purposes only?



Attached are the 1972 drawings. | am currently checking to see if we have a
file of more recent drawings.

5. In Scope 3, is the intent that the Sumner County Government will operate,
manage and lease the facility? Is there any consideration for a public
private partnership as one of the potential strategies under funding
mechanisms? This would need to be discussed with the committee during
Phase 2 to make a final determination.

6. In each scope, 3 similar examples are noted under submission contents.
Can a team present more than 3 examples if applicable? Yes

7. Do you have a list of Architects and engineers who've reached out?
Attached is the list of firms that attended the walkthroughs

8. Three comparable concept/feasibility study examples for historic public
buildings with visuals, cost estimates, and funding strategy samples, and
client references. | highlighted in red the portion we have a question
about. We have many examples we can share — this says “public
buildings”. Can we only share buildings that are municipal in nature or if
we have examples that include private development and are applicable,
can we include those as well? If they are applicable, you can use them.

9. Can we please have a copy of all Sign-In sheets from the five (5) pre-Bid
tours? Sign-in sheets are attached.

10. Has an asbestos survey been performed on the building? If so, can you
provide it? The RFQ lists it as out-of-scope “third party” in Scope 1, but will
the selected bidder be required to retain a third-party testing agency as
part of Scope 1? Asbestos survey from 2016 is attached.



11. Scope 1 of the RFQ states in the Required Qualifications that “Lead firm
must be a Tennessee-licensed architect”. Does this mean that an architect
must be the lead consultant on Scope 1 (and all scopes), or can a
Professional Engineer be the lead consultant on Scope 1, provided that a
licensed architect is also on the project team? The lead firm must be a
Tennessee-licensed architect.

12. What level of investigation is expected beyond visual observation and field
measurement? Should the scope include selective demolition, exploratory
openings, material testing, structural probes, roof cores, or operational
testing of building systems? Who authorizes and pays for testing and
restoration? Respondents should propose the level of investigation they
consider necessary to support the required deliverables, including any
selective openings or testing, and identify them in their approach. Invasive
work requires County authorization before it proceeds. The final scope and
cost of testing, and of restoring any openings, will be established in
negotiation with the selected firm.

13. What is the approximate gross building area, including basement, attic,
and mezzanines, and what exterior site limits should be included in the
assessment and documentation? Building is approximately 30,000 SQFT,
site extends to the sidewalk.

14. What existing information will be available at notice to proceed—original
drawings, renovation documents, surveys, maintenance records, prior
assessments, utility bills, and historic documentation? Has the search for
the 1939 drawings produced results?

The County will furnish all available existing documentation at notice to
proceed, including any previous plans or documentation requested that the
county has on file. As of this date, the search for the original 1939
construction drawings has not produced results. As stated in the RFQ, any
located originals will be furnished to the selected firm, which shall field-



verify all dimensions and conditions rather than rely on archival drawings.

15. What level of detail and accuracy is expected for the as-built drawings or
BIM model? Are concealed systems and assemblies to be documented only
where accessible, and is a particular software platform or model standard
required? Respondents should propose the level of development and
accuracy they will deliver. Concealed systems and assemblies are to be
documented where accessible or reasonably inferable, with the basis
noted. The RFQ requires current industry-standard CAD or BIM format in
both editable and PDF form. No single software platform is required.

16. What is the intended extent of the structural capacity assessment? Are
calculations establishing allowable floor and roof loads required throughout
the building, and how should capacity be reported where framing or
foundation information cannot be verified? Respondents should propose
the extent of calculation they consider necessary to establish documented
capacity. Where information cannot be verified, the report should state the
assumption, its basis, and its limitation. Scope 3 relies on documented
capacity as a constraint, so unverified findings should be clearly identified
as such.

17. When will the separately procured hazardous-materials report be
available, and will it support both the Day 21 tour safety determination and
the remediation estimate? Who is responsible for addressing incomplete
findings or updating estimates if the report arrives late? The hazardous
materials report from 2016 will be attached to these questions. As stated in
the RFQ, if hazmat data is not available when Scope 1 is completed, the
firm shall provide a placeholder methodology and flag the gap.

18. What investigation and documentation are expected for the Day 21 Safety
Determination Memo? Will the County establish tour routes, occupancy
limits, supervision, and any temporary protective measures based on the
team’s findings? The Safety Determination Memo should state whether



community tours can proceed safely and identify areas, routes, and
conditions that must be excluded or protected. Yes, the county will
establish tour routes, occupancy limits, supervision, and protective
measures once findings are determined.

19. What occupancy and rehabilitation assumptions should govern the
baseline code analysis before a future use is selected? How should the
team distinguish existing deficiencies from upgrades triggered only by a
change of use or a particular renovation concept? The baseline code
analysis should assume the building's last lawful occupancy classification,
End of 2023-mid 2024. Deficiencies should be identified against that
classification. Upgrades triggered only by a change of occupancy or by a
particular reuse concept should be identified separately. They are not part
of the Remediation Baseline and are addressed under Scope 3.

20. Which authorities will review code, accessibility, and preservation findings?
Does the County expect preliminary meetings or written concurrence on
historic-building compliance alternatives and preservation constraints?

Respondents should identify the authorities having jurisdiction and propose
any preliminary consultation they consider advisable. The County requires
written concurrence from primary reviewing authorities during the study
stage

21. How should the remediation baseline distinguish work required regardless
of reuse from program-dependent improvements? For example, should
future-use-driven HVAC capacity, restroom counts, or structural upgrades
be deferred to Scope 3? Yes. The RFQ defines the Remediation Baseline as
work required to address the building's existing condition regardless of how
it is reused. Improvements driven by a particular future use, including
added HVAC capacity, restroom counts, or structural upgrades for a new
program, are concept-specific costs developed under Scope 3.



22. What estimating conventions should Scope 1 use for contingencies,
escalation, contractor overhead, general conditions, and potentially
overlapping repair items? How much follow-up support should be included
after the Day 104 handoff? Respondents should state the estimating
conventions they will use. The RFQ requires cost ranges rather than single-
point numbers, with documented assumptions and basis of estimate.
Respondents should propose a reasonable level of follow-up support to the
Scope 3 firm after the Day 104 handoff, to be finalized in negotiation.

23. How will the independence requirement apply if awarded multiple scopes?
Would an independent engagement subconsultant satisfy the requirement,
and what safeguards or disclosures would the County expect? The
independence requirement concerns financial or advocacy relationships
with any party that has a position on the building's future use. A single firm
may submit on and perform all three scopes. Submitting on multiple scopes
does not by itself create such a relationship, and an independent
engagement subconsultant is not required. Every respondent on Scope 2
must provide the independence statement required by the original RFQ,
which governs under Amendment 3, and should describe how it will keep
engagement findings free of influence from concept development.

24. Will the County provide the original survey instrument, raw data,
participant information where available, and April 2026 stakeholder
comments? What limitations exist on incorporating those responses into
the new engagement process? Yes. As stated in the RFQ, the committee
will furnish community input collected to date, including the initial
stakeholder survey of approximately 300 responses and the written
downtown stakeholder comments gathered in April 2026. The County can
provide all data from previous surveys; however, everything is subject to
the Tennessee Public Records Act.

25. Is the 1,000-resident response target a performance goal or a contractual
acceptance requirement? Do prior survey responses count toward it, and



what additional effort is expected if participation remains below target
despite the agreed outreach program? It is a target performance goal, and
no prior surveys will count. If participation is low, that would need to be
discussed with the ad hoc early in the process to address how to move
forward.

26. For the three public sessions and 15 stakeholder engagements, who
arranges venues, host contacts, equipment, registration, and staffing? How
should canceled events or unsuccessful outreach attempts be handled?

The 1,000-response figure is a performance goal, not an acceptance
requirement. Prior community input is reconciled in the final synthesis, as
stated in the RFQ, and does not count toward the goal for new
engagement. Respondents should describe how they will reach and exceed
the goal, and how they will respond if participation falls short.

27. What quantity of recorded updates, virtual office hours, and other online
events should be included in the fee? The deliverables mention “virtual
town halls”; are these additional events beyond the activities described in
the four tiers? Please note that Amendment 1 increased the minimum
from three to five in-person public envisioning sessions. The Facilitator is
responsible for arranging and staffing all sessions and stakeholder
engagements. The County will assist with access to County facilities and
with introductions to host organizations where helpful. Respondents should
describe how they will handle cancellations and unsuccessful outreach.

28. Who approves surveys, public information, FAQ responses, and technical
statements about the building? What review turnaround will allow all
engagement materials to be approved by Day 30? Engagement materials
are reviewed by the committee through the County's Project Specialist.
Technical statements about the building should be consistent with Scope 1
findings. The County will return consolidated comments within 15 business
days.



29. Are community building tours to be priced as an optional service? If
authorized, how many tours and participants should be anticipated, and
who provides building supervision, security, accessibility accommodations,
and required temporary safety measures? Yes. Respondents should price
tours as an optional service and propose a number of tours and
participants. Tours proceed only after the Scope 1 Safety Determination
Memo. The County will provide building access, supervision, security, and
accessibility accommodations if necessary. Temporary safety measures will
be based on Scope 1's findings.

30. What are the County’s requirements for platform ownership, licensing
duration, moderation, participant privacy, records retention, and public
release of raw comments or demographic data? As stated in the RFQ, all
raw and processed data is turned over to the County, and all of it is subject
to the Tennessee Open Records Act. Respondents should propose their
platform, licensing term, and moderation approach.

31. Should the base fee cover exactly three concepts, and how many review
and revision rounds are expected? What would constitute refinement of an
existing concept versus an additional concept? The RFQ requires a
minimum of three distinct concepts, and the base fee should assume three.
The schedule provides one committee review of draft concepts at Day 180,
before the final report at Day 210. Changes within an existing concept's
approach and use mix are refinement. A concept that is distinct in
approach, intensity, or use mix, as the RFQ defines distinctness, is an
additional concept.

32. Are there established policy parameters, prohibited uses, prospective
occupants, or prior commitments that should guide concept development?
Can the County provide the committee’s adopted scope and relevant prior
decisions? The committee has not adopted a preferred use, identified any
prohibited uses, or made commitments to any prospective occupant. The



only adopted requirement is that at least one concept evaluate partial
occupancy by governmental or public-agency office uses. The committee's
adopted scope and meeting minutes are public record and will be furnished
to the selected firm.

33. For the required partial governmental or public-agency occupancy concept,
which agencies should be considered, and will the County provide space
needs, staffing, security requirements, and operational criteria? The
County will identify candidate agencies and furnish available space-need
information to the selected firm. Respondents should describe how they
will develop a governmental occupancy concept where program
information is incomplete.

34.What site boundaries apply to the concepts? Should they address only the
courthouse parcel or also parking, loading, streetscape, public-square
improvements, and connections to adjacent properties?
The RFQ requires a diagrammatic site plan showing the building's
relationship to the square and surrounding downtown. Concepts should
address the courthouse parcel and may identify parking, loading, and
connections to the square and adjacent properties where these bear on a
concept's feasibility. Design of public square or streetscape improvements
is not required.

35.What level of feasibility verification is expected at the conceptual stage?
Should the Scope 3 team include structural and MEP engineers to test
proposed uses, or will the Scope 1 team provide that support?

Concepts must be feasible within the documented capacity and constraints
established under Scope 1. Respondents should describe how they will test
feasibility, including any engineering support they propose to include. The
Scope 1 firm is not responsible for testing Scope 3 concepts.



36.How should the team address remediation work that overlaps with, is
superseded by, or must be expanded for a particular concept? Given the
prohibition on re-estimating Scope 1’s baseline, who approves adjustments
needed to avoid double counting or misleading comparisons?
As stated in the RFQ, the Remediation Baseline is taken as given. Where a
concept supersedes or expands baseline work, the Scope 3 firm should
show the adjustment in the Concept-Specific Layer with a clear explanation
and should flag any disagreement with baseline assumptions to the
committee, as the RFQ requires. The committee resolves disagreements.

37.Which handoff dates govern the schedule? Scope 1’s final report is due at
Day 90 with handoff by Day 104; Scope 2 allows handoff by Day 164, while
Scope 3 anticipates it at Day 150. How will delayed or revised inputs affect
Scope 3’s milestones and fee?

The Scope 2 final engagement report is due at Day 150. The structured
handoff meeting to the Scope 3 firm follows within 14 days, by Day 164, as
stated in Scope 2. The Day 150 entry in the Scope 3 schedule refers to
receipt of the final report. Milestone or fee adjustments caused by delayed
inputs from another scope will be addressed in the professional services
agreement.

38.How should the Day 135 reconciliation memo be updated after final
community findings arrive at Day 1507 Is a formal committee approval of
the reconciliation and concept directions required before further
development?

Respondents should describe how they will update the reconciliation once
final engagement findings arrive. The committee will review the
reconciliation memo and the draft concepts. Formal approval of concept
directions is not required before development continues.

39.What level of visualization is expected beyond floor-use diagrams, a
diagrammatic site plan, and one perspective per concept? Are
photorealistic renderings, interior views, animation, or additional public
presentation materials anticipated?



The RFQ sets the minimum. Respondents should propose any additional
visualization they recommend, which will be evaluated under Project
Approach and Methodology.

40.What ownership and operating arrangements is the County willing to
consider for funding purposes? May the team evaluate private leases,
nonprofit operation, public-private partnerships, or ownership structures
needed to pursue tax-credit value?
Yes. The RFQ requires analysis of the ownership or public-private
partnership structure needed for the County to capture federal historic tax
credit value. Respondents may evaluate private leases, nonprofit
operations, public-private partnerships, and related ownership structures.

41. Should total project estimates remain in 2026 dollars as stated, or also
include escalation to an assumed construction date? What allowances
should be included for design fees, owner costs, contingencies, financing,
and phased implementation?

Estimates should be stated in 2026 dollars, as the RFQ provides.
Respondents may identify escalation sensitivity separately. The Concept-
Specific Layer includes soft costs, as stated in the RFQ. Respondents should
state their allowances and assumptions.

42. Who will establish the comparison criteria and any weighting? How many
committee presentations and follow-up meetings should be included, and
who presents concepts to the public given that Scope 2 is designated as the
only public-facing work stream?

The comparison criteria are listed in Scope 3, Section F. They are not
weighted, because the comparison is intended to inform the General
Operations Committee without steering its choice. The fee should include
the presentations listed in the deliverables. Scope 2 remains the only
public-facing work stream. Any public presentation of concepts will be
coordinated by the County through the Scope 2 Facilitator.



43. What professional-services budget has been established for each scope,
and is there a target capital budget or maximum County investment that
should inform the study?

The County has authorized $100,000.00 for professional services for this
study. Selection is qualifications-based, and fee will be negotiated with the
top-ranked respondent for each scope.

44. Who has authority to approve deliverables and changes in scope? Will the
County’s Project Specialist provide one consolidated set of comments from
the committee and other stakeholders?

The committee reviews deliverables. The County's Project Specialist is the
single point of contact and will provide one consolidated set of comments.
Changes in scope are approved by the County under the professional
services agreement.

45. What frequency and duration of coordination meetings should each team
include, particularly during Scope 3’s Day 0—104 standby period?
Respondents should propose a coordination schedule, which will be
evaluated under Inter-Firm Coordination and Work Stream Integration.
Cross-firm progress meetings are convened by the County's Project
Specialist.

46.Please confirm that the insurance-broker services and insurance-market
solicitation language on page 2 of the original RFQ does not apply to this
courthouse study
Confirmed. Amendment 1 replaced Section | on page 2 of the original RFQ.
The insurance-broker services and insurance-market language, including
the paragraph on insurance markets and coverage effective dates, does not
apply to this solicitation.

47. Will the County provide its proposed professional services agreement
before fee negotiation, including insurance requirements, reliance on other
consultants’ work, ownership and reuse of editable files, and procedures
for additional services?



The Firm will need to provide its professional services agreement, and it will
be reviewed by the County Legal Department for any necessary changes.

48. Will participation in this study affect an applicant or its subconsultants’
eligibility to compete for subsequent design and implementation work?

Participation in this study does not by itself affect eligibility for any future
work. Any future design or implementation services would be procured
separately under applicable Tennessee law.

49. Must subconsultants complete Attachments 1 through 7 the IRS Form W-9,
and insurance certificates, or are these required of the prime firm only?

These will be required of the prime firm; the prime firm will need to ensure
its subcontractors and consultants carry their own documentation. It will be
outlined in the agreement.

50. How will subconsultant qualifications and references be weighted under
Evaluation Criteria 1 and 2? Are subconsultants required to provide the
same “Required Submission Requirements” or does this apply to the Prime
Consultant only?

Evaluation Criterion 1 expressly includes the qualifications, licensing, and
professional registrations of sub-consultants, and Criterion 2 covers the full
proposed team. Subconsultant qualifications are evaluated as part of the
respondents’ team. The Required Submission Contents apply to the
respondent's submission as a whole, which should include resumes and
relevant experience for key subconsultant personnel.

51. Should the site plan required under Scope 1 include existing site conditions
such as hardscape, landscape, site furnishings, monuments, lighting,
grading, accessible routes, and utilities?

Yes, to the extent they bear on the building's condition, accessibility,
drainage, or historic setting. Respondents should describe the site elements
they will document.

52. Will the County provide a topographic or boundary survey?



The County will provide this documentation at the notice to proceed if it is
on file.

53. Under Scope 1, Section F (Historic Preservation Constraints), should
character defining features include landscape and site elements (grounds,
walks, monuments, memorials, trees, and historic site relationships), or is
the assessment limited to the building?

The assessment should include site elements that contribute to the
building's historic character and setting, including its relationship to the
square. Respondents should describe their approach.

54. Can you confirm - do we need to submit a fee proposal within our
response? Previously it was crossed out but in the third addendum it is
included within scope two.

No fee should be included in the proposal.

55. The evaluation criteria is broken into 5 sections:
1. Firm Qualifications and Relevant Experience
Qualifications of Key Personnel
Project Approach and Methodology
Inter-Firm Coordination and Work Stream Integration
Presentation, Completeness, and References
Please confirm this is how you want the RFQ responses organized and what
they are to address. It can be ordered in any way as long as it meets the
requirements.
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56. Fees are mentioned in a couple of places, making it unclear if this is an RFP
or RFQ. Under "selection process" it states "the fee will be negotiated with
the top-ranked respondent".

Under the required submission contents for Scope 2 and 3, it states, "Fee

structure with proposed not-to-exceed total".

| do not see fees in the evaluation criteria.

However, in the "administrative requirements" section of the RFQ/RFP it

states, "If submitting on multiple Scopes, a single combined submission



package is acceptable, but qualifications, approach, and fee must be clearly
addressed for each Scope."

The Tennessee Board of Architectural and Engineering Examiners is
particularly explicit about RFQs and fee-based selections. Its guidance states
that the initial selection must be based on qualifications and fees can
subsequently be negotiated with the top qualifier. The Tennessee Board has
specifically said that when an agency requests a fee as part of the proposal for
a public architectural project, it should be brought to the Board's attention.
Are interested parties to provide fees as part of this RFQ (or RFP)? No fee
should be included in the proposal.

57. Each scope includes a very detailed “Required Qualifications” and
“Required Submission Contents”. These are very specific requirements and
not typical to this type of RFQ. In fact, it is so restrictive, | fear you may not
be able to receive any responses. In addition, it does not align with the
evaluation criteria.

Please clarify or remove these “Required” elements. Amendments are

posted for the requirements of the bid.

58. What is the estimated construction/project cost? We do not have an
estimated cost.

59. Can | get a copy of the plan holder list, if available? Currently, the plan
holder list is:
Centric Architecture
WOLD
Portfoliq
The Architect Workshop
MZA
GMC




/éuﬂ 21, 2026

MANDATORY SITE VISIT SIGN-IN SHEET
20260917-1 Sumner County Old Courthouse RFQ

Bid Opening scheduled for September 17, 2026 @ 10:15 am (CST)

SUMNER COUNTY

Company Representative Date Received
Name Copy of
Amendment
(Yes/No)
7 PLEASE PRINT
G L Tiw Debuse 8(21(z02¢ N




}17 3l, 2026

SUMNER COUNTY
MANDATORY SITE VISIT SIGN-IN SHEET
20260917-1 Sumner County Old Courthouse RFQ

Bid Opening scheduled for September 17, 2026 @ 10:15 am (CST)

Company Name

Representative

PLEASE PRINT

Contn 1 Ovchiteture

@/ih Emmanite /

wWeld

Pl MigdorndS

Portfoliq

Peter Fra 2(ec¢

APCRTTECT WORYSH 6P
MTa

JAMEA Kyl -
Mafile BN ek




S 8, w2k

SUMNER COUNTY
MANDATORY SITE VISIT SIGN-IN SHEET
20260917-1 Sumner County Old Courthouse RFQ

Bid Opening scheduled for October 1st, 2026 @ 10:00 am (CST)

Company Name

Representative

PLEASE PRINT

Amerzcan STRucTurepoEn' T

SecoTr- [ABTAN

PLZ NATRonAL { VLT

2o TU cACNE(E

Wtvidi Bavdi ||

é?)a nae\s  Chanelle v

Tracey Fodd

EOA Arotedys

I
Mison Turner

27

Cveen LD Desien

ANIE PLETIH - K enLB2

eSS enve a8 GquosP




SUMNER COUNTY
MANDATORY SITE VISIT SIGN-IN SHEET
20260917-1 Sumner County Old Courthouse RFQ

Bid Opening scheduled for October 1st, 2026 @ 10:00 am (CST)

Company Name Representative

PLEASE PRINT

TU\(" nee Co AsArucdiaa QCL'.E SMf‘PL
‘Hfr\/\/(élNS Parrnees , 1Me | flAHAn oOVER-

D%;EEEZ Ko crpirecrvre ¢ Destaet| a1 Punckeen/
“ W@ﬂA{L\ xb(vcu-/\




ch 2\, 202 b

SUMNER COUNTY
MANDATORY SITE VISIT SIGN-IN SHEET
20260917-1 Sumner County Old Courthouse RFQ

Bid Opening scheduled for October 1st, 2026 @ 10:00 am (CST)

Company Name

Representative

PLEASE PRINT

ALV Wt AU

Ve Sefemives




March 2016

Asbestos Survey
Sumner County Courthouse
Gallatin Tennessee

Prepared for:

Sumner County Government
355 N. Belvedere Drive
Gallatin, Tennessee 37066

Prepared by:

Frost Environmental Services, LLC
339 Rockland Road, Suite E
Hendersonville, Tennessee 37075
www.frostenvironmental.com



http://www.frostenvironmental.com/

Asbestos Survey
Sumner County Courthouse Gallatin Tennessee

Asbestos Survey
Sumner County Courthouse
Gallatin Tennessee

Prepared for:

Sumner County Government
355 N. Belvedere Drive
Gallatin, Tennessee 37066

Prepared by:

Frost Environmental Services, LLC
339 Rockland Road, Suite E
Hendersonville, Tennessee 37075
www.frostenvironmental.com

Seth Frost

March 2016


http://www.frostenvironmental.com/

Asbestos Survey
Sumner County Courthouse Gallatin Tennessee

TABLE OF CONTENTS

1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
1.1 Asbestos-Containing Material Summary
2.0 INTRODUCTIONS
3.0 ASBESTOS SURVEY FINDINGS
3.1 ACM Survey Findings
3.1.1 Asbestos Containing Materials
3.1.2 Non Asbestos Containing Materials
3.2 Asbestos Survey Protocol
4.0 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
5.0 LIMITATIONS

APPENDICES

Appendix A Laboratory Analytical Report
1. Asbestos Results

Appendix B Drawings

Appendix C Certifications

Frost Environmental Services, LLC



Asbestos Survey
Sumner County Courthouse Gallatin Tennessee

1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Frost Environmental Services, LLC (FES) was retained by Sumner County Government
to perform a survey for Asbestos Containing Materials (ACM) of the Sumner County
Courthouse in Gallatin Tennessee. The inspection was performed on March 10", 2016.
The purpose of the survey was to determine asbestos containing materials within the
exterior and interior of the building.

The building consisted of a four story — building with a basement level built in the 1930’s.
Building consisted of brick and stone construction, with concrete slab and plaster walls
and ceilings. Rooms were heated and cooled by chill water system and Freon systems.
1.1 Asbestos-Containing Material Summary

The purpose of the survey was to identify ACM’s in the buildings. Sampling consisted of
building materials within the interior and exterior of the building.

A total of sixty - two (62) samples of suspect ACM were collected. As shown in Table 1
below, the following materials were determined to be ACM.

Table 1 — Positive ACM’s

MATERIAL (TYPE) LOCATION QUANTITY
White Floor tile and Black Mastic Under Hall Behind 2" Floor Circuit Court 250sqft
Non ACM 12x12 Slate Patter Floor Tile
Black Tar Coating Boiler Room and Above Ceiling on elbows of 400 fittings
Fiberglass Pipe Runs
Transite Panel Boiler Room Exterior Door 10sqft
2” AirCel Pipe Insulation Boiler Room and Above Plaster Ceiling (Basement, 1200Inft
3" Floor and Wall Chases)
Black mastic under Non ACM 12x12 B14 150sqft
Beige w/Brown /Tan Marble Floor Tile
Black and Yellow Mastic Under Carpet, Courtroom 1 15t Floor 680sqft
White Floor tile and Black Mastic Under Room 108 / 109 Entry Areas 300sqft
Non ACM 12x12 Slate Patter Floor Tile
Black mastic under Non ACM 12x12 Red | 3" Floor File Room, SW Breakroom and 301 Entry 200sqft
Floor Tile
Black mastic under 12x12 Tan Floor Tile Hall @ 303 60sqft
4” AirCell pipe Insulation and Elbows 3" Floor Above Plaster Ceiling & Wall Chases 800Inft
1” Pipe Fittings on Fiberglass Pipe Runs 3" Floor Above Plaster and Drop Ceiling 200 fittings
Black Mastic under non ACM 12x12 Tan 4™ Floor Breakroom 50sqft
Marble Floor Tile

The ACM Pipe Runs were identified within the boiler room and the 3™ floor above the
plaster ceiling. The ACM runs could be seen going down pipe chases to the other floors.

Frost Environmental Services, LLC



Asbestos Survey
Sumner County Courthouse Gallatin Tennessee

2.0 INTRODUCTIONS

Frost Environmental Services, LLC (FES) was retained by Sumner County Government
to perform a survey for Asbestos Containing Materials (ACM) of the Sumner County
Courthouse in Gallatin Tennessee. The inspection was performed on March 10", 2016.
The purpose of the survey was to determine asbestos containing materials within the
exterior and interior of the building.

3.0 ASBESTOS SURVEY FINDINGS

The ACM inspection was performed in accordance with Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) / NESHAPS, Occupational Health and Safety Administration (OSHA), and State of
Tennessee Protocols. Seth Frost performed the inspection, on March 10", 2016.
Appropriate certification documents are located in Appendix C of this report.

3.1 ACM Survey Findings
3.1.1 Asbestos Containing Materials

A total of sixty — two (62) samples of suspect ACM were collected. As shown in Table 2
below, the following materials were determined to be ACM.

Table 2 — Positive ACM’s

MATERIAL (TYPE) LOCATION QUANTITY
White Floor tile and Black Mastic Under Hall Behind 2" Floor Circuit Court 250sqft
Non ACM 12x12 Slate Patter Floor Tile
Black Tar Coating Boiler Room and Above Ceiling on elbows of 400 fittings
Fiberglass Pipe Runs
Transite Panel Boiler Room Exterior Door 10sqft
2” AirCel Pipe Insulation Boiler Room and Above Plaster Ceiling (Basement, 1200Inft
3" Floor and Wall Chases)
Black mastic under Non ACM 12x12 B14 150sqft
Beige w/Brown /Tan Marble Floor Tile
Black and Yellow Mastic Under Carpet, Courtroom 1 15t Floor 680sqft
White Floor tile and Black Mastic Under Room 108 / 109 Entry Areas 300sqft
Non ACM 12x12 Slate Patter Floor Tile
Black mastic under Non ACM 12x12 Red | 3 Floor File Room, SW Breakroom and 301 Entry 200sqft
Floor Tile
Black mastic under 12x12 Tan Floor Tile Hall @ 303 60sqft
4” AirCell pipe Insulation and Elbows 3" Floor Above Plaster Ceiling & Wall Chases 800Inft
1” Pipe Fittings on Fiberglass Pipe Runs 3" Floor Above Plaster and Drop Ceiling 200 fittings
Black Mastic under non ACM 12x12 Tan 4" Floor Breakroom 50sqft
Marble Floor Tile

The ACM Pipe Runs were identified within the boiler room and the 3™ floor above the
plaster ceiling. The ACM runs could be seen going down pipe chases to the other floors.

Frost Environmental Services, LLC
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3.1.2 Non Asbestos Containing Materials
As shown in Table 3 below, the following materials were found not to contain asbestos

Table 3 - Non ACM’s

Plaster Brown Flooring Yellow carpet Glue
1x1 Ceiling Tile Brown Ceiling Tile Glue Dots 2x2 Ceiling Tiles
Tan Pipe Mastic White Duct Mastic Various Floor tiles
Tan Swirl Pattern Linoleum 4" Pipe FitFt)iirFI)geerESFiberglass
3.2 Asbestos Survey Protocol

Samples were given a unique numeric identification. Samples were placed in a sealed
container, sample was documented on a chain of custody and sent to a qualified
laboratory for analysis.

The technique used for sampling the suspected materials was designed to minimize
possible fiber release and in turn possible contamination of surrounding areas. All
representative "suspect" materials sampled, were collected in accordance with the EPA's
AHERA and "Guidance for Controlling Asbestos Containing Material in Buildings"
(EPA 560 / 6-85-024, June 1985).

The sample location was sprayed with an amended water mixture. Then a sample of the
material was collected and properly stored in a labeled airtight container. A chain of
custody form was completed for all bulk samples collected and subsequently delivered to
a qualified laboratory for analysis using Polarized Light Microscopy (PLM).

Suspect ACM was inspected to determine the condition of the material and touched to
determine its friability. A friable material is defined as a material that can be crumbled, or
reduced to powder by hand pressure. A friable material has a higher potential of
becoming airborne during disturbance.

FES personnel utilized PPE as deemed appropriate for each sampling event. Wet
methods were employed during the collection of bulk samples. Sampling was performed
with as little damage as possible to building materials. Samples were collected in hidden
inconspicuous areas. FES performed the inspection to the best of our ability, however it
is possible materials may not have been accessible during the time of the inspection.

5.0 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Following the inspection, ACM was identified following the inspection. Prior to renovation
activities, any ACM which may be disturb must be removed. Removal must be removed
by State of Tennessee Certified contractor and workers. All asbestos waste must be sent
to an EPA approved landfill. For any ACM to remain within the building, FES recommends
implementing an Asbestos Operations and Maintenance Plan.

Frost Environmental Services, LLC
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6.0 LIMITATIONS

FES performed a complete inspection of building. However, some materials may be
hidden and not identified or noted. FES performed the inspection to the best of their ability.
If a material is uncovered during renovation or demolition that was not identified during
the inspection, the material should be treated as asbestos until testing is performed.

Frost Environmental Services, LLC
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Appendix A Asbestos Laboratory Analytical Report
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POLARIZED LIGHT MICROSCOPY (PLM)

LABORATORY ANALYSIS REPORT
(EPA/600/R-93/116 (JUNE 1993))

CLIENT: Sumner County Government Date Received: 3/10/2016
PROJECT:  Sumner County Courthouse Date Analyzed: 3/10/2016
LOCATION: Gallatin Tennessee Date Reported: 3/11/2016
T
ANALYS | : Setn Frost TN D
Sample Binder (Non- Non-Asbestos Asbestos
Number Location Material Description Fibrous) Material Fiber Type & Percent
2nd Floor Circuit Courtroom,
1A North Side of Room Brown Flooring Under Carpet 85 15-Cellulose None Detected
2nd Floor Circuit Courtroom,
1B North Side of Room Brown Flooring Under Carpet 85 15-Cellulose None Detected
2nd Floor Circuit Courtroom,
1C North Side of Room Brown Flooring Under Carpet 85 15-Cellulose None Detected
2A Throughout Various Areas Yellow Carpet Glue 100 None Detected None Detected
2B Throughout Various Areas Yellow Carpet Glue 100 None Detected None Detected
2C Throughout Various Areas Yellow Carpet Glue 100 None Detected None Detected
Hall Behind 2nd Floor Circuit
3A Courtroom 12x12 Slate Pattern Floor Tile 100 None Detected None Detected
White Floor Tile 98 None Detected 2-Chrysotile
Black Mastic 94 None Detected 6-Chrysotile
Hall Behind 2nd Floor Circuit
3B Courtroom 12x12 Slate Pattern Floor Tile 100 None Detected None Detected
White Floor Tile 98 None Detected 2-Chrysotile
Black Mastic 94 None Detected 6-Chrysotile
4A Throughout 1x1 Ceiling Tile 2 98-Cellulose None Detected
4B Throughout 1x1 Ceiling Tile 2 98-Cellulose None Detected
4C Throughout 1x1 Ceiling Tile 2 98-Cellulose None Detected

Asbestos Containing Material (ACM) is defined as any material containing more than one percent asbestos.
Analysis was performed using EPA/600/R-93/116 (June 1993)), Test Method for the Determination of Asebstos in Bulk Building

Materials.




POLARIZED LIGHT MICROSCOPY (PLM)

LABORATORY ANALYSIS REPORT
(EPA/600/R-93/116 (JUNE 1993))

CLIENT: Sumner County Government Date Received: 3/10/2016
PROJECT:  Sumner County Courthouse Date Analyzed: 3/10/2016
LOCATION: Gallatin Tennessee Date Reported: 3/11/2016
T
ANALYS | : Setn Frost TN D
Sample Binder (Non- Non-Asbestos Asbestos
Number Location Material Description Fibrous) Material Fiber Type & Percent
5A Above Drop Ceiling Throughout Brown Glue Dots 100 None Detected None Detected
5B Above Drop Ceiling Throughout Brown Glue Dots 100 None Detected None Detected
5C Above Drop Ceiling Throughout Brown Glue Dots 100 None Detected None Detected
20-Cellulose /
6A Throughout Various Areas 2x2 Textured Ceiling Tile 20 60-Glass None Detected
20-Cellulose /
6B Throughout Various Areas 2x2 Textured Ceiling Tile 20 60-Glass None Detected
20-Cellulose /
6C Throughout Various Areas 2x2 Textured Ceiling Tile 20 60-Glass None Detected
2x2 Ceiling Tiles Pinholes 60-Cellulose /
7A Throughout Various Areas and Fissure 25 15-Glass None Detected
2x2 Ceiling Tiles Pinholes 60-Cellulose /
7B Throughout Various Areas and Fissure 25 15-Glass None Detected
2x2 Ceiling Tiles Pinholes 60-Cellulose /
7C Throughout Various Areas and Fissure 25 15-Glass None Detected
8A Throughout Plaster White Skim Coat 100 None Detected None Detected
Tan Course Plaster 100 <1-Animal Hair None Detected
8B Throughout Plaster White Skim Coat 100 None Detected None Detected
Tan Course Plaster 100 <1-Animal Hair None Detected
8C Throughout Plaster White Skim Coat 100 None Detected None Detected
Tan Course Plaster 100 <1-Animal Hair None Detected

Asbestos Containing Material (ACM) is defined as any material containing more than one percent asbestos.

Analysis was performed using EPA/600/R-93/116 (June 1993)), Test Method for the Determination of Asebstos in Bulk Building

Materials.




POLARIZED LIGHT MICROSCOPY (PLM)
LABORATORY ANALYSIS REPORT

(EPA/600/R-93/116 (JUNE 1993))

CLIENT: Sumner County Government Date Received: 3/10/2016
PROJECT:  Sumner County Courthouse Date Analyzed: 3/10/2016
LOCATION: Gallatin Tennessee Date Reported: 3/11/2016
T
ANALYS | : Setn Frost TN D
Sample Binder (Non- Non-Asbestos Asbestos
Number Location Material Description Fibrous) Material Fiber Type & Percent
Throughout Boiler Room and
9A Above Ceiling Black Tar Coating 92 None Detected 8-Chrysoitle
Throughout Boiler Room and
9B Above Ceiling Black Tar Coating 92 None Detected 8-Chrysoitle
Throughout Boiler Room and
9C Above Ceiling Black Tar Coating 92 None Detected 8-Chrysoitle
Basement Courtroom
10A Restrooms 12x12 Tan w/ Brown Streaks 100 None Detected None Detected
Yellow Mastic 100 None Detected None Detected
Basement Courtroom
10B Restrooms 12x12 Tan w/ Brown Streaks 100 None Detected None Detected
Yellow Mastic 100 None Detected None Detected
Boiler Room - on Fiberglass
11A Pipe Runs Tan Mastic Coating 100 None Detected None Detected
Boiler Room - on Fiberglass
11B Pipe Runs Tan Mastic Coating 100 None Detected None Detected
Boiler Room - on Fiberglass
11C Pipe Runs Tan Mastic Coating 100 None Detected None Detected
12A Boiler Room - On Metal Ducts White Mastic Coating 100 None Detected None Detected
12B Boiler Room - On Metal Ducts White Mastic Coating 100 None Detected None Detected
12C Boiler Room - On Metal Ducts White Mastic Coating 100 None Detected None Detected
13 Boiler Room Door Transite Panel 65 None Detected 35-Chrysotile

Asbestos Containing Material (ACM) is defined as any material containing more than one percent asbestos.

Analysis was performed using EPA/600/R-93/116 (June 1993)), Test Method for the Determination of Asebstos in Bulk Building

Materials.




POLARIZED LIGHT MICROSCOPY (PLM)

LABORATORY ANALYSIS REPORT
(EPA/600/R-93/116 (JUNE 1993))

CLIENT: Sumner County Government Date Received: 3/10/2016
PROJECT:  Sumner County Courthouse Date Analyzed: 3/10/2016
LOCATION: Gallatin Tennessee Date Reported: 3/11/2016
T
ANALYS | Seth Frost TN D
Sample Binder (Non- Non-Asbestos Asbestos
Number Location Material Description Fibrous) Material Fiber Type & Percent
Throughout Boiler Room and
14A Above Plaster Ceiling 2" Aircell Pipe Insulation 10 30-Cellulose 60-Chrysotile
Throughout Boiler Room and
14B Above Plaster Ceiling 2" Aircell Pipe Insulation 10 30-Cellulose 60-Chrysotile
Throughout Boiler Room and
14C Above Plaster Ceiling 2" Aircell Pipe Insulation 10 30-Cellulose 60-Chrysotile
12x12 Beige Brown / Tan
15 B14 Marble Floor Tile 100 None Detected None Detected
Black Mastic 94 None Detected 6-Chrysotile
16 B18 12x12 Tan w/ Black Floor Tile 100 None Detected None Detected
Yellow Mastic 100 None Detected None Detected
17A Basement Hall Restrooms Tan Swirl Pattern Linoleum 100 None Detected None Detected
17B Basement Hall Restrooms Tan Swirl Pattern Linoleum 100 None Detected None Detected
Black And Yellow Mastic
18A Courtoom 1 - 1st Floor Under Carpet 96 None Detected 4-Chrysotile
Black And Yellow Mastic
18B Courtoom 1 - 1st Floor Under Carpet 96 None Detected 4-Chrysotile
12x12 Tan Slate Pattern Floor
19A Room 108 / 109 Entry Areas Tile 100 None Detected None Detected
12x12 Peach Floor Tile 100 None Detected None Detected
12x12 White Floor Tile 98 None Detected 2-Chrysotile
Black Mastic 92 None Detected 8-Chrysotile

Asbestos Containing Material (ACM) is defined as any material containing more than one percent asbestos.

Analysis was performed using EPA/600/R-93/116 (June 1993)), Test Method for the Determination of Asebstos in Bulk Building

Materials.




POLARIZED LIGHT MICROSCOPY (PLM)

LABORATORY ANALYSIS REPORT
(EPA/600/R-93/116 (JUNE 1993))

CLIENT: Sumner County Government Date Received: 3/10/2016
PROJECT:  Sumner County Courthouse Date Analyzed: 3/10/2016
LOCATION: Gallatin Tennessee Date Reported: 3/11/2016
T
ANALYS | : Setn Frost TN D
Sample Binder (Non- Non-Asbestos Asbestos
Number Location Material Description Fibrous) Material Fiber Type & Percent
12x12 Tan Slate Pattern Floor
19B Room 108/ 109 Entry Areas Tile 100 None Detected None Detected
12x12 Peach Floor Tile 100 None Detected None Detected
12x12 White Floor Tile 98 None Detected 2-Chrysotile
Black Mastic 92 None Detected 8-Chrysotile
20 2nd Floor Jury Room 12x12 Green Floor Tile 100 None Detected None Detected
Yellow Mastic 100 None Detected None Detected
3rd Floor File Room, SW
21A Breakroom and 301 Entry 12x12 Red Floor Tile 100 None Detected None Detected
Tan Floor Tile 100 None Detected None Detected
Black Mastic 94 None Detected 6-Chrysoitle
3rd Floor File Room, SW
21B Breakroom and 301 Entry 12x12 Red Floor Tile 100 None Detected None Detected
Tan Floor Tile 100 None Detected None Detected
Black Mastic 94 None Detected 6-Chrysoitle
22 Hall @ 303 12x12 Tan Floor Tile 100 None Detected None Detected
Black Mastic 94 None Detected 6-Chrysoitle
23A 3rd Floor Above Plaster Ceiling 4" AirCel Pipe Insulation 10 30-Cellulose 60-Chrysoitile
23B 3rd Floor Above Plaster Ceiling 4" AirCel Pipe Insulation 10 30-Cellulose 60-Chrysoitile

Asbestos Containing Material (ACM) is defined as any material containing more than one percent asbestos.

Analysis was performed using EPA/600/R-93/116 (June 1993)), Test Method for the Determination of Asebstos in Bulk Building

Materials.




POLARIZED LIGHT MICROSCOPY (PLM)
LABORATORY ANALYSIS REPORT

(EPA/600/R-93/116 (JUNE 1993))

CLIENT: Sumner County Government Date Received: 3/10/2016
PROJECT:  Sumner County Courthouse Date Analyzed: 3/10/2016
LOCATION: Gallatin Tennessee Date Reported: 3/11/2016
T
ANALYS | : Setn Frost TN D
Sample Binder (Non- Non-Asbestos Asbestos
Number Location Material Description Fibrous) Material Fiber Type & Percent
23C 3rd Floor Above Plaster Ceiling| 4" AirCel Pipe Insulation 100 30-Cellulose 60-Chrysoitle
4" Pipe Fitting On Air Cell
24A 3rd Floor Above Plaster Ceiling Insulation 100 None Detected 80-Chrysotile
4" Pipe Fitting On Air Cell
24B 3rd Floor Above Plaster Ceiling Insulation 98 None Detected 80-Chrysotile
1" Pipe Fitting on Fiberglass
25A 3rd Floor Above Plaster Ceiling Pipe Run 92 25-Glass 3-Amosite
1" Pipe Fitting on Fiberglass
25B 3rd Floor Above Plaster Ceiling Pipe Run 100 20-Glass None Detected
1" Pipe Fitting on Fiberglass
25C 3rd Floor Above Plaster Ceiling Pipe Run 100 20-Glass None Detected
4" Pipe Fitting on Fiberglass
26A 3rd Floor Boiler Room Pipe Run 100 20-Glass None Detected
4" Pipe Fitting on Fiberglass
26B 3rd Floor Boiler Room Pipe Run 100 20-Glass None Detected
4" Pipe Fitting on Fiberglass
26C 3rd Floor Boiler Room Pipe Run 94 20-Glass None Detected
27 4th Floor Breakroom 12x12 Tan Marble Floor Tile 100 None Detected None Detected
Black Mastic 94 None Detected 6-Chrysotile

Asbestos Containing Material (ACM) is defined as any material containing more than one percent asbestos.

Analysis was performed using EPA/600/R-93/116 (June 1993)), Test Method for the Determination of Asebstos in Bulk Building

Materials.
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Appendix B Drawing

Frost Environmental Services, LLC
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Appendix C  Certifications
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THE STATE OF TENNESSEE

Department of Environment and Conservation Division of Solid Waste Management
Toxic Substances Program

William R. Snodgrass Tennessee Tower
312 Rosa L. Parks Avenue, 14th Floor Nashville TN 37243

By virtue of the authority vested by the Division of Solid Waste Management, the
Company named below is hereby accreditted to offer and/or conduct Asbestos activities
pursuant to Rule 1200-01-20:

Frost Environmental Services, LLC
339 Rockland Rd, Suite E Hendersonville TN, 37075
to conduct ASBESTOS ACTIVITIES in schools or public and commercial buildings in Tennessee.

This firm is responsible for compliance with the applicable requirements of Rule 1200-01-20.

Discipline Type Accreditation Number Effective Date Expiration Date

Accreditation Re-Accreditation A-F-720-47398 November 03, 2015 December 31, 2016

Given under the Seal of the State of Tennessee in Nashville.

This 3rd Day of November 2015

Division of Solid Waste Management
Toxic Substance Program

CN-1324 (Rev 6/13) RDA-3020
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