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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Based on my review of District-provided information and data related to asbestos evaluation, remediation and
testing activities performed at Masterman MS/HS over the past 2 years (from October, 2019 – September,
2021), in addition to what I observed in onsite evaluations conducted on 8/31, 9/3 & 9/9, it is my conclusion
that there is still no way to be sufficiently certain that all areas of the school have been made fully safe for
student and staff occupancy without the provision of additional information and additional response actions
being performed.
Instead, it is my opinion that generally acknowledged and recognized “Best Practices” for asbestos remediation
and testing were not adequately followed, including those referenced in the “Best Practices Memo” (dated July
16, 2020) and in the “School District of Philadelphia Asbestos Abatement Program” final plan document
(dated 8.10.20), at least for a significant amount of the asbestos remediation and testing work performed at
Masterman MS/HS.
It is also my opinion that further clarification, information and details about asbestos remediation work
practices and procedures is needed and that additional cleaning, testing and remediation work is required in
order to determine, with a sufficient degree of certainty and confidence, that all areas of the Masterman MS/HS
can continue to be safely occupied by students and staff.
The conditions I observed during my site visits indicated that the type of “Best Practices” necessary to assure
that all occupied areas can be verified as free of airborne asbestos hazard were not conducted in all locations
or spaces at Masterman MS/HS. As referred to here, “Best Practices” includes the use of increased
containment and space protection measures based on considerations other than relying only on the amount of
remediation planned, removal and replacement of porous materials such as ceiling tiles that have been
potentially impacted by asbestos materials whether or not they are visibly contaminated, aggressive and robust
levels of cleaning, and the use of high-quality testing and analytic methods (e.g. “TEM” laboratory methods, at
least to some degree, as opposed to the exclusive use of “PCM” testing methods). These approaches, and
others that facilitate collaborative assessment, evaluation and review, when followed, provide additional
certainty and assurance to stakeholders that, with respect to potential exposures from a cancer-causing agent
like asbestos, all rooms and areas can be considered and verified to be completely safe and healthy for students
and staff prior to returning to the spaces.
The Asbestos Abatement Program and Best Practices documents referenced above were developed through a
joint and collaborative discussion process with District, PFT and SEIU 32 BJ representatives alongside City
representatives from the Mayor’s Office, along with Arc Environmental, a 3rd firm hired by City; if at least the
spirit and letter of the approaches finalized more than a year ago simply were implemented at Masterman
MS/HS, the issues now being faced would have been averted or much more easily solved.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

Recommendation 1: Immediately establish an Environmental Action Team (E.A.T.) at
Masterman MS/HS
Recommendation 2: Replace all ceiling tiles located below damaged asbestos-containing
materials (ACMs) that were remediated between 10/2019 and the current date.
Recommendation 3: Collect samples of surface dust remaining on top of ceiling tiles to
determine if asbestos contamination is present.
Recommendation 4: “Best Practices” regarding containment and testing methods for
performing ongoing asbestos remediation and testing should be employed.
Recommendation 5: Asbestos air sampling should be conducted using TEM analysis at
least as a confirmatory air sampling approach.
Recommendation 6: Further and specific assessment, remediation, response and sampling
is needed based on the joint and collaborative plan development by and with the E.A.T.
Recommendation 7: All existing and remaining open ends, seams and cracks in any
existing, remaining asbestos-insulated piping should be fully encapsulated and sealed.
Recommendation 8: A written Masterman MS/HS -specific Operations and Maintenance
Plan (O&MP) must be developed and implemented.
Recommendation 9: All practices and procedures as described in the “Best Practices
Memo” (dated July 16, 2020) and in the “School District of Philadelphia Asbestos
Abatement Program” final plan document (dated 8.10.20) must be implemented.
Recommendation 10: A construction site safety plan to ensure protection of all student and
staff during and throughout the construction project should be developed and
implemented.
Further explanation and details are provided for each of the above recommendations in Sections IV on
pages 9-10 below.
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II. ASSESSMENT ACTIVITY SUMMARY – August 31, September 3 & September 9, 2021
Beginning on 8/31/2021, the District granted me access to Masterman MS/HS to perform observational site
visits for the purposes of conducting an independent assessment of the in-place asbestos conditions and of the
asbestos related work (inspection, remediation and testing) performed by the School District of Philadelphia
over the past 2 years. I visited the school on 2 additional occasions - 9/3 and 9/9 - to complete a visual
assessment of areas throughout 5 floors of the school (basement - Floor 4); the District stated that there was no
asbestos work or impacts on the 5th floor nor were there any asbestos-related activities or impacts expected to
occur associated with ongoing construction activities at the school.
In addition to conducting site evaluations, I was able to review numerous inspection reports, remediation
descriptions and sampling data as provided by the District in response to Freedom of Information Act (FOIA)
requests made by the Masterman MS/HS HSA and also in response to various requests made by the PFT as
well as pursuant to District compliance with established data sharing agreements with the PFT. However, it is
still uncertain if all currently available documents have been received.
In forming my impressions of the situation at Masterman MS/HS, and in reaching the conclusions and
recommendations presented below, I have relied on my review of documents and materials stretching back to
October 2019, on my physical assessment and site observations on 8/31, 9/3 & 9/9, and on my expertise,
experience and knowledge about asbestos risk, evaluation, remediation and testing work in general and as
performed at Masterman MS/HS specifically.
My conclusions and recommendations are framed by both an understanding of the current and applicable
regulatory requirements and by the “Best Practice” approaches that I strongly believe, from a public healthenvironmental science perspective, must be employed to ensure that the health, safety and welfare of students
and staff is adequately and verifiably protected.
It was my understanding that during the site visits, District representatives wanted to limit the inspection scope
– i.e. to areas to be inspected, and questions to be asked – to only those locations identified and/or worked in
subsequent to January 21, 2021. It was also my understanding that the District also wanted to restrict
inspection activities and collection of information only to direct asbestos remediation and testing work; District
representatives were unwilling to discuss, or allow me to evaluate, what they considered to be “non-asbestos”
construction-related activities or other environmental issues, such as lead paint exposures, that might impact
the health, safety, welfare or comfort of occupants.
During the inspections on 8/31, 9/3 & 9/9, I was accompanied by a 6-8 member team from the District
including Kimberly Dutch, Associate General Counsel for the SDP; Stephen Link, Director of the Office of
Environmental Management Services (OEMS); Kevin Meldrum (OEMS Environmental Remediation
Manager); Steven Vena (Viva EHS); and 2-3 members of the District’s asbestos remediation and abatement
team who were present to move ceiling tiles and ladders to facilitate my inspection above drop ceilings
where asbestos remediation had been performed.
I was able to spend a total of about 7 hours on site conducting an observational assessment during the course of
the 3 days I was at the Masterman MS/HS and I was able to inspect a total of about 60 different spaces
including classrooms, offices, hallways, bathrooms, and mechanical spaces, looking both above drop ceilings
(in locations where remediation work was performed) as well as in occupied spaces located below drop
ceilings. I estimate that there were more than 200 specific “locations” (remediation “locations” on pipes where
patching, repair, encapsulation and/or removal activities were conducted), in the 60 spaces where damaged
asbestos materials had been present.
It is important to highlight the fact that the multiple locations where damaged asbestos materials were
identified during District assessments, were locations where damaged asbestos-containing materials,
sometimes accompanied by associated debris, likely existed for many days-months, or even longer (for
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example “concealed” above ceiling tiles), prior to their being identified, reported and remediated. This reality
contributes to my concerns and conclusions about potential airborne asbestos fiber risk and necessary response.
Answers to most of the technical questions I posed during the site visits in an attempt to better understand and
obtain clarification about what happened on site in the areas we were looking at - what asbestos related work
was done exactly where and how, what specific work practices and procedures were employed in specific
locations, and about the ways in which air sampling was collected* - were routinely not provided; instead I
was frequently directed by District representatives, to consult the Philadelphia Asbestos Control Regulations
(ACR) because “the District followed whatever they were required to do by the ACR” or, if I still had
questions, I was told to put them in writing and send them to the District where they “would be taken under
advisement.”
The challenges in obtaining information as described above, and issues and concerns with asbestos exposures
in occupied school areas, are not unique to Masterman MS/HS – they have been ongoing problems in many
schools and, in fact, were a major driving force behind the process started in January, 2020, that led to the
creation of the School District of Philadelphia Asbestos Abatement Program Final, dated 8.10.20, that included
relevant language which, if implemented, would have resulted in a much-improved set of outcomes at
Masterman MS/HS and throughout District schools.
* The type of information and detail requested by me while on site at Masterman MS/HS was simply that which
was included and addressed in the School District of Philadelphia Asbestos Abatement Program Final, dated
8.10.20.
This can be verified by referring to language on page 17 of the Asbestos Abatement Program, “Asbestos work
plans and specifications are prepared for capital projects and large renovation projects by third-party EPAtrained and Commonwealth of Pennsylvania-licensed Asbestos Project Designer consultants. The work
plans/specifications should be jointly reviewed by OEMS and PFT prior to their approval by OEMS and
before being provided to the Capitol Program Compliance Manager for incorporation into the construction
project manual.”
On page 16, of the Asbestos Abatement Program, it states, “OEMS will work in collaboration with PFT to
share information, schedules, reports and other data related to the above surveys and inventories and will
inform PFT about, and attempt to coordinate schedules to the extent feasible to facilitate joint inspection
activity where feasible.
The collaboration and information referred to above, was not provided.
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III. PRELIMINARY FINDINGS, OBSERVATIONS & REVELANT DETAILS

The list of issues presented below serves to highlight and summarize important details:
1. Very little, if any, coordination or collaboration was provided by the District to the PFT related to joint
participation in assessment, evaluation and inspection activities of in-place asbestos material conditions,
locations and amounts during the past 2 years of evaluation conducted at Masterman MS/HS by District
OEMS, Facility Maintenance & Operations Department representatives, or by representatives of the District’s
Capital Program office.
2. Necessary information and details about the specific timing and implemented work scope(s) specifically
related to asbestos work, but also regarding construction activities, was not provided to the PFT, in a timely or
useful manner, for most, or all, of the asbestos remediation actions performed over the past 2 years.
3. No coordination or collaboration was provided by the District to the PFT to participate in the observation or
testing of asbestos remediation activities conducted at Masterman MS/HS for most, or all, of the asbestos
remediation and testing activities conducted at the school.
The lack of on-site coordination during evaluation, remediation and testing activities afforded to the PFT
resulted in our inability to observe, first-hand and in “real-time,” the work practices, procedures and methods
used and implemented, on site. We also, obviously, therefore had no opportunity to comment on, or work with
the District representatives, in ensuring necessary and effective Best Practices were being followed as
remediation work occurred.
4. Multiple Asbestos Remediation and Air Monitoring Reports were prepared for OEMS by a number of
environmental monitoring firms (report dates provided for each) including: Criterion Laboratories
(12/19/2019), (2/20/2020), (12/10/2020) and (October 20, 2020); The Vertex Companies (12/14/2020); Viva
EHS 2/28/2021); ACER (8/2/2021) and (8/18/2021); and Synertech (August 27, 2021) that were not shared by
the District with the PFT in a timely or comprehensive manner.
The District did not afford the PFT the opportunity to participate in the development of conduct of inspection,
assessment, abatement project “design” work (including the selection and implementation of specific work
practices and procedures), and testing methodologies implemented at Masterman MS/HS.
The lack of coordination with the PFT during the above referenced activities, is in contradiction to both the
specific provisions and the overall “spirit” of the School District of Philadelphia’s Asbestos Abatement
Program Final, dated 8.10.20, mentioned above. For example, page 7 of the document states:
p. Philadelphia Federations of Teachers Health & Welfare Fund & Union (PFTH&WF/U) –
Environmental - Responsible for representing the PFT in all aspects of asbestos abatement
activities within schools. Responsibilities of the PFT include the following:
i.
ii.
iii.
iv.
v.
vi.

Reviewing asbestos surveys/inspection reports and related information.
Reviewing abatement design specifications and corrective action work plans.
Participating in asbestos-related work site inspections.
Participating/conducting final air sampling.
Participating in asbestos training, and communicating with school staff and
stakeholders about asbestos abatement in schools.
Participating in review of asbestos-related portions of capital project designs as
described within the Program
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vii.

Participate in planning and solution identification related to asbestos abatement
activities.
(emphasis added above for iii – vii)

4. In addition to the many final reports listed above, multiple Asbestos DDC (Design Data Collection)
documents and Asbestos Abatement Notifications were also developed over the past 2 years by the District
and/or its’ environmental consultants, specifically related to Masterman MS/H. The DDCs and Abatement
Notifications documented well over 100 individual locations where damaged asbestos insulation materials and
debris had been identified and needed remediation.
An instructive example is presented by the Asbestos DDC dated 11/20/2020, prepared by Viva EHS, in which
53 separate spaces (rooms/areas) were identified as having damaged asbestos containing materials present in
normally occupied spaces. Many spaces exhibited multiple locations with damaged asbestos present.
The 11/20/2020 DDC listed a total of more than 1100 linear and square feet of asbestos-containing materials
recommended for removal estimating it would take approximately 2,000 person hours of work to complete all
recommended remediation as specified. The actual amount of removal associated with the 11/20/20 DDC was
a fraction of what was recommended – in very many instances the damage was simply patched and repaired
and the remaining asbestos left in place.
5. Comprehensive construction documents and drawings, including clear descriptions of construction related
impacts in all locations (including the elevator and roofing system) have not been fully provided for PFT
review and use, and District representatives were unwilling to discuss, or provide information about,
construction activities and work scopes while I was conducting site visits (and prior), stating that there was no
relevant asbestos related impacts expected during the conduct of the construction work.
The lack of data sharing is in direct contradiction to language about Capital Program approaches in the School
District of Philadelphia’s Asbestos Abatement Program in which it is stated, on page 17, “The work
plans/specifications should be jointly reviewed by OEMS and PFT prior to their approval by OEMS and
before being provided to the Capitol Program Compliance Manager for incorporation into the
construction project manual.”
6. Asbestos work scopes, in general, as proposed by environmental consultants to the District and included in
DDC documents, frequently recommend much more extensive removal and abatement work than is
subsequently performed leaving asbestos materials (even if patched, repaired and temporarily stabilized) in
place. The example provided above re: the 11/20/2020 DDC is just one instance of several.
It is noted here, that if more extensive removal and remediation work was, in fact, implemented, it would have
required – by regulation – that more stringent controls, and upgraded testing requirements to be put in place.
This too, would have made a difference by increasing the scale and scope of protective measures employed
thereby reducing the degree of potential hazard posed to occupants.
7. During my walkthrough evaluations I observed a significant amount of asbestos-containing insulation
materials still remaining in place on heating distribution piping both above and below ceiling tiles throughout
all floors and areas of the building with a mix of wrapped asbestos and fiberglass insulation materials on
piping. (Refer to Photos 2,3,4,6,7 & 9).
During the walkthrough assessment it was often difficult to visually determine which in-place materials were
confirmed as asbestos-containing and which were non-asbestos materials (e.g. fiberglass), because of the
presence of canvas or other wrapping on top of the pipe insulation. In many locations where fiberglass
insulation was present on straight sections of the piping, the “pipe elbows” (right angle turns and bends) and
other irregular-shaped pipe sections (e.g. at valves) have been determined to be covered with asbestos
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insulation. On site District representatives were unwilling, or unable, to provide much additional clarification
about these conditions, referring me instead to the documents previously provided.
There was also un-insulated heating piping observed in many locations – this piping often appeared to be
severely corroded and rusty indicating potential future problems with leaking and rupturing of heating
distribution piping. Leaks and other water intrusion sources that had resulted in likely damage to some of the
asbestos materials (that had been remediated) and also to wall surfaces and finishes with lead-based (assumed)
paint were also clearly evident. (Refer to Photo 8).
In almost all inspected locations above and below ceilings, the patch and repair work, including encapsulation
performed, looks to have effectively served to stabilize the damaged sections of the asbestos material such that
further exposure from those locations should not occur in the near future assuming no further sources of
damage operate to disturb these materials (this patch and repair approach should be considered to be a
temporary solution requiring ongoing monitoring and control). (Refer to Photos 2,3,4,6,7 & 9).
8. To the extent it could be determined based on review of documents, it appeared as if all District conducted
air sampling for incidental, small, and minor work activities performed throughout the school and over the past
2 years, were exclusively performed using the more limited PCM (Phase Contrast Microscopy) methods. All
sample results were considered to have “passed” the acceptable (as per Philadelphia regulations) re-occupancy
standards for PCM prior to allowing re-occupancy.
It is again noted, however, that although PCM testing is permissible according to regulation, it is an inferior
approach, as compared to the “Best Practice” use of the TEM (Transmission Electron Microscopy) method, in
its ability to being able to determine with sufficient confidence and certainty whether or not the concentration
of airborne levels of asbestos fibers are actually safe for occupancy.
9. Some locations, above and below ceiling tiles, had the asbestos insulation removed (Refer to Photo 1).
10. In multiple spaces, located above the ceiling tiles, the plaster ceiling structure located approximately 2 feet
above the drop ceilings, exhibited significant damage and deterioration to lead-containing (assumed) paint.
There were also numerous holes, penetrations and other damage to the ceiling system observed (Refer to
Photos 2,3,4,6,7 & 9).
11. In multiple locations above ceiling tiles, an extensive “debris field” consisting of dust, dirt, mouse
droppings, paint chips, plaster, masonry, and, possibly, asbestos contamination, was observed. The extent of
the debris field and its specific location in proximity to damaged, remediated asbestos containing materials,
varied, but was hard to determine with exactness. The presence of these materials on top of ceiling tiles
presents a potential exposure hazard if and when tiles are moved, damaged or disturbed in other ways (Refer
to Photos 1,2,3,5, & 7).
Bulk testing of paint chips and plaster, and perhaps other materials, were conducted by District environmental
consultants (Synertech Environmental, 8/27/2021) and the tested materials were found to not contain asbestos;
however, it appeared as if no testing was performed using available micro-vacuuming methods, of the debris
field sufficient to determine if there was any asbestos contamination on top of ceiling tiles of the debris.
12. There were hundreds of individual locations within spaces at Masterman MS/HS in which damaged
asbestos-containing materials, including debris, were remediated using various methods. During my
assessment it was impossible to determine, with sufficient specificity, by visual observation, the review of
provided documentation, or information provided by District representatives while on site, what asbestos
remediation work was conducted exactly where on piping, and at what specific points in time during the past
24 months, in many locations.
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It is noted here that the act and process of asbestos remediation, including patch and repair work,
encapsulation and removal, necessarily involves increased risk and hazard of airborne asbestos fiber
exposure. This is obviously because the material that has been present in an undamaged or even slightly
damaged state is now being directly contacted and handled in an “aggressive” manner. The increased risk of
elevated airborne exposure, of course, also extends to situations where more extensively damaged asbestos
materials are present.
The use of best practice controls and rigorous adherence to, and enforcement of, effective work-practices and
procedures, as well as the use of TEM-type testing, is therefore especially advisable because of the disturbance
of the asbestos and the potential harm posed by airborne asbestos exposure.
13. General information was provided (in documents and on-site) by the District about specific work practices
and procedures, including the use of work site containment, asbestos related cleaning/decontamination
techniques including exact extent of the areas cleaned as part of the remediation, and air testing and sampling
performed in work locations, but some specific relevant details necessary to fully assess occupant safety and
health were not provided for many spaces.
14. In a few locations, for example in classrooms 302, 306, 202, 205 & 213, I observed what I considered to be
some remaining minor damage/open ends of asbestos insulation where piping penetrated the plaster ceiling and
walls (Refer to Photos 5, & 6).
15. I was unable to inspect some areas and locations (e.g. auditorium radiator insulation, pipe insulation in pipe
chases located in hallways) because they were inaccessible at the time of my visits to the school.
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IV. DETAILED RECOMMENDATIONS

Recommendations listed below are based on my current understanding of the District’s reported inspection
findings, and of the scale, scope and nature of the work performed at Masterman MS/HS over the past 2 year
period starting in late 2019, and also based on my observations and site visit findings. The recommendations as
written below, should not be considered to be fully comprehensive and will likely require that they be
augmented and modified through review and recommendations by, the Environmental Action Team (E.A.T.)
described below in Recommendation 1.
Recommendations have been included to help define and include work scope details and actions I believe are
required in order to ensure, within a reasonable degree of scientific certainty, that all occupants can trust and
have confidence that no existing, asbestos related exposure hazards are present anywhere at Masterman
MS/HS. This process requires a collaborative and joint approach in order to be successful.
Recommendation 1 - An Environmental Action Team (E.A.T.) - similar to what has successfully been done at
other schools must be immediately created to begin the work of ensuring Masterman MS/HS is acceptably safe
and healthy for all occupants.
Representatives from the District’s OEMS, Facilities Maintenance & Operations Department, and Capital
Program Office, along with PFT environmental science and union representatives, the Masterman MS/HS
Principal and Building Engineer, school staff representatives and representatives of the Masterman HSA must
be included on the E.A.T to immediately begin a joint data sharing, review and solution-finding
implementation process aimed at developing, carrying-out and verifying an asbestos oversight and
management plan for Masterman MS/HS. The following tasks and activities conducted by the E.A.T should
include, but not limited to:
• Sharing and review of all relevant materials, information, reports, and data.
• Engaging in discussion and obtaining a good working understanding of the specific asbestos remediation and
testing related work practices and procedures employed in identified spaces and locations from 10/2019.
• Engaging in discussion and obtaining a good working understanding of the methods used to remove, clean
and cover ceiling tiles and to address debris on top of ceiling tiles where damaged asbestos insulation was
located and remediated.
• Engaging in detailed discussion and obtaining a good working understanding of work scope issues,
approaches and decisions related to amounts of asbestos removed vs patched and repaired.
• Developing a comprehensive plan of action, with time frames and assigned responsibilities for additional
remediation and testing as necessary (to include elements listed in recommendations 2-8 below).
• Addressing other environmental health and safety issues as relevant and necessary to control potential
asbestos related exposure hazards and hazards associated with construction activities in occupied
environments.
The E.A.T. approach, performed at the school level, can help not only in identifying and addressing sitespecific issues and hazards in a direct and comprehensive manner, but brings people “to the table” to work
together to improve transparency, to facilitate stakeholder engagement and to rebuild trust and confidence.
Recommendations 2 – 8 should all be implemented at Masterman MS/HS as quickly as possible. The timing,
specific scheduling, scope and extent of the implementation activities and details tbd through the E.A.T.
process described above.
Recommendation 2 - Replace all ceiling tiles located below damaged ACM that was remediated during the
period between 10/2019 and current date. This is an appropriate work practice where “porous” materials, such
as the ceiling tiles at Masterman MS/HS have been impacted by potential asbestos contamination.
• The extent, timing, and scheduling of ceiling tile removal and replacement tbd by the E.A.T.
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• It may be advisable to consider performing extensive HEPA vacuuming on top of ceiling tiles throughout the
school in all locations where asbestos-containing materials are present as an “interim” control until all ceiling
tiles are removed and replaced.
Recommendation 3 – Micro-vacuum dust samples using ASTM D5755 should be collected of the debris on
top of ceiling tiles and analyzed for the presence of asbestos fiber contamination in order to understand if there
is/was any asbestos contamination in the surface dust “debris field” located underneath and/or in close
proximity to locations where damaged asbestos materials were remediated – this could be done at the same
time ceiling tiles are being “cleaned” and/or removed and replaced.
The extent, number and timing of sampling (“sampling strategy” to be employed) tbd by the E.A.T., as part of
the comprehensive action plan.
Recommendation 4 – Best Practices regarding asbestos-related containment and testing methods for
performing ongoing asbestos remediation and testing should be employed (practices used should be at least
consistent with the Asbestos Abatement Program plan and Best Practices Memo documents described above).
Specific application and implementation tbd by the E.A.T.
Recommendation 5 - Asbestos air sampling should be conducted using TEM analysis at least as a
confirmatory air sampling approach in some number of locations to ensure the PCM-analyzed samples
collected throughout almost all of the project work conducted at Masterman MS/HS accurately reflect the
potential airborne asbestos hazard risk, if any, at the school. Specific application, sampling strategy and timing
tbd by the E.A.T.
Recommendation 6 - Further and specific remediation, response and sampling plan and assessment details (as
described above in Recommendations 2-3) should be jointly developed together in a collaborative manner
between PFT and SDP as part of the E.A.T.’s charge.
Recommendation 7 - All existing and remaining open ends, seams and cracks in any existing asbestosinsulated piping should be fully encapsulated and sealed (refer to information provided above and Photo 5).
Recommendation 8 - Because of the amount and location of existing asbestos containing materials still inplace at Masterman MS/HS, and the history of ongoing damage with potential for exposure risk, a robust and
written school specific Operations and Maintenance Plan (O&MP) is required to ensure effective control of
asbestos related exposure hazard moving forward.
The O&MP should be discussed and drafted with the input and participation by the Masterman MS/HS E.A.T.
Recommendation 9 – At a minimum the practices and procedures described in detail in the “School District
of Philadelphia Asbestos Abatement Program (Final)” document dated, 8.10.20, and the accompanying “Best
Practices Recommendations” dated July 16, 2020, developed by Arc Environmental, the City of Philadelphia’s
3rd Party consultant, as part of technical discussion and agreement between District, SEIU-32 BJ and PFT
environmental representatives, should be implemented at Masterman MS/HS and used throughout the District.
Recommendation 10 – A construction site safety plan sufficient to ensure students and staff are adequately
protected from construction project safety and health hazards including, but not limited to, dust, fumes, noise
and other potential exposures must be developed and implemented. E.A.T. representatives should provide
input into the plan and should be provided with regular (weekly/biweekly) updates about the construction
activities, schedule and other details related to the ongoing construction project at Masterman MS/HS until
completion.
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V. SELECTED PHOTOGRAPHS

Photo 1 - Masterman MS/HS – 08.31.2021 - CR 404 - Above Drop Ceiling - Center of room - Pipe from which asbestos
insulation was removed - Dust, dirt, debris, plaster, mouse droppings and material in immediate proximity of abated pipe.
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Photo 2 - Masterman MS/HS – 08.31.2021 - CR 313 - Pipes with asbestos insulation above ceiling tiles - patch and repair work
conducted - Close up of " debris field" on top of tiles
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Photo 3 - Masterman MS/HS – 08.31.2021 - CR-307 - Patch-Repair Encapsulation of Above-ceiling pipiing - Showing debris
field underneath and nearby piping with possible asbestos contamination intermixed with paint chips, mouse droppings and
damaged paint
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Photo 4 - Masterman MS/HS – 08.31.2021 - CR-311 – Computer Room - Patch-Repair Encapsulation (4 locations) of pipe
“risers”– on either side to the column between classroom windows. Pipe risers penetrate, and continue, above ceiling.
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Photo 5 - Masterman MS/HS – 09.03.2021 - CR-205 – Showing patched section of piping with patch and repair work. In the
top center of photo, where the pipe penetrates the plaster ceiling, it appears as if the asbestos end is exposed.

15

Photo 6 - Masterman MS/HS – 09.03.2021 - CR-205 –“Debris Field” underneath remediated (patch and repaired pipe)
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Photo 7 - Masterman MS/HS – 09.03.2021 - CR-201 –“Debris Field” underneath remediated (patch and repaired pipe) –
severely damaged paint and plaster above
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Photo 8 - Masterman MS/HS – 09.09.2021 – Basement CR-9 –sections of uninsulated piping (documenting extreme corrosion)
mixed with fiberglass insulation. This type of situation provides a historical “glimpse” of previously removed asbestos insulation
(also likely performed in a “patchwork” manner)
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Photo 9 - Masterman MS/HS – 09.09.2021 - Basement - Book Storage Closet - Multiple Patches and Repairs on Asbestos
Above Book Shelves – full extent of work unclear
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Photo 10 - Masterman MS/HS – 09.03.2021 - Basement - Book Storage Closet – Close-Up of photo 7—Dust and debris on top
of shelving (unclear when this condition is from but raises cleaning related concerns that require further information and
clarification)
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