
MINUTES

Addison Central School District
Facilities Committee
Committee Meeting
Wednesday, October 16, 2024, 8:30 am - 9:30 am
49 Charles Avenue
Middlebury VT
05753

ACSD District Vision and Mission

OUR VISION
Our vision is for all ACSD students to reach their full learning
potential, have a sense of belonging in our schools, and enrich our
community and the communities where they live in the future.

OUR MISSION
Our mission is to provide high-quality, equitable, and varied learning
environments that inspire a passion for learning and growth among our students. 

Call to Order Upon Reaching A QuorumA.

Jason called the meeting to order at 8:30 am

Introductions - Board Members, Administrators and StaffB.

Jason Chance, Barb Wilson, Brian Bauer, Chip Malcolm, Joanna Doria, Bruce MacIntire- Dir of
Facilities, Matt Corrente- Dir of Finance and Operations, Wendy Baker- Superintendent

Recommendation to Approve Minutes From September 18, 2024C.

Motion Status: passed Abstain: Joanna

Puplic CommentD.

No public comment

Committee Discussion:E.

Captial Improvement Planning RFP Review1.

Bruce starts the conversation off: He has been working on the RFP since last month’s
meeting.
In order to select a consultant, we need to describe what we want, then we can receive a
proposal and price. Chip asks about the necessity of the RFP. Matt answers that if we want
to
spend more than $40,000, we need to go out for a bid. Chip clarifies his question: it is
necessary
from the State’s perspective? Bruce answers that it is not a requirement the State is asking
for;
RFP is a Request for Proposal and it allows us an apples-to-apples comparison. We can put
what
we want into it; the more details we add, the more suitable/relevant the final proposal will be.



Also, it is the best way to get accurate and multiple bids. Bruce asks for any feedback the
committee has with regard to the presented draft.
Barb is a little confused as to how the draft reflects the committee’s conversation from last
month’s meeting. The focus, she remembers, was on Phase I and the Middlebury Schools.
She is
concerned the scope it too large, as it seems the current draft reflects more than Phase I and
might be asking for unqualified deliverables. Are there phases she is missing? Bruce
responds
by noting the vital information the architect needs to know in order to direct/help us prioritize.
That’s why this has is a broader scope. Barb wants to spend our money wisely to ensure this
RFP helps us make decisions grounded in our Phase I which the board agreed on was the
Middlebury Schools.
Matt clarifies our language around Phases and Processes; this is a two-process two-phase
model. Process I is MUMS, Mary Hogan, and MUHS. Process II is all the other schools.
Phase I is
developing a conceptual plan for the Middlebury schools which already reflect a logical
size/level of consolidation. Simultaneously, Process II is unfolding with a policy examination at

the board level. With regard to the RFP, we should attempt to include the full scope but, to
Barb’s point, the processes and phases should be clarified.
Barb wonders what the immediate ask is? Bruce says that there is no immediate ask; the
RFP
outlines the project so we can solicit bids and identify the most appropriate firm for the
District’s needs/wants. Once we have a selected a preferred vendor, we can then move
forward
with a more interactive process. Wendy asks about previous RFP processes and how that
might
be reflected in the current draft. Bruce says that there hasn’t been a previous RFP for
Facilities
Master Planning; TruexCullins was selected based on reputation and availability. The firm
was
also familiar due to work on MUHS.
Wendy adds to Barb’s thoughts: if the immediate work from the Committee focuses first on
the
Middlebury schools, we are getting pivotal/important pieces of information which will inform
what is analyzed in Phase II which is the policy discussion. She notes there are questions
from
the greater community around the educational (teaching) capacity of Mary Hogan and
MUMS.
Bruce says that’s why the whole district is part of the RFP- we need to be clear with the firm
that the ask might ultimately include all of the schools and not just the board’s priority of Mary
Hogan, MUMS and MUHS.
Barb suggests that we clarify what the deliverables are and incorporate the language from
Matt’s August presentation; i.e. the phases and processes. We should avoid re-doing
previous
work and respect the board’s policy decisions and the timing of that.
Matt wonders if that means we wait to engage an architect. All agree that’s not the intention.
Joanna asks about the RFP language around the three Educational Leadership Teams and
what
they are reflecting. Can they be defined to more follow Process I? Bruce says he can
add/change that, if that’s what the committee wants. Wendy asks Bruce if the RFP includes
too
much of the Board’s processes, might it not be attractive to potential firms? Bruce isn’t too



concerned with that but notes the shift between Middlebury and district-wide being
laborious/not cost-effective.
Jason asks of the RFP is meant to include both processes and all phases and what the goal
is.
Bruce says that the goal is to identify a vendor and agrees it needs to incorporate the
processes
as presented to the board.
Barb suggests we add a background section and note that the goal is to move on from the
previous work and clearly define future deliverables along with an effective and efficient
Capital
Improvement Plan. The first deliverable is associated with Mary Hogan, MUMS and MUHS
that
should give us an apples-to-apples comparison. The second deliverable includes follow-up
work. We have to be okay with the potential that there might not be a way for the firm to
deliver on the second process, yet, until the board grapples with the policy conversation. Matt
echoes the unknowns and that we won’t switch firms, but the bidder should know there is
more work to come.

Bruce understands that the addition of the phases in the RFP needs to happen.
Wendy notes the need to differentiate Facilities Master Planning and Capital Improvement
Planning where the vision is being led by the board and not the architect firm. Joanna
questions
the preauthorization process- what do we need from the potential firm to achieve that goal?
The beginning stages of bond development.
Jason asks about the scope of the RFP- is there any reason to limit that to just Process I?
Wendy
thinks it’s important to include both Processes (and both Phases). Bruce: the closer we can
come to identify the whole project, the better position we will be in. Jason notes that the
second Process holds so many unknowns that it could be a barrier to gaining bids. Wendy
breaks it down to a spectrum of options: Process II could include an analysis of as many as 6
schools or as few as one analysis of a new site, including a portion of the six. If we provide a
range, we will get a price range back. Which means we need to be extra clear on what we
need
as a deliverable.
The committee continues grappling with the scope and order of the RFP.
Bruce notes that it might be helpful to include the firm in some of the process. With regard to
the Strategic Plan, Brian is concerned that some of the goals might not be affordable. Barb
drills
down on the deliverables and wants to be sure there is clarity on who is responsible for each
piece. Chip remembers the time spent on the ideals and doesn’t think we should rehash the
work. Barb doesn’t see that as the deliverable. Jason suggests removing the words
“educational
specifications” from the deliverables since it’s really an output from the board. Same with
“project goals and principles.” Barb wonders if the organization of the RFP could include
affordability and potential risk assessment. Matt wants to be clear that there is some
groundwork to build on as we expedite/track MUHS; MUMS and Mary Hogan. It helps the
board move forward from “making a plan to make a plan.” We also want to be able to say that
our buildings are not a liability.
Matt outlines the framework of the RFP on the whiteboard:
Process I: Capital Improvements @ Mary Hogan, MUMS, MUHS
Phase 1: Need Identification
Strategic Plan Integration
Phase 2: Conceptual Design



Process II: Facilities Plan at Elementary Schools
Phase 1: (pending Board policy) Develop Configuration Options
Policy leads to options
Presentation back to Board
Phase 2: Create Capital Improvement Plan from options
Options lead to plan
Presentation to Board

Matt has reworked some of the RFP organization and all agree that the committee needs to
see
a second draft. Question about Mary Hogan and what process it belongs in. We also agree
that
building Educational Capacity should be included. Brian adds that flexibility will also be a
need.
Jason questions phase 2 (of process I): reconfiguration options. Does that apply to Process
I?
Bruce answers: Only if it applies to the elementary schools. Matt adds that, possibly, every
building (capacity) should be considered. Ultimately, Jason asks for final committee thoughts:
Joanna would like to see Strategic Plan integration; Barb would like to see more concrete
deliverables and avoid lofty statements. Matt adds affordability, remembering Brian’s earlier
comment. Board could help set guidelines as it relates to the bond initiative/tax rate. Timing
of
the second draft? End of the week and Matt will email it out to the committee. Should the
Facilities Committee, ideally, approve the draft before the full board sees it? RFP can be
submitted without full board approval. Jason, as Chair, should update the board as to the
submission of the RFP.

Action: Maple Broadband Easement Approval2.

The Ripton proposal has been revised since the last schematic. There was an attempt to
carve
out the smallest sliver of grass on the south side of the school. Also, there is the addition of
the
cabinet of 69” and three walls is 2’ taller than the cabinet to shield the component from tree
fall. The other site would be where the soccer benches are in the middle of the soccer field.
Bruce indicated that is not desirable. There is committee uneasiness about the concrete
bunker. Barb questions why the initial location isn’t an option anymore. Since this doesn’t
seem
ideal, Joanna would like other options to present to the Selectboard and RES. Agree we
need to
bounce it back to Maple Broadband.
The Middlebury proposal at the Mary Hogan Dr. site seems to be the best option of the two. It
was the ideal location from Maple Broadband’s perspective due to the proximity to rt7 and
the
poles. They will provide a stipend for landscaping or build a chain link fence. The other option
is
at the Rec Center which might cause the need to move the backup generator, which is on a
trailer, so not a deal-breaker, but potentially not ideal as compared to the Mary Hogan site.
Matt asks about looping in Ripton Selectboard, or others, for future conversation of the
easement location. Joanna says to go ahead and include the whole Selectboard.
Joanna asks that the Maple Broadband designs get forwarded to the committee.

MUMS Renovation Discussion3.

Matt highlights the capacity need at MUMS; if any relief will be offered next year (FY’26)



*Public Comment Guidelines:
Public comments are encouraged and welcome at each regular board meeting during the period designated for public
comment. Comments are limited to three minutes per person. Citizens will be called to make their statement by the board
chair. Public comments regarding personnel, students or legal matters will not be heard by the Board.

planning needs to happen next month (Nov 2024). We need to finish building the school, as it
was designed. Barb wonders about capacity at MUHS and if that could be a potential
conversation, if we’re talking about major construction. Chip notes that he disagrees with that
path.
Matt brings up that our projected Capital reserves fall within range of making that addition at
MUMS something we could do with our existing funds. Knowing that the future of reserves is

uncertain (ultimately, it belongs to the State’s Ed Fund) might that contribute to wanting to
alleviate this acute issue. Also don’t want to make decisions based on speculation. Current
reserve fund is ~$4.8 million and the project would be ~$4 million. For context, the MUHS
kitchen was $2.5 million which was intensive on plumbing and specialized equipment. Matt
says that we kind of have a head start (some engineering has been done). Matt wants to look
to
the committee for approval to include the renovations as an expedited track in the Capital
Improvement Plan. Brian asks about including the public in the decision-making process
here.
That money can only be used for Capital Improvements. Conversation with the principal is
that
this acute need rises to the top. The price is $3,000 for a professional cost estimator. It was
done on the MUHS kitchen and it was worthwhile. Barb would like to go ahead and approve
the
expenditure. But to get the schematic design would be more. What has been produced in the
past can be used to help the process. It will not be included in the scope of the new RFP, if
it’s
already been done.
We decide include this as a conversation in the next committee meeting agenda.

OtherF.

AdjournmentG.

10:09am meeting adjourned
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