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B k dBackground
The facilities and offices of the Regional School District No. 19 (Region) are located east of 
Hartford in the Town of Mansfield, Connecticut. The Region services the Towns of Ashford, , g ,
Mansfield and Willington. In addition, the Region accepts students from the Town of 
Columbia and agricultural education students from the towns of Columbia, Coventry and 
Windham The administrative offices for the board of education and E O Smith High SchoolWindham. The administrative offices for the board of education and E.O. Smith High School 
are located in Mansfield.

A $31 million expansion and renovation project for the school was completed in 2002 
resulting in the main campus on Storrs Road in Mansfield. In 2008 the Region also completed 
a renovation of the vacant Reynolds School on Depot Road and opened a new campus E Oa renovation of the vacant Reynolds School on Depot Road and opened a new campus, E.O. 
Smith High School at the Depot Campus.

The Region presently serves all of the public school population within the member towns in 
grades 9 through 12. A full range of educational opportunities is offered, including an 
agricultural education program. Students from surrounding towns such as Coventry andagricultural education program. Students from surrounding towns such as Coventry and 
Windham may also attend E.O. Smith, as participants in the school's Agriculture Education 
program, if their school does not offer an agriculture program. The E.O. Smith campus lies 
dj t t th l f th U i it f C ti tadjacent to the larger campus of the University of Connecticut.
Total enrollment for school year 2013/ 14 was 1,011. 

Overview
Regional  School  District  19  requested  qualifications  from  architectural/ engineering 
professionals experienced in renovations of public school facilities Due to costprofessionals experienced in  renovations of public school  facilities.  Due to cost 
considerations, when the 2002 expansion and renovation  project was completed at the 
Region, some desired improvements to  the  northern  section  of  the  building  were not  
included  in  the  project. This area includes the auditorium and stage, agricultural education 
facility, fine arts department, and the facilities maintenance department. The Region 
requested an assessment of current condition and recommendations for repairsrequested an assessment of current condition and recommendations for repairs, 
improvements, and modernization of its 600‐seat auditorium, stage area, agricultural 
education facility, and the facilities maintenance department area. TSKP Architects worked 
i h h S i d f S h l b h lf f h d f d iwith the Superintendent of Schools on behalf of the Board of Education.
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METHODOLOGYMETHODOLOGY

For the purposes of the study, Region 19 with representation from the Board of Directors, 
Board of Education and Department Heads and Teachers provided feedback through a seriesBoard of Education, and Department Heads and Teachers provided feedback, through a series 
of meetings, to the design team.
The process began with three distinct phases, gathering of existing documentation, field 
surveys of the existing facilities, and interviews with select staff.
Information was gathered from multiple locations and sources. The following information was 
utilized:utilized:

• Drawings: Sprinkler and Pump Room ‐ Building and Grounds‐ 1997
D i Sit B ildi d G d 1997• Drawings: Site‐ Building and Grounds‐ 1997

• Drawings: Architectural‐ Building and Grounds‐ 1997
• Drawings: As Built‐ Building and Grounds‐ 1997(Partial Set)g g ( )
• Drawings: Mechanical, Electrical, Plumbing, FP‐ Building and Grounds‐ 1997
• Drawings: IDF Coverage ‐ Building and Grounds‐ 1997
• Drawings: PA Speaker Locations Building and Grounds 1997• Drawings: PA Speaker Locations‐ Building and Grounds‐ 1997
• Drawings: IDF Coverage ‐ Building and Grounds‐ 1997
• Drawings: Boundary Survey– UCONN Office of Planning‐ 1985
• EO Smith High School AHERA Asbestos Re‐Inspection Report, 10/2013
• Educational Specification

The staff of Tai Soo Kim Partners, Consulting Engineering Services, Jaffe Holden Engineers, over 
the course of 5 weeks, conducted 5 site visits to examine the existing facility. As part of this 
investigation, Tai Soo Kim Partners solicited information from the following:

• Region 19, Bruce Silva, Superintendent
• Town of Mansfield Planning and Zoning
CT St t Offi f S h l F iliti• CT State Office of School Facilities

• Dennis J Stanavage, Director of Building and Grounds
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METHODOLOGY (Cont.)METHODOLOGY (Cont.)

1 Kick‐Off Meeting  Aug 27, 2015
2 Gather Existing Documents Sep 24 20152 Gather Existing Documents  Sep 24, 2015
3 Program Analysis  Oct 22, 2015
4 Meet with Stakeholders Oct 22, 20154 Meet with Stakeholders  Oct 22, 2015
5 Prepare Optional Concepts & Costs  Nov 12, 2015
6 Select Preferred Concepts Nov 19, 2015
7 Meet with Stakeholders  Nov 19, 2015
8 Preliminary Schematic Design  Jan 7, 2016
9 R i C E i J 7 20169 Review Cost Estimate  Jan 7, 2016
10 Meet with Stakeholders  Jan 7, 2016
11 Finalize Cost Estimate Jan 21 201611 Finalize Cost Estimate  Jan 21, 2016
12 Meet with Board of Ed  Feb 2, 2016 
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E i ti C ditiE i ti C diti EO S ith Hi h S h lEO S ith Hi h S h lExisting Conditions Existing Conditions –– EO Smith High SchoolEO Smith High School

Exterior EnvelopeExterior Envelope Condition AssessmentCondition AssessmentExterior EnvelopeExterior Envelope–– Condition AssessmentCondition Assessment

1. Brickwork and masonry are in good condition but some moisture showing at corners of greenhouse masonry.
2. The roof of entire school is due to be replaced.
3. Greenhouse operating window system does not work.

Tai Soo Kim Partners Architects 8
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Dramatic Arts and MusicDramatic Arts and Music Condition AssessmentCondition AssessmentDramatic Arts and MusicDramatic Arts and Music–– Condition AssessmentCondition Assessment

Problems with existing  Auditorium  for Music ( AC) ‐ Scott Chaurette (Chair) and 
Anthony Pandolfe’s listy

1. Acoustics are a big concern: from stage one can hear a person whispering at the 
back of hall but from back of hall cannot hear what is going on onstage. The 
auditorium is to be used as a theater, meeting hall, concert hall 

2. Seating capacity not large enough.  Would like 1000 seats. (1200 students/2 = 600 
seats only for State reimbursement).seats only for State reimbursement).

3. Lighting and sound system are inadequate
Cannot focus lights . Students have to use  16’ ladders to access  stage lighting. 
there is an unused existing booth in wrong place

4. Need better Stage access for piano, and equipment‐‐‐‐(i.e., overhead door)
Cannot get a grand piano on the stage through the single door at stageCannot get a grand piano on the stage through the single door at stage.  
Shells cannot fit through doors.
There is no dressing room. There is no prop space. There is no orchestra pit. g p p p p
Stage risers are stored in hallway and have to be brought in.

5. Storage. There is next to no storage.
6. Cosmetics/aesthetics

7. Not enough  storage around stage. Stage sets are being fabricated  in mechanical 
space under the stage.space under the stage. 

Tai Soo Kim Partners Architects 9
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Dramatic Arts and MusicDramatic Arts and Music–– Condition AssessmentCondition Assessment

Dramatic Arts – Lenore Grunko’s list

Need a dressing room. 
Need a dance room which doubles as a dressing / rehearsal room (black box?)
Need a woodshop
Need a prop space
N d ‘b k f h ’Need a ‘back of house’ space
Need more storage

Tai Soo Kim Partners Architects10



E i ti C ditiE i ti C diti EO S ith Hi h S h lEO S ith Hi h S h lExisting Conditions Existing Conditions –– EO Smith High SchoolEO Smith High School

Rehearsal space Band room (no AC) ‐ Anthony Pandolfe

Need more flexibility with function in the room.
Risers are a waste in instrumental room desire an open flexible spaceRisers are a waste in instrumental room, desire an open flexible space.
Accessible storage locations 
(this space could be a new black box theater)(this space could be a new black box theater)

Tai Soo Kim Partners Architects 11
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Band Room SectionBand Room Section
Existing Mechanical Room under upper third of Band Room.

Tai Soo Kim Partners Architects 12



E i ti C ditiE i ti C diti EO S ith Hi h S h lEO S ith Hi h S h lExisting Conditions Existing Conditions –– EO Smith High SchoolEO Smith High School

Issues with Music Department layout/flow

Need a centralized shared office location
Possibly include a library space in shared office area
N d l / ibl tNeed closer/more accessible storage
Currently, risers are stored in hallways

Tai Soo Kim Partners Architects 13
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Choral Room, (has AC) Amanda Hanzlik’s list

Generally happy with the space. 
Like the floor risers in the classroom but they are too deepLike the floor risers in the classroom but they are too deep.  
Can’t fit a full choir 135 students in space.  
Poor lighting and no natural light.Poor lighting and no natural light.
Office is currently in storage closet.

Tai Soo Kim Partners Architects 14
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i i S i bRoom A14 Music Instruction – Steve Liebman

Would like pianos integrated into computer stationsWould like pianos integrated into computer stations
Students in Guitar classes are too close together
Would like better control of lighting.g g

Classes taught in this space:
Art  ‐ digital graphics class
Music technology workshop class
Music theory classMusic theory class
Perspective on music (music appreciation)
Dramatic arts class (English department)Dramatic arts class (English department)

Would like a Micro Performing space?
Space could be a Gallery for visual arts?

Tai Soo Kim Partners Architects 15



E i ti C ditiE i ti C diti EO S ith Hi h S h lEO S ith Hi h S h lExisting Conditions Existing Conditions –– EO Smith High SchoolEO Smith High School
Visual ArtsVisual Arts–– Condition AssessmentCondition AssessmentVisual ArtsVisual Arts Condition AssessmentCondition Assessment

Visual Arts – Tammy Glazer (A3, A14 Drawing, Computer Art),  Heather Bunnell (A2 Ceramics, 
Jewelry), Beth Andrews (A1 Painting, Drawing, Foundations course)

Can’t control the natural lightCan t control the natural light
Can’t control the heat
Temperature control and ventilation (air does not move)Temperature control and ventilation (air does not move)
Roof leaks ( kalwall vaults)
Not enough storage; secure storage with outlets for charging laptop carts, easel storage
Need over sized lockers for students
Would like to have a crit/gallery space (secured) also for community events (shared space)
S b th i t f ti lSpray booth is not functional
Need a fume hood for mixing acid for jewelry making
Would like to see Digital Arts Video Graphics and Vo Tech at other end of the building closer toWould like to see Digital Arts, Video Graphics  and Vo Tech at other end of the building closer to 
Visual Arts
Would like a Fine Arts computer labp

Tai Soo Kim Partners Architects 16



E i ti C ditiE i ti C diti EO S ith Hi h S h lEO S ith Hi h S h lExisting Conditions Existing Conditions –– EO Smith High SchoolEO Smith High School
AgEdAgEd–– Condition AssessmentCondition AssessmentAgEdAgEd Condition AssessmentCondition Assessment

AgEd Mechanics Plant Science Animal Science Natural Resources (andAgEd –Mechanics, Plant Science, Animal Science, Natural Resources (and 
Aquaculture), Turf Grass Management, Food Science
Jim Pomeroy (Director),Matthew Agnello (Turf), Andrew Zadora (NaturalJim Pomeroy (Director), Matthew Agnello (Turf), Andrew Zadora (Natural 
Resources),   Cynthia Chotkowski (Animal Science), Betsy Terrell (Plant Science)

Jim Pomeroy (Director) notes:
Would like to see VoAg out in front and not in back by dumpsters but still attached 
t h lto school.
Could have swing space at Farrell Field near post office (long walk) or library
Would like First Floor Lab space Second floor classroomsWould like First Floor Lab space  Second floor classrooms
If setbacks allow would like to build on slope
Encompass fenced in area outside of shopp p
Expand shop area
New highlighted Ag entryway
Main office should have windows
Need second story classrooms
More and separate storage rooms for different kinds of tools (lockable)More and separate storage rooms for different kinds of tools (lockable) 
Need floor drains and power for Aquaculture Lab
Need a larger Food Science Lab g
Green house envelope was meant to have plexiglass not glass so motors and 
mechanism does not work
MEP systems are not working. The humidity is rusting tools. Would like AC 
everywhere.
U d th h th i til ti d i tl d l bUnder the greenhouses there is no ventilation and is currently used as a lab.
Need Spray booth
Efficient storage for mechanic’s “kits” (small engines etc )Efficient storage for mechanic s  kits  (small engines, etc.)
Need shop to have 2 overhead doors

Tai Soo Kim Partners Architects 17
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AgEd –Plant Science, Food Science
Jim Pomeroy (Director), Matthew Agnello (Turf), Andrew Zadora (Natural 
Resources),   Cynthia Chotkowski (Animal Science), Betsy Terrell (Plant Science)

Betsy Terrell (Plant Science) notes:Betsy Terrell (Plant Science) notes:
Green houses need to be replaced. Need to have an operable roof and heating 
(current ones are 15 years old so still being paid for by the previous grant)(current ones are 15 years old so still being paid for by the previous grant)
Need to replace all coolers (3). Current ones are too noisy and do not work.
Plant store operates seasonally. Students operate the store.
Acrylic skylights in classrooms leak. Can’t control the light.
Custodians interrupt Plant science classroom (VA15) to access mechanical room 
(VA23)(VA23).
Electricity is an issue. Currently, there is not enough power in the VoAg area. Have 
to turn power off in other areas at panel in order to use the laminar flow hoods forto turn power off in other areas at panel in order to use the laminar flow hoods for 
tissue culture.
The Aquaculture room (VA5) does not have enough power to run it.q ( ) g p
Would like a canopy to shade plants outdoors.
Would like EBB‐FLO benches.  
For see a larger Bio‐Tech curriculum, tissue culture, organic micro greens (food 
science).
Each office has a filtered water systemEach office has a filtered water system.

The Town of Mansfield is supplied water from three sources: (1) UCONN (will beThe Town of Mansfield is supplied water from three sources: (1) UCONN (will be 
switching to Connecticut Water Supply Company) in the northern section of town, 
(2) Windham Water Works in Southern Mansfield, and (3) private wells. All water 
supplies are overseen by their suppliers.

Tai Soo Kim Partners Architects 18
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AgEd –Plant Science, Food Science

Tai Soo Kim Partners Architects 19
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AgEd –Plant Science, Food Science
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d l SAgEd –Plant Store

Tai Soo Kim Partners Architects 21
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AgEd –Mechanics, Plant Science, Animal Science, Natural Resources (and 
Aquaculture), Turf Grass Management, Food Science

Turf Grass Management, Matthew Agnello notes:
Currently maintaining lawns aerating dethatching painting athleticCurrently maintaining lawns, aerating, dethatching, painting athletic 
lines.
Students go into municipalities, landscapers, equipment side of takingStudents go into municipalities, landscapers, equipment side of taking 
care of lawns.
Space is under greenhouses. Need better lighting, ventilation, etc.
3 trailers not enough space (need a 3 bay garage)
Would like to be on main floor.
M t f F t F f A iMore storage space for Future Farmers of America

Tai Soo Kim Partners Architects 22
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Animal Science, Cynthia Chotkowski (via Andrew 
Zadora)notes:
A i l d k d fi ld dAnimal outdoor space next to track and field, and 
students bother the animals.
Snow removal is difficult in outdoor animal areaSnow removal is difficult in outdoor animal area.
Must have more storage
Need more counter spacep
Need proper ventilation
Need natural light
Need more sinks
Need desktop computer space

Need space for:
Dog KennelDog Kennel
Dog bathing tub
Small animal storage
Washer/Dryer
Chicken housing with outside door
10 10 b t ll (2)10x10 box stalls (2)
10x10 stall for small broilers or small ruminants
Tack storageTack storage
Storage with cabinets for small animals
Floor surface to be grittyg y

Classroom spaces to have natural light

Tai Soo Kim Partners Architects 23
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Natural Resources, Andrew Zadora notes:
Currently not enough storage for chainsaws etc.
The Aquaculture room (VA5) does not have enough power to run tanks.
Need floor drains in Aquaculture roomNeed floor drains in Aquaculture room.
Acoustics in classrooms are a big problem.
Not enough heat in classrooms.Not enough heat in classrooms.
Need natural light.
Classrooms leak water from roof.

Tai Soo Kim Partners Architects 24



E i ti El tiE i ti El ti EO S ith Hi h S h lEO S ith Hi h S h lExisting Elevations Existing Elevations –– EO Smith High SchoolEO Smith High School

27



E i ti C ditiE i ti C diti EO S ith Hi h S h lEO S ith Hi h S h lExisting Conditions Existing Conditions –– EO Smith High SchoolEO Smith High School
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D i O ti 1D i O ti 1 EO S ith Hi h S h lEO S ith Hi h S h lDesign Option 1 Design Option 1 –– EO Smith High SchoolEO Smith High School

ProsPros
N A Ed b ildi t f t

Cons Cons 
• New AgEd building  out front
• Tech Ed. “Maker Space” connection to Visual Arts

• 5 phases 

• Possible expansion area at Region 19 offices for 
gallery or black box theatergallery or black box theater

31



D i O ti 1D i O ti 1 EO S ith Hi h S h lEO S ith Hi h S h lDesign Option 1 Design Option 1 –– EO Smith High SchoolEO Smith High School
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D i O ti 2D i O ti 2 EO S ith Hi h S h lEO S ith Hi h S h lDesign Option 2 Design Option 2 –– EO Smith High SchoolEO Smith High School

ProsPros ConsConsProsPros
• New AgEd two story building in same location

Cons Cons 
• 4 phases
• AgEd is at back of building near• Minimal site disruption

• Compact layout
• AgEd is at back of building near 
dumpsters and trackp y

35



D i O ti 2 Ph iD i O ti 2 Ph i EO S ith Hi h S h lEO S ith Hi h S h lDesign Option 2 Phasing Design Option 2 Phasing –– EO Smith High SchoolEO Smith High School
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D i O ti 3D i O ti 3 EO S ith Hi h S h lEO S ith Hi h S h lDesign Option 3 Design Option 3 –– EO Smith High SchoolEO Smith High School

Building Total: 261,981 SF
1st Floor 137,186 SFoo 3 , 86 S
2nd Floor 73,618 SF
3rd Floor 61,177 SF

First Floor PlanFirst Floor Plan
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D i O ti 3D i O ti 3 EO S ith Hi h S h lEO S ith Hi h S h lDesign Option 3 Design Option 3 –– EO Smith High SchoolEO Smith High School

Building Total: 261,981 SF
1st Floor 137 186 SF1 Floor 137,186 SF
2nd Floor 73,618 SF
3rd Floor 61,177 SF

Second Floor PlanSecond Floor Plan
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D i O ti 3D i O ti 3 EO S ith Hi h S h lEO S ith Hi h S h lDesign Option 3 Design Option 3 –– EO Smith High SchoolEO Smith High School

Building Total: 261,981 SF
1st Floor 137,186 SFoo 3 , 86 S
2nd Floor 73,618 SF
3rd Floor 61,177 SF

Third Floor PlanThird Floor Plan
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D i O ti 3D i O ti 3 EO S ith Hi h S h lEO S ith Hi h S h lDesign Option 3 Design Option 3 –– EO Smith High SchoolEO Smith High School

ProsProsProsPros
• New three story high performance school 

l l
Cons Cons 

• Clearer circulation
• Additional Parking

• 5 phases 

• Parking  between School and fields 40



D i O ti 3D i O ti 3 EO S ith Hi h S h lEO S ith Hi h S h lDesign Option 3 Design Option 3 –– EO Smith High SchoolEO Smith High School

Atrium RenderingAtrium Rendering 41Atrium RenderingAtrium Rendering



D i O ti 3 Ph iD i O ti 3 Ph i EO S ith Hi h S h lEO S ith Hi h S h lDesign Option 3 Phasing Design Option 3 Phasing –– EO Smith High SchoolEO Smith High School
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SitSit D i O tiD i O ti E i tiE i tiSite Site Design Options Design Options -- ExistingExisting

Play FieldPlay Field

T t l 259 E i ti P ki ST t l 259 E i ti P ki STotal: 259 Existing Parking SpacesTotal: 259 Existing Parking Spaces 43



SitSit D i O tiD i O ti 11Site Site Design Option Design Option –– 11

Play FieldPlay Field

‐30 Cars

+25 Cars+25 Cars

ProsPros Cons Cons 
• Not impacting the majority of existing parking
• All parking accommodated on site

• Removed 5 parking spots

T t l 254 P ki ST t l 254 P ki SAll parking accommodated on site  Total: 254 Parking SpacesTotal: 254 Parking Spaces 44



SitSit D i O tiD i O ti 22Site Site Design Option Design Option –– 22

Play FieldPlay Field

‐10 Cars

ProsPros Cons Cons 
• Not impacting the majority of existing parking • Removed 10 parking spots

• Requires ZBA approval for setbacksq pp
Total: 249 Parking SpacesTotal: 249 Parking Spaces 45



SitSit D i O tiD i O ti 33Site Site Design Option Design Option –– 33

Play FieldPlay Field

ProsPros Cons Cons ProsPros
• Additional parking • Requires ZBA approval for setbacks

T t l 450 P ki ST t l 450 P ki STotal: 450 + Parking SpacesTotal: 450 + Parking Spaces 46



O ti B d t C iOptions Budget Comparison
Base Line Option

A ti R f & MEP O l
Option 1

R l t A Ed & T h Ed
Option 2

R l A EdAcoustics, Roof, & MEP Only Relocates Ag‐Ed & Tech‐Ed Replaces Ag‐Ed

Construction Duration = 18 Months (base duration) 36 Months (add 18 mos.) 26 Months (add 8 mos.)

1.  Site Work:
a.  Abatement & Demo 10,200 SF x $15  =  $         153,000 27,500 SF x $30 =   $       825,000 23,000 SF x $30  =   $         690,000
b.  Earthwork
c.   Site Improvements
d.  Swing Space

0
0
0

1,000,000
200,000

1,500,000

600,000
200,000

1,500,000g p
2.  Building:

a.  New Construction
b Major Renovation

0
0

72,300 SF x  $325  =        23,498,000
33 500 SF x $150 = 5 025 000

46,000 SF x  $340  =    $   15,640,000
10 500 SF x $150 = 1 575 000b.  Major Renovation

c.  Minor Renovation
d.  Roof Replacement
e Existing MEP Upgrades

0
10,200 SF  x  $50  =             510,000

2,700,000
295 000

33,500 SF x  $150             5,025,000
10,200 SF x     $50  =             510,000

2,700,000
295 000

10,500 SF x  $150              1,575,000
8,000 SF x    $50  =           400,000

2,700,000
295 000e.  Existing MEP Upgrades

f.   Acoustic Improvements Only
3. Subtotal, Site + Building

295,000
890,000

$     4,548,000

295,000
incl. above

$   35,552,000

295,000
incl. above

$   23,600,000
4. Contingencies:

a.  Design
b.  Estimating

5.0%                      $      228,000
5.0%                      $        228,000

5.0%                      $     1,778,000
5.0%                      $     1,778,000

5.0%                          $    1,180,000
5.0%                          $ 1,180,000g

5. Escalation  (at 3% per year) 4.5%                      $       205,000     9.3%                      $     3,306,000     6.1% $    1,440,000

6. Total Construction Cost $     5,209,000 $  42,414,000 $  27,400,000
7. Total Soft Cost (see  next page) $ 821,000 $ 5,600,000 $ 4,700,000

8. Subtotal
’ i

$     6,030,000
$

$  48,014,000
$

$ 32,100,000
$9. Owner’s Contingency  15% min reno 15%                      $        904,000    15%                       $    7,202,000    15%                          $    4,815,000 

10. Total Cost To Be Funded $  6,934,000 $ 55,216,000 $ 36,915,000

11. Estimated Reimbursement 44%                    ‐ 3,065,000 75%                    ‐ 41,412,000 75%                       ‐ 27,686,000

12 Total Estimated Net Cost $ 3 869 000 $ 13 804 000 $ 9 229 00012. Total Estimated Net Cost $   3,869,000 $    13,804,000 $      9,229,000

13. Rounded Say    $ 3.9   Million Say    $ 13.8   Million Say    $ 9.3 Million
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O ti B d t C iOptions Budget Comparison
Option 3

N B ildi E i ti Sit
Option 4

N B ildi A th SitNew Building on Existing Site New Building on Another Site

Construction Duration = 48 Months (add 30 mos.) 24 Months (add 6 mos.)( ) ( )

1.  Site Work:
a Abatement & Demo 234 000 SF x $20 = $ 4 680 000 234 000 SF x $20 = $ 4 680 000a.  Abatement & Demo
b.  Earthwork
c.   Site Improvements
d Swing Space

234,000 SF x $20      $    4,680,000
2,000,000
3,000,000
1 500 000

234,000 SF x $20      $    4,680,000
2,000,000
3,000,000

0d.  Swing Space
2.  Building:

a.  New Construction

1,500,000

267,000 SF x $290  =    $  77,430,000

0

267,000 SF x $290  =    $  77,430,000
b.  Major Renovation
c.  Minor Renovation
d.  Roof Replacement

0
0
0

0
0
0p

e.  Existing MEP Upgrades
f.  Min. Acoustics Improvements

3. Subtotal, Site + Building

0
0

$ 88,610,000

0
0

$ 87,110,0003. Subtotal, Site + Building
4. Contingencies:

a.  Design
b Estimating

$    88,610,000

5.0%                        $      4,430,000
5 0% $ 4 430 000

$    87,110,000

5.0%                        $      4,356,000
5 0% $ 4 356 000b.  Estimating

5. Escalation  (at 3% per year)
5.0%                        $      4,430,000
12.5%                       $    11,100,000

5.0%                        $      4,356,000
6.1%                          $    5,314,000

6 Total Construction Cost $ 108 570 000 $ 101 136 0006. Total Construction Cost
7. Total Soft Cost (see  next page)

$  108,570,000
$ 7,600,000

$  101,136,000
$ 7,600,000

8. Subtotal $ 116,170,000 $ 108,736,0008. Subtotal
9. Owner’s Contingency  10% min new

$  116,170,000
10%                         $   11,617,000

$  108,736,000
10%                         $   10,874,000

10. Total Cost To Be Funded $ 127,787,000 $ 119,610,000

11 Estimated Reimbursement 70% 89 451 000 70% 83 727 00011. Estimated Reimbursement 70%                     ‐ 89,451,000 70%                     ‐ 83,727,000

12. Total Estimated Net Cost $    38,336,000 $    35,883,000

13. Rounded Say    $ 38.4   Million Say    $ 35.9   Million 48



O ti B d t A l i S ft C t O lOptions Budget Analysis ‐ Soft Costs Only
Base Line Option Option 1 Option 2

Acoustics, Roof, & MEP Only Relocates Ag‐Ed & Tech‐Ed Replaces Ag‐Ed

Construction Duration = 18 Months 36 Months 26 Months

7 Soft Costs:7.  Soft Costs:
a.   A/E Consultants
b.   Structural Peer Review

10%                $        521,000
0

8%                $     3,400,000
50,000

9%                 $     2,500,000
50,000

c.   Owner’s Rep
d.   Commissioning Agent
e.   Ag‐Ed FF&E

100,000
50,000

0

300,000
300,000

175 students x $5,000 ea   =          875,000

300,000
300,000

175 students x $5,000 ea   =          875,000g
f.    Ag‐Ed Technology Equipment
g.   Moving Expenses
h Other Misc Soft Costs

0
0

150 000

175 students x $2,000 ea   =          350,000
30,000

295 000

175 students x $2,000 ea   =          350,000
30,000

295 000h.   Other Misc. Soft Costs
(Admin., Legal,  Accounting, etc.)

150,000
__________    
$       821,000   

295,000
__________    

$     5,600,000   

295,000
__________    
$    4,700,000

Total Soft Costs $ 821 000 $ 5 600 000 $ 4 700 000Total Soft Costs $     821,000 $  5,600,000 $  4,700,000
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O ti B d t A l i S ft C t O lOptions Budget Analysis ‐ Soft Costs Only
Option 3 Option 4

New Building on Existing Site New Building on Another Site

Construction Duration = 48 Months 24 Months

7 Soft Costs:7.  Soft Costs:
a.   A/E Consultants
b.   Structural Peer Review

5%                $     5,400,000
50,000

5%                $     5,400,000
50,000

c.   Owner’s Rep
d.   Commissioning Agent
e.   Ag‐Ed FF&E

300,000
300,000

175 students x $5,000 ea   =          875,000

300,000
300,000

175 students x $5,000 ea   =          875,000g
f.    Ag‐Ed Technology Equipment
g.   Moving Expenses
h Other Misc Soft Costs

175 students x $2,000 ea   =          350,000
30,000

295 000

175 students x $2,000 ea   =          350,000
30,000

295 000h.   Other Misc. Soft Costs
(Admin., Legal,  Accounting, etc.)

295,000
__________    
$7,600,000

295,000
__________    
$7,600,000

Total Soft Costs $ 7 600 000 $ 7 600 000Total Soft Costs $  7,600,000 $  7,600,000

50





 

Doc# 4478206v4 

 

 

 

 
Request for Qualifications  

 
and 

 
Request for Proposals 

 
For 

 
Architectural/Engineering Services 

 
 

for 
 

Regional School District #19 
 

HIGH SCHOOL PROJECT 
 
 
 

February 19, 2016 
 
 
 
 

Regional School District #19 
1235 Storrs Road 
Storrs, CT 06268 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

Doc# 4478206v4 

 

Table of Contents 

i. Legal Notice 

I. Background 

II. Objectives and Scope of Services 

III. Process 

IV. Requirements for Request for Qualifications 

V.  Requirements for Requests for Proposals 

VI. Insurance Requirements  

VII. Project Funding 

VIII. Additional Information 

Attachments and A-1 Reference Documents 

  



 

Doc# 4478206v4 

 

  

     LEGAL NOTICE 

 

Regional School District 19 is issuing a Request for Qualifications and a Request for Proposals for 

Architectural/Engineering Services for the High School Project 

 

In accordance with the requirements set forth in C.G.S. Section 10-287(b), Regional School District 

#19 (the District) issues this notice of its Request for Qualifications (RFQ) and Request for Proposals 

(RFP) for the provision of pre-design, architectural/engineering design and construction administration 

services in connection with the possible construction of a new high school.  

 

An information packet containing the RFQ and RFP documents may be picked up at the District Office 

of the Superintendent located at 1235 Storrs Road, Storrs-Mansfield, CT 06268 (District Offices) on or 

after February 19, 2016 between the hours of 8:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. on days when school is in 

session.  

 

Copies of the RFQ and the RFP documents may also be requested by email to supt@eosmith.org. To 

obtain the information packet, the recipient will be required to provide identification and company 

contact information (including phone number and email). 

 

Proposers must respond to both the RFQ and RFP. However, the response to the RFQ and the 

response to the RFP must be submitted separately, each in a sealed envelope labeled RFQ or 

RFP, as applicable, with the name of the Respondent and the words “Architectural/Engineering 

Services for the High School Project”. The RFQ response should contain no information 

pertaining to the costs of the Project or to fees.   

 

IMPORTANT DATES 

 

Question Deadline: All questions regarding the RFQ/RFP and the Project shall be submitted via 

email to supt@eosmith.org no later than 2:00 p.pm on March 2, 2016. 

 

Responses to Questions: To be provided via email no later than March 6, 2016 to those who obtained 

a copy of the RFQ/RFP Documents from the District Offices and provided identification and a valid 

email address to the District.  

 

Responses to the RFQ/RFP:  All Responses to the RFQ/RFP must be received at the District Offices 

no later than 2:00 p.m. on March 13, 2016.  Any response that is not submitted by that date and in 

accordance with the submission requirements set forth in the RFQ/RFP will be rejected and returned 

unopened to the Respondent..   

 

Projected Contract Award Date: On or around March 20, 2016. 

 

The District reserves the right to withdraw the RFQ/RFP, to waive any informality or irregularity in any 

submissions received, to negotiate changes to offered terms, to reject any and/or all submissions and 

to make an award that is in the best interest of the District.   

 

    

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:supt@eosmith.org
mailto:supt@eosmith.org
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I. Background 

 

The Regional School District #19 currently operates the Edwin O. Smith High School located at 1235 

Storrs Road, Storrs, CT 06268 which has a current student enrollment of 1,200 students. 

 

The District is considering the relocation of the High School to a new facility that would be constructed 

by the District on a parcel located in Mansfield, Connecticut (the “Project”).  The District engaged Tai 

Soo Kim Partners Architects to perform a study of the portions of the existing Edwin O. Smith High 

School and provide a report of their findings. This report may be viewed at: 

http://www.eosmith.org/RFQ or http://www.eosmith.org/buildingproject  

 

This solicitation is both a Request for Qualifications (“RFQ”) and a Request for Proposals (“RFP”) for 

the Architectural/Engineering Services necessary for the pre-design, design and construction 

administration services for the Project. This RFQ/ RFP has been publically advertised. Proposers are 

required to respond to both the RFQ and RFP in accordance with the requirements set forth below.   

 

II. Objectives and Scope of Services 

 

A. The pre-design services will include Facility Planning, Programming, Site Assessment and 

Feasibility Studies as more particularly described on Exhibit A, the objectives of which will be 

to:  

 

1. Determine the configuration, size, interior and exterior program, and characteristics of a  new 

High School facility: 

 

2. Evaluate the proposed site to determine its adequacy to support the proposed high school 

 facility and its attendant fields, parking, and circulation; 

 

3. Develop plans and documentation sufficient to support the community in its evaluation of 

 the proposed project.  

 

4. Establish project cost estimates to assist the community in its evaluation of the proposed 

 project. 

 

B. Provided that, at the conclusion of the pre-design services, the District decides to move 

forward with the design phase services, which are more particularly described on Exhibit A, the 

objectives will be to design a new high school facility consistent with the needs of the District 

and the conclusions reached in the course of the pre-design services.    

 

III.  Process 

 

A. Responses to the RFQ and RFP 

 

Proposers must respond to both the RFQ and the RFP however such responses must be submitted in 

separate sealed envelopes clearly marked with the name of the Proposer and labeled RFQ or 

RFP, as applicable, and the words “Architectural/Engineering Services for the High School 

Project”. The RFQ response should contain no information pertaining to the costs of the 

Project or to fees.  Responses that are not submitted in this manner will be rejected. 
 
Responses must be received no later than March 13, 2016 by 2:00 p.m. at the District Office of the 
Superintendent located at 1235 Storrs Road, Storrs-Mansfield, CT 06268.  Each sealed envelope 
must include 2 paper copies of the response. Responses must be delivered by U.S. mail or hand 
delivered.  Facsimile (FAX) proposals will not be accepted by the District under any circumstances. 

http://www.eosmith.org/RFQ
http://www.eosmith.org/buildingproject
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B. Selection 

 

Evaluation of responses to this RFQ/RFP and the selection of the Contract awardee will be the 

responsibility of the Building Committee.  The Building Committee may reject any or all proposals for 

any reason as the Building Committee deems appropriate.   

  

The evaluation and selection process will take place in two stages.  

 

First, the Building Committee will review all responses to the RFQ and, based on those responses 

and the Qualification Criteria described below, the Building Committee will identify all Proposers which 

are determined by the Building Committee to be responsible qualified Proposers (the “Qualified 

Proposers”).  

 

Second, the Building Committee will open and review the responses to the RFP submitted by the 

Qualified Proposers.  Responses to the RFP submitted by Proposers who are not Qualified 

Proposers will be returned unopened to the submitting Proposers.  The Building Committee will 

evaluate the responses to the RFP submitted by the Qualified Proposers and determine the “four most 

responsible qualified Proposers” using the Qualification Criteria and the Proposal Criteria set forth 

below in Sections III.A. and IV.A., respectively, giving due consideration of the Qualified Proposer's 

pricing for the Services as well as Qualified Proposer’s (i) experience with work of similar size and 

scope as required for the Project, (ii) organizational and team structure for the Project, (iii) past 

performance data, including, but not limited to, adherence to project schedules and project budgets 

and the number of change orders for projects, (iv) the approach to the work required for the Project, 

and (v) documented contract oversight capabilities.  The Contract will be awarded to one of the “four 

most responsible qualified Proposers” after consideration of all of the foregoing.  

 

In its review of responses to this RFQ/RFP and selection of the Contract awardee, the Building 

Committee will be guided by the selection of the Contract awardee that would best serve the interest 

of the District.  The Building Committee reserves the right to negotiate with one or more of the “four 

most qualified Proposers” and to accept modifications to the scope of services and fees proposed 

when such action would be in the best interest of the District, but only to the extent that such actions 

would not constitute a failure to comply with Section 10-287(b)(2) of the Connecticut General Statutes. 

 

If determined to be warranted by the Building Committee, the Building Committee may conduct 

interviews of some or all of the Qualified Proposers to assist the Building Committee in the selection 

process.  Included in the Building Committee’s request that a Qualified Proposer participate in an 

interview, the Building Committee will provide the name(s) of the member(s) of the Building Committee 

who will conduct the interview and the date by which the Qualified Proposer must submit an affidavit 

disclosing its relationship(s) with the interviewer(s) or confirming that it has no relationship(s) with the 

interviewer(s). The names of interviewers will be released solely to enable the Qualified Proposer to 

prepare the affidavit and neither the Qualified Proposer nor its representatives shall directly or 

indirectly contact the interviewer(s) prior to or following the interview process.  

 

The submission of responses to this RFQ/ RFP constitutes a declaration by the Respondent that no 

person or persons other than members of Respondent’s own organization are interested in the Project 

or in the Contract proposed to be awarded; that the submission is made  without any connection with 

any other person or persons making a proposal for the same services and is in all respects fair and 

without collusion or fraud; that no persons acting for or employed by the District is directly or indirectly 

interested therein, or in the supplies or works to which it relates or will receive any part of the profit or 

any commission therefrom in any manner which is unethical or contrary to the best interests of the 

District. 

 



 

Doc# 4478206v4 

C. Form of Contract  

 

The District intends to use, and the Contract awardee will be expected to execute, a contract 

substantially similar to the form of contract attached hereto as Exhibit C (the “Contract”).  The Contract 

is a modified version of the AIA Document B101-2007. If a Respondent has objections to any of the 

terms and conditions of the Contract, such objections should be included in the Respondent’s 

response to the RFP.  The District reserves the right to make further modifications to the Contract prior 

to execution as determined to be in the best interest of the District.    

 

D. District’s Right to Withdraw/Reject 

 

The District reserves the rights to amend or terminate this RFQ/RFP, accept all or any part of a 

response, reject all responses, waive any informalities or non-material deficiencies in a response, and 

award the Contract to the Respondent that, in the District’s judgment, will be in the District’s best 

interest. 

 

IV. Requirements for Request for Qualifications 

 

A. Qualification Criteria 

 

The District will identify those Proposers that the District deems to be Qualified Proposers based on the 

criteria below (the “Qualification Criteria”):  

 

1. The proposer is a legal entity properly licensed or registered under the laws of the State of 

Connecticut to perform the services that are the subject of this solicitation and is otherwise 

authorized to do business in the State of Connecticut.  

2. The proposer has adequate experience in providing Architectural/Engineering services, generally, 

and, in particular, has adequate experience in the past five years designing school construction 

projects eligible for reimbursement from the Connecticut Department of Administrative Services 

(DAS) of a similar size and scope as the Project.  

3.  The proposer has adequate experience dealing with the DAS reimbursement process and with the 

preparation of the related documentation that must be filed to secure DAS for reimbursement. 

4. The proposer is able to demonstrate an adequate level of performance on past projects, including, 

without limitation, adherence to project schedules and project budgets and the satisfaction of past 

owners with such performance.  

5. The proposer’s staff proposed to be assigned to the Project (“Project Team”) has satisfactory 

qualifications and experience on past projects of similar size and scope as the Project.  

6. The proposer is able to demonstrate that the members of the Project Team have performed 

satisfactorily on past projects to the satisfaction of the owners of such projects.  

7. The proposer has an adequate degree of contract oversight capability and the organizational, 

team, and management structure proposed for the Project is satisfactory.  

8. The number, context, and, where applicable, outcomes, of claims, disputes, arbitration, and 

litigation proceedings involving the proposer are acceptable. 

9. The proposer’s approach to the Project and degree of the proposer’s demonstrated ability to 

develop and control project costs, quality, and schedule as well as the proposer’s methods for 

doing so, is satisfactory. 

 

B.  Content of Response to RFQ 

 

Each proposer will be evaluated using the above Qualification Criteria. To assist and expedite this 

evaluation, each proposer must provide the following information in the order listed below: 
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1. A Letter of Transmittal signed by a principal of the proposer, not to exceed two (2) pages, 

describing in narrative form the proposer and proposer’s qualifications and why such proposer is 

the best professional for the Project. 

 

2. Proposer Information: 

  Please provide the following: 

  (a) The name and location of the proposer, including the office location that will be serving 

 the District. 
 (b)  A brief general description of proposer’s business. 

(c) The organizational structure of the proposer.  If the proposing entity is a subsidiary of 
another entity, provide the name of the parent entity. 
(d) The number of personnel employed by the proposer (please include the number of staff 
dedicated to provide requested services). 

  
3.   Statement of Qualification to include, but not necessarily limited to, the following: 

  

 (a)  Name and address of proposer.   

  

 (b)  Identify proposer’s contact person for this project and provide a phone number, fax 

  number and e-mail address that the Building Committee may use to issue  

 further  information. 

  

 (c)  A brief history of the business of proposer. 

  

 (d)  Provide a list of proposer’s Project Team Members, including any consultants and 

  subconsultants. 

 

(e) List the staff proposed to work on the Project along with related responsibilities they will 

devote to the Project.  Provide resumes of key personnel that would be assigned to the 

Project and a brief description of similar projects.   

 

(f)    If a specified design team will be used for the Project (the “Design Team”), please 

provide an organization chart showing the personnel of the Design Team and their 

proposed involvement in the Project.  Please include the qualifications of all Design 

Team members.  Please indicate how the Design Team will be managed. 

 

(g) List projects that proposer has been involved with similar challenges to this school 

building project within the past five years. 

 

(h) Indicate if any claims, disputes, arbitration or litigation proceedings have occurred on 

any of these projects. If so, identify if they were between Owner/Architect or 

Owner/Contractor and give the status of each. 

  

 (i)  List five (5) references, of projects similar to the Project providing for each: 

 

 (i) Client name and location;  

 (ii) Contact name, title and telephone number; 

 

 (iii) Starting date of service;  

  (iv) List of Project Team Members, consultants and staff involved. 

  (v)  Size (project cost and square feet) and location of project. 
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[References must be relevant to services performed within the last forty-eight (48) 

months and shall include specific details on how the project represents a project of 

similar scope. Information on proposer’s specific role in each project must be included.] 

 

(j) List the last five (5) public high school projects that proposer has completed in the last 

ten (10) years. Demonstrate the Design Team’s ability to develop and control project 

costs, quality and schedule and provide for each:. 
 
   (i) The proposed budget and construction schedule. 

 
   (ii) The total cost of change orders not requested by the owner. 

 
   (iii) The awarded construction contract amount. 
  
   (iv) LEED or similar type of energy efficient design strategies 

  

   (v) Contact name and telephone numbers for the Owner and Contractor   

   (specific individuals). 

  

 (k)  Please state what experience the proposer has in assisting school projects to secure 

  funding. Describe experience with Department of Education/Administrative Services, 

  Bureau of School Facilities. 

  

 (l)  Please indicate the location where the design work for the Project will be accomplished. 

 

 (m)  Name, address and role of any subconsultant to be engaged by proposer for the  

  services. 

 

A fee schedule for services should not be included in the RFQ response.   

 

4. Understanding of the Issues  

 

Provide a one-page statement of the proposer’s public school design philosophy, describe your 

understanding of the issues facing projects like the proposed Project, possible solutions, and any 

critical issues that could affect a successful outcome. 

 

5. Technical Approach 

 

Describe your vision of the school project process including: 

 

 (a) How your design process works 

 (b)  Development of initial concepts 

 (c)  Refinement of initial concepts 

 (d)  Delivery of conceptual designs and cost estimates sufficient to support a bonding referendum 

(e)  Development of State of Connecticut School Construction Grant packages through the 

 Department of Administrative Services, Division of Construction Services, Office of School 

 Construction Grants (OSCG) 

(f)  Detailed design phase 

(g) Construction phases(s) 

(h)  Final delivery 
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6. Workload Capacity  

 

Provide a list of current projects and expected dates of completion.   

 

7. Understanding and Cost Estimate for Preliminary Statement of Work 

 

Provide a narrative of your understanding and approach to executing the pre-design services 

described in Section II above. 

 

8. Format 

 

Proposals shall be typed, as brief as possible, and not include any unnecessary promotional material. 

The Proposal shall be printed using standard 8 -1/2 x 11” paper. The nature and form of the response 

are at the discretion of the proposer. 

 

V. Requirements for Request for Proposals  

 

A.  Proposal Criteria shall include: 

 

1. The proposer’s fee proposal.  

2. The proposer’s proposed schedule. 

3. The level of financial stability of the proposer.  

4. The level of the proposer’s insurance coverage. 

5. The degree of resources of the proposer that will help facilitate the Project.  

 

B.   Content of Response to RFP shall include: 

 

1. One lump sum fee proposal for the Pre-Design services. 

2. Methodology for determining fees for Design Services and Contract Administration including 

subconsultant mark-ups.  

3. All inclusive hourly rates for all persons expected to provide services for the Project.  

4. Bank references and/or financial statements reflecting financial stability.  

5. Descriptions of other resources of the proposer that will help facilitate the Project.  

6. Any objections to the terms and conditions of the Contract.   

 

VI. Insurance Requirements   

 

Prior to the execution of any contract in connection with this RFQ/RFP, the District will require the 

awardee to comply with the insurance requirements set forth on Exhibit B to this RFQ/RFP. 

  

VII. Project Funding 

 

The obligations of the District under any contract entered into by the District in connection with this 

RFQ/RFP shall be subject to and conditioned upon the appropriation of funds on an annual basis. 

 

VIII.  Additional Information 

 

A. Any alleged oral agreement or arrangement made by a proposer with any representative or 

employee of the District shall be invalid and disregarded. All agreements with the District must be in 

writing to be valid. 

 

B. The District is an equal opportunity employer and does not condone discrimination it its 

policies, practices and procedures on the basis of race, creed, color, national origin, age, sex, or 
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handicap. We advise all proposers of our intent to transact business only with other equal opportunity 

employers. 

 

C. Facsimile (FAX) and emailed proposals will not be accepted by the District under any 

circumstances. 

 

D. All materials submitted in response to this RFQ/RFP are to be the sole property of the District 

and are subject to the Freedom of Information provisions of Section 1-200, et seq. of the Connecticut 

General Statutes. 

 

E. The Regional School District #19 Board of Education prohibits harassment and discrimination 

on the basis of race, color, religious creed, age, marital status, military or veteran status, national 

origin, sex, ancestry, sexual orientation, or past or present physical or mental disability in accordance 

with Titles VI, VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, Title IX of the Education Amendments Act of 1973, 

Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1991 and 

applicable state laws. 

 

F. The Building Committee will be governed by the applicable Connecticut General Statutes 

governing public school construction. 

 

G. Conditional or qualified proposals shall not be accepted. 

 

H. If it becomes necessary to revise any part of this RFQ/RFP or if additional data is necessary to 

enable interpretation by proposers of provisions of this RFQ/RFP, revisions or addenda will be 

provided via email to those who obtained a copy of the RFQ/RFP Documents form the District Offices 

and provided identification and a valid email address to the District (“Registered Proposers”). 

 

I. Questions regarding this RFQ/RFP should be referred to Bruce W, Silva, Superintendent, by 

email at BSilva@EOSmith.org. A summary of all questions and answers will be made available to 

each Registered Proposer. 

 

Attachments to this RFQ/RFP: 

Exhibit A Scope of Services 

Exhibit B Insurance Requirements 

Exhibit C Form of Contract 

 

A-1.  Reference Documents 

 

1. Regional School District 19 - Enrollment Projections 
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Total Enrollment 
 
Table 9 and Figure 11 present the observed total enrollment at E. O. 
Smith from 2004 to 2014 and projected enrollment through 2024.  
Detailed grade-by-grade data may be found in Appendix E.  Enrollment 
at E. O. Smith moved from 1,251 students in 2004 to 1,270 in 2005. 
This capped a 17-year period of enrollment growth.  By 2014, 
enrollment had eased to 1,196 students.  Between 2004 and 2014, total 
enrollment decreased by 55 students or 4.4 percent.  Recall that 
member enrollment declined by 19.5 percent in those ten years.  In that 
period, statewide public school 9-12 enrollment decreased by 2.9 
percent.  The total enrollment decline between 2004 and 2014 at E. O. 
Smith was greater than most similar districts in the region.  Ellington, 
Region 8, Bolton (residents and non-residents) all had enrollment gains.  
Tolland had an enrollment loss, but it was smaller than the loss in 
Region 19.  Only the loss in Somers was greater than the loss in Region 
19.   
 
I anticipate that the decline in total enrollment will continue.  Next year, 
I project that enrollment will decrease by about 15 students or 1.2 
percent.  I expect enrollment will fall below 1,100 students in 2018.  
The last time Region 19 enrollment was below 1,100 students was in 
1998.  At the projection's end in 2024, I forecast that enrollment will be 
about 1,010 students, close to the level of 1997.  The total ten-year 
projected decline of almost 185 students is over 15 percent below the 
current enrollment.  I have projected that public school enrollment in 
grades 9-12 statewide will be down 7.8 percent in that period.  Your enrollment should average a little 
over 1,080 students over the ten-year projection period.  This compares to an average total enrollment of 
1,205 students over the past ten years. 
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Table 9. Total Enrollment 
   
  Percent 
Year Students Change 
2004 1,251  
2005 1,270 1.5% 
2006 1,201 -5.4% 
2007 1,184 -1.4% 
2008 1,173 -0.9% 
2009 1,194 1.8% 
2010 1,189 -0.4% 
2011 1,225 3.0% 
2012 1,223 -0.2% 
2013 1,196 -2.2% 
2014 1,196 0.0% 
2015 1,181 -1.2% 
2016 1,171 -0.9% 
2017 1,152 -1.6% 
2018 1,085 -5.8% 
2019 1,065 -1.8% 
2020 1,050 -1.4% 
2021 1,033 -1.6% 
2022 1,048 1.5% 
2023 1,027 -2.0% 
2024 1,012 -1.5% 
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    Exhibit A  

 

I. PRE-DESIGN PHASE  

 Scope of Services 

 

Task 1.  Rough-Order-of-Magnitude (ROM) Cost Analysis 

 

Assist the District in developing a rough order-of-magnitude (ROM) cost analysis for options and 

alternatives for placing the proposed new high school program within the proposed site. 

 

The cost analysis shall include estimates of construction cost, the District's share of cost, and net cost 

to the District. The analysis shall include data necessary to support any cost analyses required by the 

State of Connecticut’s school construction grant project process. 

 

Deliverable:  Cost analysis data and draft best value analyses. 

 

Based on this analysis the Regional School District 19 will select a preferred option. 

 

Task 2.  Initial Conceptual Design and Feasibility Assessment 

  

Facility Planning, Programming 

 

Analyze and appraise the District’s future educational needs in relation to the high school. The product 

of this work would provide the basis for future design and construction of the above said facility. 

Additionally, it would provide important background data and information in the design phase of any 

work the District may subsequently pursue.  

 

Educational Program: 

Give attention to the present educational programs within the District, as well as to the proposed 

educational plans for the future to ensure that any alternatives would be consistent with present and 

proposed programs. This would include the development of program space to support the vision and 

mission of the District for the high school.  

 

School Facility: 

Perform a study of the high school to determine the planned operational capacity of the building and 

the utilization of the building and grounds. A specific survey of the proposed building would include but 

not be limited to: 

 

1. Regular classroom space 

2. Science laboratory spaces 

3. Vo-Tech and Vo-Ag  

4. Library/Media Center 

5. Arts and Music areas 

6. Gymnasium, athletic and recreational facilities 

7. Social services and health support space 

8. Instructional planning and preparation space 

9. Administrative offices 

10. Site specific uses for education 

11. Common and community assembly space 

12. Cafeteria 

13. After school and summer school use 
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14. Suggested Contents and Requirements for each space such as furniture, data, power, 

lighting, and any special requirements 

15. Suggested Adjacencies 

 

Develop initial conceptual site design for the preferred option sufficient to support site feasibility 

studies. Assist the District in assessing feasibility of construction at the preferred option site. 

 

Deliverables:  Preferred Option Initial Conceptual Site Design 

Preferred Option Feasibility Assessment Report 

 

Based on the results of the Preferred Option Feasibility Assessment Report, the District will designate 

the preferred option as the “selected option” or will revisit other options if the preferred option is not 

feasible. In this case the Architect may be tasked to develop initial conceptual site designs and 

feasibility studies for an alternative option which may then become the “selected option”. 

 

Task 3.  Conceptual Designs 

 

Finalize conceptual designs for the selected option to support detailed cost estimating for the project 

and inclusion in School Construction Grant Applications to be submitted to the State of Connecticut. 

 

The designs should collectively address the objectives identified in the RFQ/RFP. 

 

Deliverable:  Conceptual Design Package for the Selected Option. Each package shall consist of: 

1. Draft Concept sketches/drawings 

2. Conceptual Site Plan 

3. Conceptual Elevation and Plan Drawings 

4. Architectural Renderings/Graphics 

5. Presentation Package for Public Meetings (master) 

 

Task 4.  Project Cost Estimate(s) 

 

Develop cost estimates for the conceptual design using the State of Connecticut cost estimating 

process sufficient for submission of a bonding request to referendum. 

 

Deliverable:  Cost Estimate for proposed high school and project site. 

 

Task 5.  Connecticut School Project Application Preparation 

 

Assist the District in preparation of State of Connecticut School Project Application packages for the 

project. 

 

Deliverable:  Completed Connecticut School Construction Grant Application packages for the 

project. 

 

II. DESIGN PHASE  

 Scope of Services 

 

If, upon or subsequent to the completion of the Pre-design services, the Contract awardee is 

authorized by the District to proceed with Design Phase Services, such services will include the 

services described in Article 3 of the Form of Contract (except for those services described in Section 
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3.6 of such Article 3) included in this RFQ/RFP as Exhibit C and such other services are identified in 

the executed Contract.  The compensation to be paid to the Contract Awardee for such services shall 

be as mutually agreed prior to the commencement of such Design Phase Services as provided in the 

executed Contract.   

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 

III. CONSTRUCTION PHASE  

 Scope of Services 

 

If, upon or subsequent to the completion of the Design Phase Services, the Contract awardee is 

authorized by the District to proceed with Construction Phase Services, such services will include the 

services described in Article 3, Section 3.6 of the Form of Contract attached hereto and such other 

services are identified in the executed Contract. The compensation to be paid to the Contract Awardee 

for such services shall be as mutually agreed prior to the commencement of the Construction 

Documents Phase Services as provided in the executed Contract.   
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EXHIBIT B to RFQ/RFP issued by Regional School District 19 on February 19, 
2016 for Architectural Services for New High School Project (“RFQ/RFP”)   
  

    INSURANCE 

 

The Architect, for the duration of the Project and for any such longer period as expressly 

provided below or as may otherwise be required under the Agreement executed as a result 

of the RFQ/RFP (“Agreement”), shall carry insurance to protect the interests of the District 

in not less than the minimum limits required below, all at no cost to the District.  Such 

insurance shall be issued by an insurance company or companies satisfactory to the 

District.  The liability insurance coverages shall be primary and non-contributory.  All 

applicable policies shall contain a waiver of subrogation in favor of the District. 

 

A. Statutory Workers' Compensation and Employers' Liability: 

 1. Workers' Compensation: Statutory limits 

 2. Employers' Liability: 

  Bodily injury by accident: $100,000 each accident  

  Bodily injury by illness: $100,000 each employee 

      $500,000 policy limit 

 

B. Commercial General Liability: 

  Combined single limit: $1,000,000 each occurrence 

      $2,000,000 annual aggregate  

 

C. Umbrella Liability: 

      $5,000,000 each occurrence  

      following form 

 

D. Comprehensive Automobile Liability 

  (to include owned, non-owned and hired vehicles): 

  Combined single limit: $1,000,000 each occurrence 

 

E. Professional Services Liability Insurance: The Architect will furnish evidence by 

way of a certificate of insurance that it has obtained a professional services liability 

insurance policy with Two Million Dollars $2,000,000 minimum coverage for negligent 

errors and omissions.  If any claims are made against its professional services liability 

insurance policy, the Architect agrees to purchase additional insurance in order to maintain 

the minimum coverage of $2,000,000.  The insurance will remain in effect during the 

entire duration of the Project and for three (3) years after completion of the services for the 

Project. For policies written on a “Claims Made” basis, the Architect agrees to maintain a 

retroactive date prior to or equal to the effective date of the Agreement.  The Architect will 

contractually require any subconsultant firm it engages to perform services under the 

Agreement to maintain professional liability insurance each in a minimum coverage 

amount of One Million Dollars ($1,000,000) and with the same provisions and for the 

same time period indicated above.  The Architect’s policy will provide coverage for the 

Architect’s indemnity obligations under the Agreement.  Each policy held by a 
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subconsultant of the Architect under the Agreement shall provide the same coverage to the 

extent of such subconsultant’s negligent acts or omissions.  

 

The Architect shall provide written notification to the District of the cancellation or 

expiration of any insurance required by this Exhibit.  The Architect shall provide such 

written notice within five (5) business days of the date the Architect is first aware of the 

cancellation or expiration, or is first aware that the cancellation or expiration is threatened 

or otherwise may occur, whichever comes first. Each insurance policy will state that the 

insurance company agrees to investigate and defend the insured against all claims for 

damages to the extent that all alleged damages might be covered by insurance.   

 

Commercial General Liability, Umbrella Liability and Comprehensive Automobile 

Liability insurance policies will name the District, its officials, employees, agents and 

representatives as additional insureds.  Certificates of Insurance showing such coverages 

and additional insureds, along with copies of appropriate additional insured endorsements, 

will be filed with the District on or before the execution of the Agreement.  At any time 

requested by the District, the Architect will provide to the District a copy of any of the 

aforementioned policies, and any endorsements or amendments thereto.   

 

 

 











































































 

  

Regional School District No. 19 
Request for Qualifications and Requests for Proposals for 
Architectural/Engineering Services for the High School Project dated February 19, 
2016 (“RFQ/RFP”) 
 

ADDENDUM #1 

 

Pursuant to this Addendum #1 the RFQ/RFP is modified as follows: 

 

The Due Date for Submission of Responses to the RFQ/RFP is extended to 2:00 p.m. on 

March 14, 2016. 

 

The Projected Contact Award Date is extended to on or around March 21, 2016. 

 

The RFQ/RFP is otherwise unmodified. 

 

Questions can be directed to Supt@eosmith.org.   

 

 

 

   

mailto:Supt@eosmith.org


RFQ – Questions and Answers 
03-7-2016 

 
 
Q1 The RFQ/RFP under II.A.2 implies a single site in Mansfield will be identified. Is this site 

already known? If so, can we have the location, parcel identification, acreage? If not, will 
this site’s location be provided to us prior to our services beginning?  

 
R1 The site is not yet known.  The Site will be identified prior to the beginning of 

professional services.  
 
Q2 For any sites identified to date, have any investigations been performed (i.e. survey, 

geo-technical, soils testing, wetlands flagging, Phase I Site Assessment)? Similarly, the 
AIA contract form Article 5 states that the Owner will provide these services. Is that 
correct? 

 
R2 The site is not known (see R1 above).  Article 5 addresses services to be provided as 

intended. Wetlands flagging may be provided and this service should be excluded. 
 
Q3 Based on available information and contract form, it appears the District is committing to 

the Design-Bid-Build format through a General Contractor and not through a 
Construction Manager. Is that correct? 

 
R3 The project delivery model has not been determined at this point.  A decision will be 

made during the Pre-Design Phase. 
 
Q4 CT High Performance is required by General Statute and is comparable to LEED Silver 

Certification. Is a formal LEED Certification to be a goal of this project? LEED will add 
costs to the project. 

 
R4 LEED Certification is not a goal of the project.   
 
Q5 Does Regional District #19 have an outline schedule of the Pre-Design completion, or 

the anticipated local authorization through referendum? 
 
R5 The Pre-Design Phase will conclude early September 2016 in anticipation of a 

November Referendum. 
 

Q6 Are there any specific requirements for the five public high school projects in 10 years 
(project vs. study, budget, size of construction, etc.)? 

 
R6 None.  RSD19 is a regional school district serving approximately 1200 students.  

Considering this, please submit your most relevant public high school experience 
completed in the last 10 years. 

 
Q7 Please confirm that we should include environmental engineering services for demolition 

services which would be required in all 3 proposed options. 
 
R7 No environmental services need to be provided. 
 



Q8 Are there any other environmental services that are anticipated?  
 
R8 None are mentioned in the RFP. 
 
Q9 Tai Soo study mentions a $30 million expansion and renovation project completed in 

2002.  Does this potentially mean the existing building may have been abated? Are there 
abatement records? 

 
R9 RSD19 will share all available information with the selected respondent. However, this 

information is not relevant since we are planning to build a totally new high school on a 
separate site. 

 
Q10 Can we obtain a copy of the asbestos management plan of the school? 
 
R10 RSD19 will share all available information with the selected respondent. See response 

above to Q9. 
 
Q11 Assuming that the district’s target grant application date is June 2017, does the district 

have an anticipated referendum date either Fall 2016 or Spring 2017? 
 
R11 We hope to be on the November 8, 2016 Presidential Election ballot. 
  
Q12  Will the district be providing an A2 land survey or a preliminary topographical plan of the 

proposed site? If not, should we include these services in our fee proposal? 
 
R12 A2 boundary survey may be available, but not a topographic survey.  Respondents 

should presume they will use available GIS mapping. 
 
Q13 Is there any specific requirements for the five public high school projects in the10 years 

(projects. Study, budget size of construction, etc. ? 
  
Q13 None.  RSD19 is a regional school district serving approximately 1200 students.  

Considering this, please submit your most relevant public high school experience 
completed in the last 10 years. 

 
Q14 What are the due dates for the RFQ? 
 
R14 Pursuant to this Addendum #1 the RFQ/RFP is modified as follows: 
 

The Due Date for Submission of Responses to the RFQ/RFP is extended to 2:00 p.m. 
on March 14, 2016. 

 
The Projected Contact Award Date is extended to on or around March 21, 2016. 
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