
 
Ilsley 100 Project Team 

Library Community Meeting Room* 
Thursday, September 15, 2022 

10:00 am-12:00 pm 
  
Agenda  
  

10:00—Call to order, Adopt agenda 
10:05— Update on Erickson references/next steps 
10:10—Review of NexBridge EDI proposal information 
10:30— Review draft narrative descriptions of matrix options [document titled “Ilsley  

100 Project Team Possible Design Directions: Narrative Descriptions of Matrix 
Options”] 

10:45—Review updated matrix proposal [document titled “DRAFT Site Evaluation  
 Matrix for Ilsley 100 Library Project”] 
11:00—Plan for Public Outreach 
11:50—Public Comments 
12:00—Adjourn 

  
 
 
 

*This meeting will also be accessible via Zoom. 
 
Join Zoom Meeting 
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/89755014692  
 
Meeting ID: 897 5501 4692 
One tap mobile 
+13126266799,,89755014692# US (Chicago) 
+19292056099,,89755014692# US (New York) 
 
Dial by your location 
        +1 312 626 6799 US (Chicago) 
        +1 929 205 6099 US (New York) 
        +1 301 715 8592 US (Washington DC) 
        +1 346 248 7799 US (Houston) 
        +1 669 900 6833 US (San Jose) 
        +1 253 215 8782 US (Tacoma) 
Meeting ID: 897 5501 4692 
Find your local number: https://us02web.zoom.us/u/keDl4EKE17 
 

 
 
 

https://us02web.zoom.us/j/89755014692


Ilsley 100 Project Team 1 

Minutes of Meeting 2 
September 1, 2022 3 

 4 
Voting members: 5 
 6 
Joe McVeigh - Ilsley Library Board (Present) 7 
Amy Mincher - Ilsley Library Board (Present) 8 

Dan Brown - Middlebury Selectboard (Present – arrived later) 9 
Farhad Khan - Middlebury Selectboard (Present – arrived later) 10 
Jim Gish - Public Member (Present) 11 
Barbara Doyle-Wilch - Public Member (Present) 12 
Ken Perine - Public Member (Present) 13 

Ruth Hardy – Alternate Public Member (Present) 14 
 15 

Non-voting Members: 16 
Dana Hart - Ilsley Library Director (Present) 17 

Judith Harris – Consultant/Town Liaison from Harris & Harris Consulting (Present) 18 
 19 

The meeting began at 10:00 a.m. in the Ilsley Library Community Room. 20 
 21 
Approval of Minutes 22 

 23 
The minutes of the August 11, 2022 meeting were approved as presented. 24 

 25 
Agenda Planning 26 

 27 
McVeigh said he wanted to review some items prepared by Harris that had been send in their 28 

packet, and he began with a map of the library parcel showing the adjacent properties, their sizes 29 
and who owns them, and also a map showing underground utilities that will need to be taken into 30 
consideration.  Harris said she’d been working with Director Public Works Planning Dan Werner 31 

and he indicated this map didn’t show all utilities.  She said it is just a reminder that while the 32 
parking lot looks like a large space that could be developed, there are all these utilities 33 

underground that would need to be relocated and that cost will need to be considered. 34 
 35 
The other item discussed was information regarding the former Ben Franklin building that’s for 36 
sale and some of the problems with the condition of the structure.  37 
 38 

They reviewed the schedule they set for the project in May, and Hart felt they were very close to 39 
being on-track at this point.  McVeigh questioned Item #6 “RFP/Bond Vote Feasibility Study” 40 

they had scheduled to begin in December.  Hart said this would be an RFP to hire a professional 41 
to do the feasibility study on whatever design they choose, it wasn’t actually a bond vote, so 42 
perhaps the words “Bond Vote” should be removed.   43 
 44 
Farhad Khan arrived at the meeting. 45 
 46 
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McVeigh said he had the feeling from speaking to some of the Team members individually, that 47 

they’re coming at this process from different perspectives and approaches.  He said Harris is 48 
coming at this from a construction approach where the end result is based on cost, where as 49 

Doyle-Wilch and Hardy feel the project should be more visual and the community needs to have 50 
a vision of the possibilities and that perhaps the possibilities will be limited if the project is based 51 
solely on cost. 52 
 53 
He said today they would be having conversations with conceptual estimator Henry Erickson of 54 

Erickson Consultants and with Stephanie Clark from the real estate advisory firm of White + 55 
Burke  56 
 57 
Conversation with Stephanie Clarke, White + Burke 58 
 59 

Hart said Clarke has indicated that White + Burke have a great deal of experience guiding 60 
municipalities with large developments, and if we want to develop the lower parking lot, then 61 

White + Burke would be able to answer a lot of the big questions about doing that, such as doing 62 
that with a private partnership.  Harris said White + Burke have provided a fee schedule and 63 

some ideas of what they think they can do for us, and while their hourly fee is quite high, they 64 
might be able to help us with other ideas of developing beyond the current library site. 65 

 66 
The experience of White + Burke with municipalities was in question, and Hart said that Clarke 67 
had indicated they had worked with NexBridge on their proposal for the EDI site several years 68 

ago.   69 
 70 

Clarke was attending the meeting remotely, so Hart introduced her into the meeting. 71 
 72 

Clarke said she’d been doing this work for 16 years, and White + Burke have 30+ years of doing 73 
consulting and brokerage work for developments.  She said the firm are not developers.  They 74 

don’t own any properties or do any investing, they’re purely consultants giving municipalities, 75 
institutions, and private entities advice through an objective lens.  She said all but one of her 76 
clients have been municipalities the last few years, doing public-private partnerships around the 77 

state.  She said the influx of infrastructure and planning money into the state has enabled 78 
communities to play a more active role and municipalities are taking the drivers seat in making 79 

projects happen in their downtowns, and she said that’s where their firm comes in to help 80 
municipalities who don’t know how to do development projects on their own. 81 
 82 
She said their firm offers ala cart services, so they can provide whatever services are needed.  83 
She said in this case it sounds like the Team has strength in the design, functionality, and 84 

community needs, so perhaps their firm can help with financing and marketing feasibility aspects 85 
of the project. 86 

 87 
She said their specialty is in creative brainstorming around strategy and feasibility analysis, and 88 
they can do some architectural schematics to help with early viability decisions.  She said she is a 89 
realtor, so they can provide brokerage services if needed, as well as assessment services.  She 90 
said they contract out some work that is the more specific, such as detailed feasibility work with 91 
architects, engineers, lawyers and cost estimators. 92 
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 93 

Regarding the question of other municipal projects they’ve been involved with that might be 94 
similar, Clarke mentioned: 95 

 96 

 Saint Albans – They’ve worked on many development projects with the City of St. 97 

Albans over the last 10 years, but the one most like the library project was the Congress 98 
and Main Building in their downtown that combines mixed uses of both retail and 99 
affordable and market housing. 100 

 Burlington – White + Burke have helped with site selection and are the project managers 101 
for the new Burlington High School.  She said this was a very public process that used a 102 
matrix system similar to what the Team has developed for the library project. 103 

 Manchester – They did the site search, evaluation and feasibility analysis for a mixed-use 104 
project and the Town is now negotiating with developers to acquire this site. 105 

 Windsor – They did the economic development strategic analysis on a municipally 106 

owned piece of land and an RFP is now out for a mixed-use building with affordable 107 
housing. 108 

 Saint Johnsbury – White + Burke did the site search for a new public safety building and 109 

found the old armory that was a good fit but had a ton of environmental contamination 110 
issues.  She said they are bringing in the architect and environmental remediation 111 
specialist, and as part of their financial feasibility they are helping the town find sources 112 

of funding.  She said while they don’t do the grant writing, they help put together the 113 
package and look at how all the funding sources work together. 114 

 115 
She said the core to all these projects is the public process.  She said White + Burke had been the 116 
leader in developing Tax Increment Financing (TIF) Districts around the State of Vermont in 117 

municipalities that need the infrastructure to generate economic development, and part of that 118 

requires a robust public process to understand the community needs, what their concerns are, and 119 

how this tool would achieve the outcome they’re looking for. 120 
 121 

She said while she wasn’t involved in the EDI project in Middlebury, their firm worked with 122 
NexBridge and together with Bread Loaf Corporation, White + Burke put together a proposal for 123 
the developers in response to the RFP for a mixed-use development.  She said their involvement 124 

was mostly with the proforma development, but the Town chose not to proceed with that project. 125 
 126 
Clarke said her specialty right now is working with and developing public-private partnerships 127 
and trying to create development agreements that cover each other’s concerns and meet each 128 
other in terms of risk, so planning and economic development is primarily their core of work 129 

with municipalities but laying the groundwork for private investment. 130 

 131 
Clarke said she had been asked to speak to the Ilsley project as a potential tenant in public-132 
private project versus remaining a municipal owned entity, and these would all be very generic 133 

since she isn’t that familiar with the project yet.    134 
 135 
She said the pros of being a tenant is it reduces the demand for up-front capital and you’re not 136 
managing the project so there is less risk, and you can leverage as a user the opportunity to 137 
generate both economic and community vitality.   She said the cons are there is less control over 138 
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the design and co-tenants, you’d be sharing space and you would have the operational expense of 139 

paying rent. 140 
 141 

She said the pros of remaining a municipal owned entity include the independence of the site and 142 
process with no private entity involved, and the possibility of a very successful capital campaign.  143 
The cons include the planning money to develop the project is harder to come by, there is more 144 
risk, and the need to hire experienced project and construction managers would impact the 145 
capital campaign in a large way. 146 

 147 
Khan asked Clarke if she knew where they could find out information on NexBridge and what 148 
happened at that time with the EDI site.  She said she didn’t know but suggested the Town 149 
administration would have this information or a Board member who was on at that time. 150 
 151 

Gish asked Clarke if she could imagine a successful public-private partnership in a library 152 
setting.  Clarke said what really strikes her with this project is the library could act as an anchor 153 

tenant for a private development project.  She said it could be an annex for the library or a 154 
connector between the current library, but this would be appealing to a developer since the retail 155 

trend is not expanding now.  She said there is a need for housing, so if you have an anchor tenant 156 
plus housing, it is the gold standard for a mixed-use development, and having the library serve as 157 

the anchor/core tenant could be a real win-win and could put the library in the driver’s seat, since 158 
you would be driving the deal.  She said there are some dollars out there that are available now 159 
for interior fit-up since this is a community facility. 160 

 161 
Hardy asked Clarke if White + Burke had ever done a library project, and Clarke said they had 162 

not done a library before.  Hardy said she understood we were looking at their firm for cost 163 
estimating, but that doesn’t seem to be a service offered.  Clarke said they subcontract cost 164 

estimating, and she had understood their firm was being considered to help with the feasibility 165 
and how the various scenarios work together, and an estimator might be brought in to put a cost 166 

to the different scenarios. 167 
 168 
McVeigh asked how deeply do they have to explore different options and cost them out to make 169 

an informed decision that isn’t that detailed and lengthy, and how do you make that decision.  170 
Clarke said some of the decisions are made by the Team, but some are just best practices.  She 171 

said if they look to lease a space for an annex of the library, she said they would be looking at 172 
creating a list of questions, such as lease and fit-up costs, time frame, and how much more data is 173 
needed.  She said it’s important that they’re looking at apples to apples for each scenario. 174 
 175 
McVeigh thanked Clarke for all the information, and Clarke left the meeting. 176 

 177 
Hart said maybe she hadn’t been clear on why White + Burke was invited to the meeting, but it 178 

was more to hear of the services they could provide for the project and at what point it would 179 
make sense to bring them into the project, so it was more just about getting information. 180 
 181 
Perine said they’re looking at doing a site selection and being able to defend that to the public, so 182 
that sounds like something White + Burke could help with, but he’s sensitive to the timeline.  He 183 
said part of him wants to just pick a solution and begin, but yet every time he mentions to 184 
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someone they’re looking at improving the library everyone asks about the Ben Franklin space, so 185 

they have to have an answer to that question and that’s key for him. 186 
 187 

Doyle-Wilch said the people she’s talked to want to know why the community isn’t being asked 188 
to decide on the site and wondered about doing pros and cons on a site and then ask for input 189 
from the community that feeds into the decision.  She feels the Team should do the investigation 190 
on each site and get it out to the community.  She said she keeps thinking about the Town Hall 191 
decision and how the people felt they didn’t have a say on the location and all the backlash that 192 

happened.  Gish said a lot of the backlash with the Town Offices involved the sentiment around 193 
tearing down the old high school and that would only become an issue here if the library is 194 
abandoned. 195 
 196 
Hart said she doesn’t see how White + Burke would plug into their process right now, but the 197 

matrix is really about finding out how much of the program can fit on any one of the sites, so she 198 
thinks it may end up they’d be better off on the EDI site.  In that case, what would we be up 199 

against - she can see White + Burke helping with that aspect.   200 
 201 

Hardy felt they could get the same services White + Burke offer from either of the design teams 202 
who have expressed interest in this project and they can do it with more architectural detail, and 203 

they can do the public engagement part of it as well. She agrees with Doyle-Wilch on giving the 204 
community options, but feels they should narrow the options to maybe three sites.  She said they 205 
already have information on the existing site, the EDI site and the Ben Franklin site, so she 206 

doesn’t want to spend the time or money to do something that’s already been done on these three 207 
sites. 208 

 209 
Dan Brown (who had joined the meeting late) said the involvement of the community was a part 210 

of this project before the Team was even formed, so he’s not sure why it’s even being discussed. 211 
 212 

Khan said he had heard that the Ben Franklin might have been sold, and as far as he’s concerned 213 
that’s the least desirable site. 214 
 215 

Conversation with Henry Erickson – Erickson Consulting 216 
 217 

Prior to Erickson joining the meeting, Harris told the Team that his cost estimating talents have 218 
to do specifically with how much it costs to build x-square feet new or how much to rehabilitate 219 
and the site development costs associated with each.  She said the Team will have to figure out 220 
all the other costs involved because Erickson is not going to be able to help compare cost of 221 
building vs. leasing or with the fit-up costs or soft costs. 222 

 223 
Erickson joined the Team and introductions were made. 224 

 225 
McVeigh asked Erickson to clarify what a “conceptual” cost estimate was compared to an 226 
estimate they would get further into the process. 227 
 228 
Erickson said he felt the estimate for the library would most likely be an Order-of-Magnitude 229 
estimate, and then gave a breakdown of the various types of estimates: 230 
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 231 

Conceptual Estimate- based on a very basic plan of what the building would be. 232 
Order-of-Magnitude Estimate – based on square footage, location and building type 233 

Schematic Design Estimate – this is done after there is a program and Floor Plan 234 
Design Development Estimate – uses Schematic Design Estimate but with systems 235 
Construction Document Estimate – done when construction documents are 90% complete 236 
 237 

Erickson said he’d been doing construction management consulting for 20 years and began his 238 

career originally as a carpenter and worked his way up to superintendent, then construction 239 
manager and then general manager of the company, plus he’s worked for different sized building 240 
firms, so he has a broad depth of knowledge of the construction business. 241 
 242 
Harris asked how his talents matched up with where the Team is currently in this project.  243 

Erickson said he can make an estimate based off a floor plan and building elevation and come 244 
within 5% of the final cost of an early schematic design and he has an intuitive way of looking at 245 

the project he hopes will help the Team. 246 
 247 

He said there are cost indexes based on various industries that he uses and then he adds an 248 
inflation rate. 249 

 250 
He said he’d worked on the Middletown Springs library and town office project in 2017 that was 251 
around $2 million that at today’s prices would be around $3.1 to $3.2 million.  The Shelburne 252 

library was in 2016 that cost $6 million but today would cost over $8.5 million.  He said the 253 
Pember library that was done quite a while ago was a combination of additions and renovations 254 

that cost $3 million, and in today’s market would be $5 or $6 million.  255 
 256 

Harris said the Team had visited the Shelburne library, and asked Erickson at what point in that 257 
process was he brought into the process.  He said he was brought in early at the schematic design 258 

phase and design development budget, and in this project he was working for Vermont 259 
Integrated Architects (VIA) and not the Town of Shelburne. 260 
 261 

Erickson said he has helped with site options as well, and in order to look at sites you need a 262 
building with a conceptual estimate so you can compare sites, and then you add all the estimates 263 

for utilities, parking, earth work, etc. to each proposed site to the base building estimate to get an 264 
apples-to-apples comparison for each site. 265 
 266 
McVeigh said one of the things the Team is considering is a renovation and expansion as 267 
opposed to building new, so wondered how they would be able to have an apple-to-apple 268 

comparison in that situation.  Erickson said he would use a different cost program for estimating 269 
an existing building to compare with new. 270 

 271 
Perine asked what the timeframe would be if they asked him for order-of-magnitude estimates on 272 
the options they were considering, and Erickson thought it would take 3 or 4 weeks. 273 
 274 
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McVeigh asked if it was different to estimate for a library vs. another type of building.  Erickson 275 

said every building is a building, and while each have unique aspects and a different level of 276 
finish, they’re all built the same. 277 

 278 
Hardy said Erickson had submitted an estimate of 75 hours of work at a total cost of $8,750.  279 
Erickson said that his proposal is an hourly “not-to-exceed” estimate, so it might be less, but it 280 
wouldn’t cost more than that. 281 
 282 

Next Steps for Hiring Professionals 283 
 284 
Harris said that the Hart, Doyle-Wilch and Harris team had completed a series of adjacency 285 
diagrams in addition to the square footage program.  She said the Gossens-Bachman design from 286 
a few years ago was a schematic design with enough design development on the mechanical and 287 

electrical systems to make it a bit more accurate, so someone could update that estimate to 288 
current figures.  Hart said the new square footage program is pretty close to the Gossens-289 

Bachman design, however Harris pointed out that what goes in which part of the building has 290 
changed and the original building would still need to be renovated and if you demolish the two 291 

current additions there would need to be a new addition. 292 
 293 

They discussed the information they already had from the earlier Gossens-Bachman design and 294 
what was needed for estimates for the different options to go to the public.  Doyle-Wilch was 295 
concerned about the community getting focused on the cost and not looking at the vision and the 296 

positive aspects of the project.  Hardy felt they also needed a visual of the building to go along 297 
with the estimates and felt that’s where a design firm could help.   298 

 299 
Hardy stated she felt the best option at this time was to stay in the existing library and renovate 300 

and expand.  Perine said one of the problems with the EDI site is the amount of time it would 301 
take to develop the plan and get it approved. 302 

 303 
McVeigh said he’s getting a sense that the Team feels that White + Burke might be of help down 304 
the road if the decision is to go with an annex or new-build on the EDI site, but it doesn’t appear 305 

they’re ready to move forward with that at this time, and the Team agreed.  McVeigh said he’s 306 
also hearing that it might be a good idea to get numbers, and Erickson might be a good person to 307 

perform that task as he has provided a quote, so asked if the Team was comfortable going ahead 308 
with Erickson.   Hardy said she would want to check his references and want to simultaneously 309 
work on visuals, so wondered how to get the visuals so they don’t focus on dollars. 310 
 311 
There was a discussion over the type of visual they wanted for the public.  Brown thought they 312 

were pushing way too fast to get visuals now and thinks they have enough now to get the public 313 
involved and let them know what the Team is doing, but he doesn’t feel they’re ready to discuss 314 

site options or visuals. 315 
 316 
McVeigh asked again if they were ready to engage Erickson doing some estimating at a cost not 317 
to exceed $8,750.  Hardy said again she didn’t think they were ready for that until there was a 318 
plan for visuals. Doyle-Wilch said if Erickson has already done several library projects with 319 
VIA, so why would we not just hire VIA since they’ll turn around and hire Erickson.     320 
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 321 

Harris said if they’re talking design, then you’re talking about putting out an RFP for a design 322 
firm and that will really add to the timeline when you look at all the steps involved in developing 323 

an RFP.  She doesn’t see how you can just hire a specific design firm without it being 324 
competitive. 325 
 326 
Hardy again said we can’t ask him to develop a cost without a visual to go with it and the only 327 
way to do that is to hire a design team so they can work simultaneously.  Perine disagreed and 328 

thought they could move ahead with the order-of-magnitude cost estimate and at the time he’s 329 
doing his work we can work on the visuals, so perhaps in 6-weeks we can go to the public.  Hart 330 
said perhaps this is a good option for working with a College student to prepare conceptual 331 
visions of what the library might look like without having to do an RFP process. 332 
 333 

Harris suggested taking it back so you just show the public the site options with a block showing 334 
the massing and not a building elevation, and Mincher thought that was something the public 335 

could see without getting hung-up on a visual of what the building might look like.  Hardy 336 
agreed with this idea and thought the idea of showing examples of spaces in other libraries as an 337 

example of what ours could look like. 338 
 339 

Brown moved that pending the reference check by Hart, that we hire Erickson at a cost not to 340 
exceed $8,750.  Khan seconded the motion. 341 
 342 

Gish said what’s crucial in his decision is what is Erickson going to use to base his cost estimates 343 
for renovating and expanding the existing building.  Hart said she will give him all the 344 

information she has, including the cost to upgrade the heating system and the elevator and share 345 
the feasibility study.  He just wonders how accurate the estimate will be when the vision for the 346 

renovation of this building doesn’t exist yet.  Harris said he will have to take the costs of a 347 
renovation of an existing historic library somewhere else and apply them to this project.  Hart 348 

said she thinks to get a cost to renovate per square foot is about as close as they can get right now 349 
since we don’t have a plan. 350 
 351 

McVeigh called the motion.  The motion carried with 7 in favor, none opposed. MOTION 352 

PASSED. 353 
 354 
Review Updated Matrix Proposal 355 
 356 
Doyle-Wilch suggested adding the pros and cons of each option in the matrix, and Hart said she 357 
liked that idea. 358 

 359 
Hart asked about looking into the graphic design of each site showing the building blocks on 360 

each.  Harris said she could do it, but she wasn’t sure if they would want her to.  Gish said 361 
Lincoln Brown Illustration out of Burlington worked with VHB on the renderings of the bridge 362 
project in Middlebury and he thought it would be a simple thing to do because they weren’t 363 
asking for that much detail. 364 
 365 
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Doyle-Wilch said the display needs to be portable, because she wants to bring it into homes and 366 

have neighbors over to see it.  Perine said whatever is presented it has to be complete with every 367 
detail of what needs to be done and tell the whole story.  Hart said she feels this is all coming 368 

together.  She said they need to complete the matrix, get the cost estimates, work on illustrating 369 
the data with both a visual and the verbal high-level pros and cons. Hardy said they have all the 370 
information so they need to put together a presentation that explains the urgency of the problems 371 
and the possibilities of how to solve them.   McVeigh said he’d be happy to work on this with 372 
Hart, and Gish said he would be happy to create the “backbone” for them to work with. 373 

 374 
The next meeting will be on Thursday, September 15th. 375 
 376 
The meeting adjourned at 12:19 p.m. 377 
 378 

Respectfully submitted, 379 
Beth Dow 380 

 381 



 
 

MEMO 

FROM: Dana Hart, Director of Ilsley Public Library 
TO: Infrastructure Committee 
DATE: 9.6.2022 
RE: Recommending sole source contract with Erickson Consulting  
 
I recommend Erickson Consulting be awarded a sole course contract to do order of magnitude 

estimating for the Ilsley 100 Project Team. The scope of work is providing an estimate for the four 

options the Project Team is considering (renovate; renovate & expand; renovate & annex Ben Franklin; 

build new in EDI site).  

The work will be performed on an hourly basis, cost-not-to-exceed $8,750, as outlined in Henry 

Erickson’s proposal. The work will be paid of out of the capital budget 05-5-1518-7.130. 

The Project Team voted to hire Henry Erickson at the Sept. 1 meeting, pending positive reference 

checks. Henry provided me with five references. I contacted all five, and heard back from three. The 

three all gave glowing references. 



9/13/22, 10:35 AM Mail - Dana Hart - Outlook

https://outlook.office365.com/mail/AAMkADNjNmNiYTMzLWZiMGYtNGQzYS05MDk3LTg1NjQ0ZTgwYTBhMAAuAAAAAADGoXVY4c52RrVMm8OrrK… 1/1

EDI Project 2015-2016

Kathleen Ramsay <KRamsay@townofmiddlebury.org>
Fri 9/2/2022 2:46 PM

To: farhadkhan1961@gmail.com <farhadkhan1961@gmail.com>
Cc: Dana Hart <dana.hart@ilsleypubliclibrary.org>;Steve & Judith Harris (judith@harrisandharrisvt.com)
<judith@harrisandharrisvt.com>
Hi Farhad,
 
Here is a short summary of the EDI mixed use development process of 2015-2016, including links
to the proposal under consideration at the time and relevant meeting minutes, which the IPL100
Team may find helpful:
 
 
In May 2015, Town issued a Request for Proposals for a Mixed-Use Development on Bakery Lane
(the area behind the Library) as outlined in this presentation, and received a proposal from
 NexBridge Partners.   
 
At the June 21, 2016 EDI Committee meeting to discuss next steps in moving forward with a mixed
use project in NexBridge, the Chair of the Planning Commission expressed the Planning
Commission’s concerns about moving forward with the development of the area without an
updated Master Plan for the Downtown.  The meeting concluded as follows:
 

[Economic Development Director Jamie] Gaucher suggested that Town staff (Ramsay,
Murray & Gaucher) prepare a letter for NexBridge from the Selectboard outlining that the
Town will be pursuing a Downtown Master Planning Process and will not be moving forward
with the EDI project until the Downtown Master Plan is complete.
 
Murray volunteered to provide a draft schedule of events/timeline and approximate sources
and uses of funding with regard to a Downtown Master Planning Process.
 

On July 12, 2016, he Selectboard received the recommendation of the EDI Committee and the EDI
process was put on hold pending completion of the Downtown Master Plan.

https://cms5.revize.com/revize/middlebury/document_center/Selectboard/Selectboard%20Meeting%20Packets/2015/23.March%2024,%202015/09d-EDI_Presentation.pdf
https://cms5.revize.com/revize/middlebury/document_center/Selectboard/Selectboard%20Meeting%20Packets/2015/11.August%2011,%202015/08a-NEXBRIDGE_PARTNERS_-_RESPONSE_TO_RFP_08-03-2015.pdf
https://cms5.revize.com/revize/middlebury/document_center/Selectboard/Selectboard%20Meeting%20Packets/2015/11.August%2011,%202015/08a-NEXBRIDGE_PARTNERS_-_RESPONSE_TO_RFP_08-03-2015.pdf
https://cms5.revize.com/revize/middlebury/document_center/Selectboard/Selectboard%20Meeting%20Packets/2016/June%2028,%202016/06-Minutes_-_EDI_meeting_6-21-2016.pdf
https://cms5.revize.com/revize/middlebury/document_center/Selectboard/Selectboard%20Meeting%20Packets/2016/July%2012,%202016/07-Master_Planning_Memo.pdf
http://www.townofmiddlebury.org/government/boards_commissions_and_committees/2016_selectboard_meeting_packets.php#revize_document_center_rz215
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ILSLEY 100 PROJECT TEAM 

POSSIBLE DESIGN DIRECTIONS 

Narrative Descriptions of Matrix Options 

 

NOTE:  ALL options will require updating of cost figures to today’s dollars, with a contingency for 

conversion to projected construction in the 2024-2025 building season. 

OPTION A—Renovate and Repair      No Expansion 
Option A entails replacing aging mechanical, electrical, and sprinkler, and elevator systems to bring up to 

code.  Site and foundation work are also required to stabilize the building’s decline.  Renovations to the 

existing structure are required to maximize the building’s functionality without the benefit of additional 

square footage. 

Renovation 

 Renovation of 18,330 gross square feet. Renovation would include significant work on the public 

restrooms; reconfiguring and upgrading staff work areas; new library shelving; new lighting 

throughout the building; new flooring throughout building; new wiring that allows for more 

outlets (ground and wall); possible removal of interior walls to create larger, more open spaces.  

Mechanical System Repair/Replacements 

 The library currently has a boiler that burns fuel oil, which is end of life. We have worked with 

Engineering Services of Vermont to plan a full replacement with cold climate heat pumps. ESVT 

estimated that this conversion would cost $1 million.  

 The library’s elevator needs to be replaced. Schindler has provided a very rough estimate of 

$350,000 for a new traction elevator, plus another $100,000 for bringing related systems up to 

code. 

 In 2016, Engineering Services of Vermont performed a visual inspection of the mechanical, 

plumbing, fire protection and electrical systems serving the building and made the following 

construction cost estimates on what it would cost to bring things up to code (greater detail can 

be found on pages 31-40 of the Gossens Bachman1 2017 Building Expansion Feasibility Study): 

o Plumbing: $63,000-$88,000 

o Fire Protection: $10,000-$15,000 

o Electrical: $60,350-$68,750 

 Additional work which was identified but not cost estimated include: 

o Removing garden bulkhead foundations and replacing with a property constructed 

concrete foundation wall and footing. 

o Excavating and inspecting the drainage around the southeast corner of the building. 

Additional footing drain, waterproofing, and sealing as necessary. 

o Properly sloping the existing exterior grades away from the building on the east and 

north sides.  

o Replacing concrete steps and handrails on the front of the building. 

o A secondary egress to/from the third floor must be installed. 
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Other considerations 

 This option would require moving library operations offsite during renovate and repair activities. 

 This option would NOT provide any additional square footage for expansion of library programs 

or flexibility for current operations.  Most limitations of the existing facility would remain. 

 

OPTION B—Renovate and Expand    Within Existing Property Lines 
Option B entails selective demolition, renovating and repairing the remaining 1924 building, while 

adding gross square footage to total of 24,256 gross square feet of program requirement. This 

expansion would be bound by the current property footprint. Working with gbAi, the previous Building 

Committee recommended that the best way to expand on the current site would be to tear down the 

1977 addition and the 1988 addition; renovate and repair the 1924 addition; and build a new addition. 

For the purposes of the matrix, the Project Team assumes this is the best way to fulfill OPTION B.  If 

design is resumed for this option, we will need to explore the gbA design for alignment with current 

program requirements, within these conceptual parameters. 

Renovation 

 Renovation of 8,500 square feet (1924 building). Excavate, inspect, and waterproof the 

basement of the 1924 building.  

Demolition 

 Demolition and disposal of 10,500 square feet 

New Construction 

 Approximately 16,000 square feet, depending on design solution. 

Other Considerations 

 It is possible that this work could be phased, allowing the library to continue operations in some 

portion of the building throughout the construction process.  Note: this approach would likely 

increase safety concerns for staff and clients, inflate costs and lengthen time to delivery, as well 

as requiring some off-site storage of books, records, and furnishings. 

 

OPTION C—Renovate and Repair Existing Plus Add Annex   
OPTION C essentially deals with the existing building in the same way as OPTION A (renovate and repair 

the existing structure) AND includes the purchase and renovation of an additional structure / site to 

create an annex operation. The additional site example for purposes of conceptual scoring has been 

identified as the “Ben Franklin building” at 63 Main Street, Middlebury VT. 

Acquisition 

 Purchase of the Ben Franklin building, most recently listed at $775,500. 

Renovation 

 Renovation of 18,330 gross square feet (Ilsley Public Library building). Includes all the 

mechanical system repairs/replacements as OPTION A. 
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 Renovation of 13,130 square feet (Ben Franklin building). Likely asbestos and lead paint 

abatement at Ben Franklin site requiring 100 thousand dollars for remediation, and then gut 

rehab.  

Other Considerations 

 This Option calls out for a Partner, as the overall square footage is more than we would need.  It 

might also mean some income for Ilsley / Town of Middlebury for owning and operating tenant 

spaces. 

 It is possible that this work could be phased, allowing the library to continue operations in the 

original building while the annex is renovated. Library operations would then move into the 

annex while the original building is repaired and renovated. So while the library would incur 

moving costs, there would not be rent associated with this option. 

 Adding an additional building means adding personnel hours, because an additional building 

needs to be staffed. Staffing an additional building would mean, at minimum, an additional 80 

hours of staffing per week, or 2 FTE. This would cost between $117,000 and $178,000 per year 

(includes salary and benefits). 

 

OPTION D—Build New in EDI Site   Adaptive Re-Use of Existing Ilsley 
OPTION D entails identifying and gaining community acceptance for an adaptive re-use possibility for 

the existing Ilsley building, followed by new construction on an alternative site:  the lower parking lot 

behind the library, also referred to as the “EDI siteii.”  

D1  New Construction as a stand-alone option 

 Site work on a portion of the EDI site.  

 New construction of 24,256 square feet.  

D2  New Construction as part of a larger development 

 Similar to the NEXBRIDGEiii proposal for the EDI site, this option would add other tenants to the 

construction footprint to create a mixed-use, but potentially income-producing option  

Other Considerations 

 The library building would need to be sold or leased in order to make this a feasible option. The 

library’s insurance valuation is $1.8 million. 

 There would need to be parking to accommodate the new building (possibly as a parking garage 

at grade, with the library built on top).  

 The library could continue to operate out of the current building during construction, so there 

would be no need to move library operations or rent a temporary space. 

 The Town may require both an accepted adaptive re-use of the existing library as well as the 

creation of a master plan for this option to succeed.  This path could be lengthy and complex. 

i Gossens Bachman Architects of Montpelier 
ii EDI refers to “Economic Development Initiative” a plan by the Town of Middlebury to promote development of 
the lower parking lot behind the library. 
iii NEXBRIDGE was one of the groups that presented a proposal for development of the EDI site. 

                                                           



CHANGES this Version No expansion On-site expansion Annex options EDI

WEIGHT for 

CATEGORY CATEGORY
SCORING 

CRITERIA Line items OPTION A OPTION B OPTION C OPTION D

range Renovate and Repair Renovate and Expand R/R + Add non-adjacent New build on EDI site

retain footprint sim gbA 2017 e.g. Ben Franklin Adaptive Re-use . Ilsley

30% BUILDING PROGRAM

1 - 15 Adequate space for the ideal program?

1 - 10 Can space layouts support efficient use of staffing? Consider sight-lines.key proximities

1 - 5 Can spaces be designed for maximum flexibility of future uses?

20% SITE / LOCATION

1 - 5 Ease of access (from public transport and schools)?

1 - 5 Adequate parking with library entrance(s) accessible by car or by foot?

1 - 5 Is the site close to public transportation?  Combined with ease of access

1 - 5 Does the site include enough space for outdoor ammenities: green space?

1 - 5 Does the site offer opportunity for future growth?

15% COMMUNITY ALIGNMENT

Does this option support the Downtown Master Plan? (LIST KEY COMPONENTS)

1 - 5 Make the Downtown a welcoming and enjoyable destination for all.

1 - 5 Contribute to the revitalization of the Downtown.

1 - 5 Green construction, alternative energy, innovative design solutions?

1 - 5 What impact will library construction have on community services?  5 = least disruptive

25% FUNDING VIABILITY

1 - 5 Does this option create any unique opportunities for partnerships?

1 - 10 Is this option likely to receive widespread community support?

1 - 10 Is this option likely to receive grants or government funds?

10% EASE of IMPLEMENTATION 1-10 Required time, complexity, potential obstacles to breaking ground? 10 = Easiest

TOTAL SCORES 0 0 0 0

PROJECTED COSTS Option A COSTS Option B COSTS Option C COSTS Option D COSTS

D R A F T   Site evaluation matrix for Ilsley 100 Library PROJECT 9/1/2022



OPTION   REMAIN & RENOVATE 

A     
IPL 100 

NARRATIVE 

Option A entails renovations, repairs, and upgrades to the existing structure that are required 

to maximize the building’s functionality without the benefit of additional square footage.  

Long-overdue replacement of aging mechanical, electrical, and sprinkler, and elevator 

systems will be undertaken to bring the building’s systems up to code.  Site and foundation 

work are also required to stabilize the building’s decline.   

PROS    & CONS 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ORDER of MAGNITUDE COSTS 

$$$ 



OPTION   RENOVATE & ADD 

B     
IPL 100 

NARRATIVE 

Option B entails selective demolition of the 1977 and 1988 additions and renovating and repairing the 

remaining 1924 building, while adding gross square footage for a total of 24,256 gross square feet of program 

requirement. This expansion would be bound by the current property footprint. 

PROS    & CONS 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ORDER of MAGNITUDE COSTS 

$$$ 



OPTION   RENOVATE & ANNEX 

C     
IPL 100 

NARRATIVE 

OPTION C essentially deals with the existing building in the same way as OPTION A (renovate and repair the 

existing structure) AND includes the purchase and renovation of an additional structure / site to create an 

annex operation. The additional site example for purposes of conceptual scoring has been identified as the 

“Ben Franklin building” at 63 Main Street, Middlebury VT. 

PROS    & CONS 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ORDER of MAGNITUDE COSTS 

$$$ 



OPTION  RE-IMAGINE  

& BUILD NEW 

D    
IPL 10 

NARRATIVE 

OPTION D entails identifying and gaining community acceptance for an adaptive re-use possibility for the 

existing Ilsley building, followed by new construction on an alternative site:  the lower parking lot behind the 

library, also referred to as the “EDI site.”  The library would become the anchor occupant within a mixed-use 

development including a parking structure, some commercial, and a potential for much-needed downtown 

housing or offices.  

EDI refers to “Economic Development Initiative” a plan by the Town of Middlebury to promote development 
of the lower parking lot behind the library. 

PROS    & CONS 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ORDER of MAGNITUDE COSTS 

$$$ 
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Ilsley Progress

Andrea Murray <andrea@vermontintegratedarchitecture.com>
Fri 9/9/2022 10:19 AM

To: Dana Hart <dana.hart@ilsleypubliclibrary.org>
Hi Dana,
 
I hope you are well.
 
I’ve been following the project progress via mee�ng minutes and through others in the community. It sounds like
things are moving along. Hooray for our library!
 
A few thoughts that could help:
 

The Commi�ee is hiring Henry to do cost es�ma�ng. Excellent! Please keep in mind that Henry will prepare
a “statement of probable cost” for construc�on only. It will be important to hold allowances in your budget
for other costs, including design fees and other owner’s costs. I suggest 10% for design fees.  This will
include architecture, civil, structural, mechanical, electrical, plumbing, and fire protec�on engineering. I
also suggest you hold 5%-10% for other owner’s costs. These costs include permi�ng fees, owner’s tes�ng,
furniture, u�lity connec�on fees, data cabling, etc.  These percentages would be based on the total
construc�on cost. For example, a $5 million construc�on cost would have $500k in design fees in addi�on
to the construc�on cost and approximately $250 - $500k in other owner’s costs (excluding property
acquisi�on). The commi�ee will need this informa�on to paint a picture of total project cost.

 
To build support for this project in the community, I suggest the commi�ee not hone in on one site op�on
for the eventual design team to explore, rather at least have two (could be more). The design team
(architect and engineers) can then explore these and share concepts with the community for feedback.
This is truly the best way (offering op�ons for people to weigh in on and then acknowledging what has
been heard) to build support for the project within the community. In our experience, people want an
opportunity, before any big decisions have been made, to weigh in and share their opinions. There is a way
to do this that brings our community along with the vision, sincerely acknowledges input and feedback,
and designs a building that reflects the collec�ve, community vision. We have also learned that community
members want to speak to/with the designers directly to offer their thoughts as opposed to a commi�ee
as conduit to the design team. This will be essen�al for a successful bond vote, I am certain.

 
White and Burke is a great organiza�on! I know David White and Gail Henderson-King. We worked with
them in St. Albans. Stephanie and I know each other through the SBA Emerging Leadership Program. I think
they especially add value when a client is looking for a developer to construct the new building and then
lease it back to the tenant, in this case the library.  Guidance and facilita�on for community engagement
process is something your commi�ee and the right design team should probably lead. Outsourcing this
percep�vely places a degree of separa�on between the tax payers (bond voters) and the project. This could
possibly create a climate of uncertainty in the community.  Once you have a design and an es�mated cost,
the commi�ee might reconsider bringing W&B onto the team to assist with poten�al funding scenarios in
addi�on to a bond vote.

 
I hope this is helpful. I did see in the minutes a couple mee�ngs ago that you might reach out to me. No pressure
there, but I am here to help, whenever appropriate and useful.
 
Happy Friday!
 
Andrea
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ANDREA K. MURRAY
AIA, NCARB, LEED AP
Principal
 
VERMONT INTEGRATED ARCHITECTURE, PC
P.O. Box 862
Middlebury, Vermont 05753
802-989-7249 office
802-349-4717 cell
andrea@vermon�ntegratedarchitecture.com
www.vermon�ntegratedarchitecture.com
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