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Town Meeting Article 18:  Design Funds for the School Building Project 

March 13, 2011 - Article 18 requests $2.9 million to fund schematic design for a new, co-located 
middle school and high school. Based on the town’s 2010 feasibility study, approved by the voters in 
2009, numerous options were studied and presented to address the deteriorating condition and poor 
layout of Duxbury Middle School and Duxbury High School. The options ranged from “no build” (basic 
repairs) to renovation to new construction.  The School Building Committee (SBC), made up of 
architects, engineers, builders and educators, had the following goals for a project.   

 Repair Renovate Rebuild  
Be cost-effective    
Be educationally sound    
Be flexible and functional for 
the long-term 

   

Minimize displacement of 
students, disruption to 
schools and community  

   

Address both buildings with 
minimal project duration 

   

Improve the delivery of 
education 

 partially  

Improve building operations 
and efficiency 

partially partially  

Preserve open space of 
Train Field 

   

Estimated 
cost/reimbursement 

$68 m, 
reimbursement 
uncertain, base rate 
31% if approved 

$117m, reimbursement 
uncertain, may 
approach 40% if 
approved 

$130m, 43.42% 
eligible for maximum 
reimbursement 

 

After careful consideration of all the options and their estimated costs, the SBC unanimously voted for 
the new, co-located school option.  The Massachusetts School Building Authority (MSBA) also 
reviewed all of the options in the town’s study and validated the existing poor conditions of both 
schools through a senior study team of architects and engineers.  MSBA concurred that the new, co-
located school option is the most cost-effective, educationally sound solution.  



Building a new, co-located school will have a positive impact on education in: access to technology, 
curriculum and supervision, science instruction, team-teaching, small group and interdisciplinary 
instruction, student transition, teacher recruitment.  The new middle school and high school will 
remain distinct schools but would share a kitchen, mechanical plant, technology and communications 
infrastructure, security system and central library services. 

MSBA has invited Duxbury to participate in its Model School Program as a significant cost-savings 
measure. If approved at Town Meeting and on the ballot, design would be completed and then 
construction funding would be voted at a fall 2011 special town meeting.  

Duxbury’s new, co-located school project is eligible for 43 percent reimbursement of the project cost, 
estimated at $130 million.  At this time, the town is recommending that the project be funded through 
a 25-year, level debt service bond issue, adding $1.53 to the tax rate.  For a median-priced home, the 
tax impact of the total project would be an average of $737 per year, beginning in 2014. 

Article 18 is supported unanimously by the School Building Committee, School Committee and the 
Board of Selectmen.  The Fiscal Advisory Committee and Finance Committee also recommend this 
Article. We welcome your questions and comments. Please visit www.duxbury.k12.ma.us and 
www.MassSchoolBuildings.org for more information.  Thank you for taking the time to be informed 
with the facts.  We appreciate your support of the Duxbury Public Schools. 

	  
Science Facilities Don’t Make the Grade 
By Cheryl Lewis, Science Department Head and Joyce Edwards, Middle School Curriculum Director 

February 2011 - As teachers and administrators responsible for curriculum at DMS and DHS, 
we know firsthand how our 1960s era buildings impact science and technology learning.  Duxbury 
students receive top-notch science knowledge, but they do not acquire the same laboratory and 
technology skills as students in numerous other districts with more modern facilities.  When our 
students enter college, they are at a disadvantage, competing with students with superior skills. 

According to the National Science Foundation, the prototypical high school science lab should 
be approximately 1,600 to 1,800 square feet to accommodate a combined, but separate, lab station 
area and discussion area. Research indicates that proper science stations increase lab experiment 
time by up to 42 percent, because teachers can have labs set up for different classes at the lab 
stations and have whole class activities occurring within the same classroom. Our science 
classrooms are undersized at 1,100 square feet and, for most, the lab stations and discussion areas 
share the same space.  In most DHS and DMS science classrooms, labs, including dissections, are 
completed at student desks. 

Most of our classrooms have narrow lab counters that face the wall on three sides of the 
classroom.  Students work on labs facing the walls and cannot see the teacher, and teachers cannot 
easily view students and monitor their work. With 24 students using Bunsen burners, hot plates, 
chemicals and other lab equipment, there are potential hazards.  Lab stations should be bench types 
that have island, peninsula, or island cluster design to allow teachers to view all student activity and 
to allow students to move and observe freely and work in groups.   

Our classrooms lack basic built-in equipment, such as fume hoods, storage and correctly 
designed safety showers.  Some of our science classrooms do not even have hot water. All science 
classrooms should come equipped with three to four fume hoods, so students can learn to work with 
hazardous chemicals prior to going to college. Due to electrical limitations, we cannot run more than 
five hot plates or five microscopes in a classroom without blowing a fuse. That means multiple groups 
must share equipment, further reducing the numbers of students that get their hands on the 



equipment. At DMS, teachers hang extension cords from the ceiling drops to utilize microscopes 
causing further obstacles in the classroom space. 

 I currently have a student who reports that because of our building deficiencies, her lab skills 
lag those of students from other districts that she ‘s worked with in summer programs.  As a result, 
she feels she has a gap in her education that will impact her as she moves on to college.  

Our students are also behind in the acquisition of technology skills, largely due to the 
limitations at DMS and DHS.  Students cannot consistently access our school network as it is not 
capable of handling all the users. When students go to college, they are expected to be able to use 
computers to make presentations, work on group projects, create graphics, appropriately email 
professors, enter lab data, and work in online environments.  According to the NSF, each lab station 
in a science classroom should have a computer for student use as they are working on labs and 
projects. Most classrooms at the high school do not even have one computer for student use, and 
computer labs are booked solid for weeks ahead of time. The few laptop carts at DMS are fully 
utilized but do not meet the needed capacity for technology in classrooms. 

Science classrooms suffer from the deficiencies of our general classrooms: a lack of electrical 
and wireless access, inoperable windows, leaky roofs, inadequate plumbing, worn floors and walls, 
poorly functioning heat and ventilation, outdated lighting systems.  Renovation may help but it won’t 
solve the problems associated with the layout of the buildings and the lack of energy efficiency. Our 
science classrooms are already undersized by NSF and state standards. Renovations will further 
reduce the size of classrooms because insulation, heating, electrical, and computer networks need to 
be upgraded or replaced.   

Our students get a good science education but when it comes to being college and career 
ready with 21st Century lab and technology skills, they have a distinct disadvantage. 
 
 
New Construction vs. Renovation: A Clear Choice 
By Anne Ward, Chairman and John Heinstadt, Vice-chairman, School Committee 
 February 2011- As the discussion about the proposed school building project intensifies in the 
weeks leading up to Town Meeting, it is vital that Duxbury voters have accurate information upon 
which to base their decision.   
 One of the assertions circulating through town is that renovating vs. rebuilding the high school 
and middle school is a viable choice because it will cost the town less.   
In fact, it will cost taxpayers more.   

A comprehensive study of the two schools last year identified $117 million in necessary repair 
and renovation projects over the next eight or nine years.  If the state were to approve renovation as 
a cost-effective, educationally appropriate option, Duxbury would receive less reimbursement than for 
a new building, and would be left with a minimum cost to the town of about $78.4 million. 
Reimbursement would only be approved for one school at a time so the second school would have to 
wait years to get started. 

Constructing a new co-located high school and middle school will cost an estimated $130 
million, but the town qualifies for a higher reimbursement rate of 43 percent, putting the cost to the 
town at about $74.1 million. The state has already accepted Duxbury into its cost-controlled model 
school program.  

But the $4.3 million savings isn’t the only reason new construction is the wiser choice. 
If the town takes the piecemeal renovation approach, tens of millions of dollars will pour into 

two 1960s era, inefficient, outdated, educationally-inferior buildings.  The result?  Two 1960s era, 
inefficient, outdated, educationally-inferior buildings. Renovation work would span eight or nine years 
and impose significant disruption to education and to the community. Students would be relocated to 
costly temporary trailers on Train Field for years. In addition, renovating two separate buildings will 
prevent the town from realizing the short-term purchasing savings and long-term operating costs that 
are available by eliminating redundant boilers, HVAC systems, kitchens, IT centers, loading docks 
and other duplicative operations.  



Renovation will do nothing to address the inherent flaws in the 1960s design of the buildings.  
The labyrinthine sprawl of the high school will remain unchanged.  Windowless interior classrooms 
will remain.  Undersized classrooms will become even smaller because of insulation requirements.  
Impediments to teaching and learning, caused by poor building layout, particularly in the science 
area, special education and in instructional technology, will not be adequately addressed.  

Doing repairs or gut renovation of these buildings just won’t get the job done.     Gut 
renovations make sense when a building has “good bones” or has historical significance, like the 
original 1924 high school, now the Duxbury Free Library.  These buildings have neither. Another 
argument in favor of renovation is that the work could take place during summers when students are 
on vacation.  This theory breaks down under scrutiny.  First, summer vacation lasts about nine 
weeks, not three months.  While some smaller projects might be completed in this span, nine weeks 
is not enough time to stage, undergo and clean up major renovation projects that impact every 
structure and system in the building.  School building renovation projects require years-long duration 
and relocation of students and staff. 

Finally, renovation costs will likely increase as material and labor costs rise over the eight to 
nine year renovation time span.  In contrast, new construction would lock in current favorable building 
costs and be completed in 3-4 years. 
These are the reasons why the School Building Committee, after extensive study of all the options, 
chose new construction.  Silver Lake, Whitman-Hanson, Hanover, North Plymouth, Norwood, Natick 
and East Bridgewater, among others, made the same choice for new construction over renovation of 
their school buildings, some of which were newer and better built than ours.  A new co-located middle 
school and high school is the most cost-effective and educationally appropriate option.   

	  

Getting It Right 

By Elizabeth Lewis, School Building Chairman  

February 2011 - As chairman of the School Building Committee (SBC), I offer the following 
facts in response to recent letters to the editor.  First, Train Field is not the site for the proposed 
project.  The new middle and high school will be constructed on the site of the current middle school 
and the field behind it.  The existing high school site would be redeveloped for parking and fields.       

Cost: The proposed co-located middle and high school has an estimated preliminary 
construction cost of $130 million, with 43.45% reimbursed by the state if a model school design is 
selected.  The tax impact for a median-priced home is estimated to be in the range of 11 percent, not 
the 20 percent claimed in a recent letter. 

Timing: The project is the next phase of a Long-range Master Facilities Plan adopted in 2000 
and has been included in the school department’s capital plan every year since then.  In 2007, the 
school department submitted a request to the state to begin the process for reimbursement for a DMS 
and DHS project. The SBC was reconvened in 2008 to review and prioritize facilities needs and in 
2009, voters approved a feasibility study for DMS and DHS.  That work was completed in 2010 and 
presented at Town Meeting and other public meetings. In the summer of 2010, the Massachusetts 
School Building Authority voted to collaborate with Duxbury on a project to address both schools.  .  
The SBC seeks the most cost-effective, educationally appropriate project through the MSBA’s model 
school program at a time when the construction market is very competitive, the bond rates are at 
historically low rates and MSBA has funding in place for substantial reimbursement to the town. 



The renovation option:  A letter from a reader suggests that rehabilitation would be  less costly 
than renovation.    The fact is that current estimates of rehabilitation costs are nearly twice the current 
assessed values of the buildings and do not account for additional code upgrades that may be 
required to building systems and functions such as life safety, accessibility, and structural retrofit for 
seismic.   

The SBC did not favor this option for several reasons. MSBA requires towns to prioritize one 
project at a time and to demonstrate that the project will result in an educationally appropriate 
solution.   The renovation of either school will mean significant disruption to the school community, 
relocation of students to nonreimbursable trailers and 2-3 years of construction duration.    After 
renovating one school, the district would then have to start the process again on the second school.  
All this is premised on the chance that MSBA and the town will approve funding for two renovation 
projects, neither of which will resolve fundamental issues with the layout of the buildings.    

Funding capital projects for town and school buildings has been an issue for a long time.  The 
dual challenges of Prop 2 ½ and a bad economy have forced the town to dedicate available funds to 
operating budgets and to defer maintenance and capital spending.    

State funding: A reader assumes that when time is right, state funds will be available.  Fact: 
state reimbursement is available to Duxbury now but there is no guarantee that it will be available in 
the future.  In 2003, Duxbury received 67percent reimbursement for the Chandler/Alden/PAC project.  
Currently, Duxbury is eligible for 35.45 percent reimbursement plus additional points for using a 
model school design, construction manager at risk and green building elements.  MSBA has 
substantiated Duxbury’s need for two new schools and added the project to its capital pipeline. MSBA 
policy states that towns that do not receive voter approval for a project must begin the process all 
over again.  The time is now for state funding, low construction costs and favorable borrowing. 

Voter approval:  Another reader asserts that the article for the school s is being snuck in at the 
March town meeting when many people are away.  The fact is that town meetings and elections have 
been held annually in March for many years.  This year, voters will be asked to approve the costs for 
schematic design at both town meeting and at the ballot, just as they have been asked for any other 
town project.  This is required statutorily for funding requests and is in no way a new procedure.   

After more than two years of diligent work, the SBC, a dedicated group of Duxbury architects, 
engineers, planners, conservation experts, builders, town and school officials,  has determined that a 
new, co-located middle school and high school is the most cost-effective, educationally appropriate 
option.  Its findings are corroborated by MSBA.  The voters will ultimately decide whether to move 
forward with the project or risk waiting for a “better” time when costs are higher, more money is 
wasted to keep worn-out buildings operating and accredited, and state funding is in question.  

Voters share the responsibility of becoming informed about the issues.  Residents have had 
and will have opportunities to tour the schools, visit model schools, review the feasibility study, attend 
public presentations, SBC meetings, televised School Committee and Board of Selectmen meetings 
and other events hosted by the Duxbury Business Association, Senior Center, Rotary Club, 
Newcomers, DHS Boosters and more.   



   The SBC welcomes questions from residents who seek to be informed.  We invite you to 
contact any member of the SBC. Please visit the school website for contact information and updates 
about the project. Thank you for your support of Duxbury schools. 

 
School Building Committee Sets Schedule to Consider Model School Designs 

January 2011 – The Duxbury School Building Committee (SBC) will tour recently constructed 
schools in the area that feature model school designs to be considered for a middle school and high 
school building project.  The schedule includes Whitman-Hanson HS on January  13 at 10am, 
Ashland HS on January 21 at 10am, Hudson HS on January 21 at 1pm and Ipswich Middle School 
and Ipswich High School on January 27 at 11am. Members of the public who wish to take part in the 
tours should contact Ginny Whoriskey in the superintendent’s office at 781-934-7600 or 
G_Whoriskey@duxbury.k12.ma.us.  Tours of DMS and DHS will also be available to the community 
on January 22 and 29 from 9am to noon.   

The SBC has submitted an article for Town Meeting in March that requests funding for 
architectural and engineering fees associated with schematic design of a middle school and high 
school.  An update on the project to date will be presented at the January School Committee meeting.   

The four architectural firms - Flansburgh Architects, Ai3, Mount Vernon Group and SMMA  - 
that designed and built schools which are designated as model schools by the Massachusetts School 
Building Authority (MSBA) have been invited to submit proposals for a project in Duxbury.  In their 
presentations, the designers will demonstrate how their plans would accommodate Duxbury’s 
educational needs and adapt to the site of the existing middle school and football field. 

Last November, the MSBA invited Duxbury to participate in the model school program as the 
next step in determining the most cost-effective, educationally appropriate solution to address the 
conditions of the middle school and high school. According to the MSBA, “the Model School Program 
seeks to effectively adapt and re-use the design of successful, recently constructed schools. Model 
Schools are efficient in design and easy to maintain, contain optimal classroom and science lab 
space, can easily accommodate higher or lower enrollments, incorporate sustainable, “green” design 
elements when possible and are flexible in educational programming spaces while encouraging 
community use. Districts are eligible to receive five additional percentage points which are added to 
the base rate of MSBA reimbursement. In the current economy, the savings and higher 
reimbursements can mean the difference between a school district being able to afford a new facility 
and being forced to continue using a deficient one.”  Duxbury could be eligible for 40 percent 
reimbursement. More information about the school building project is available at 
www.duxbury.k12.ma.us. 
 
Co-Located Schools: A Common Sense Approach to School Buildings 
By John Heinstadt, Vice-chairman, Duxbury School Committee 
 October 2010 - As Duxbury’s School Building Committee continues with plans to address the 
conditions of an outdated Duxbury Middle School and Duxbury High School, the concept of a co-
located school will get much more attention.  What is a co-located school and why is it the common 
sense choice for Duxbury now? 
  First, it is important to understand what co-located means and what it doesn’t.  It doesn’t mean 
that the middle school and high school become one school with students sharing the same 
classrooms, hallways, gyms or cafeterias.  Once the students enter school in the morning they will 
probably not see each other again until the afternoon dismissal. 
 What it does mean is some shared physical features that will save the town design costs, 
construction costs, operating costs and maintenance costs.  The concept of co-located schools is 
based in synergy and high-efficiency use of shared assets such as a media center, kitchen, loading 
dock, a single mechanical plant for heating, air conditioning, electrical and plumbing, technology 
support, and other key elements.  Two student populations sharing single systems will provide cost 
savings for the life of the buildings, both in initial costs and ongoing maintenance costs.  



 In addition, the co-located schools will offer superior space utilization and improved 
accessibility for disabled students and staff within a smaller footprint than two separate facilities.  A 
smaller footprint will be achieved by designing a building with one, two and three story portions, 
where classroom areas are efficiently stacked in three-story clusters rather than spread out along 
long hallways.  The building’s smaller footprint will also provide greater building security and the 
flexibility to improve parking, traffic flow and open space on the St. George Street campus.  A flexible 
co-located design would allow for ready accommodation of changes in enrollment and educational 
programming as needed in the future. 
 Middle school students and high school students already share some resources.  Teachers in 
music, world language and other subjects regularly cross the street to teach in both schools.  In some 
cases, students in grade eight cross over to the high school for advanced math courses. Physical 
education students from the middle school walk to the high school to use equipment there. After 
school, many middle school students walk to the high school for music lessons with high school 
students.  Currently, students from both schools use the Performing Arts Center and the playing fields 
on both sides of St. George Street. And, of course, students in grade six through twelve share the 
same buses going to and from school. 
 The School Building Committee, in conjunction with the Massachusetts School Building 
Authority (MSBA), is working to find the most cost-effective, educationally appropriate solution to two 
school buildings that are at the end of their useful lives. The MSBA, the agency that reimburses 
eligible projects for a major portion of construction costs, has now invited Duxbury to collaborate on a 
project and furthermore, has indicated interest in working with Duxbury to develop a model school 
design for a co-located school.  Typically, the MSBA will only consider a single school at a time for a 
construction project. A model school design would earn Duxbury another five percent in 
reimbursement funding, saving the town millions of additional dollars.  This is a significant opportunity 
for Duxbury to resolve serious conditions at both schools and eliminate the barriers to teaching and 
learning that will intensify as the buildings continue to age.  

The question of whether the high and middle schools need to be replaced was answered a 
decade ago.  Duxbury’s School Facilities Master Plan in 2000 slated these two buildings for major 
renovation or construction by 2010.  When Duxbury needed to prioritize one project for MSBA 
consideration, the slightly older middle school was identified as the most in need of replacement. The 
reality is that the two buildings have similar issues:  they are both at or near fifty years old, neither has 
been significantly upgraded since the 1970s, classrooms and special education spaces are 
undersized, accessibility for disabled persons is limited, life safety systems are limited, energy 
efficiency is deficient, interior classrooms and offices are windowless, storage and student services 
space is lacking. Major systems will need replacement: roofs, windows, doors, HVAC, plumbing – all 
at a cost of many tens of millions of dollars that may not be eligible for MSBA reimbursement.   

The challenge before us today is how to plan for educationally appropriate, 21st century 
facilities at the best value to taxpayers.  A co-located high school and middle school with additional 
MSBA reimbursement is a common-sense option to explore. 
 
 
 

Duxbury’s Schools:  An Opportunity 
By Anne Ward, Chairman, Duxbury School Committee 
 September 2010 –  This month children throughout Massachusetts will don their backpacks 
and return to their classrooms.  In many area towns, students will walk into up-to-date schools with 
efficient energy systems, contemporary classrooms and technologies, up to code safety systems and 
handicap accessibility. 
 In Duxbury, high school students will enter a building constructed in 1968.  It is a structure that 
has served the town well but has reached the end of its useful life.  The labyrinthine design is 
obsolete, the energy systems are inefficient and expensive, the maintenance costs are high and the 



classrooms spaces, special education areas and access to technology are deficient.  The middle 
school, built in 1960, exhibits similar problems, including a roof that is nearly beyond repair and a 
cafeteria that is seriously undersized. The town’s 2000 Master Facilities Plan identified these 
deficiencies and targeted the schools for renovation or replacement within ten years. 
 In late July, the Massachusetts Building Authority (MSBA) invited Duxbury to work 
collaboratively to achieve the most cost-effective, educationally appropriate solution to address these 
conditions. Duxbury has an opportunity to qualify for significant reimbursement from MSBA for a 
building project, in the range of 40 percent, if the town meets certain prerequisites in the coming 
months. 
 The time has come for Duxbury residents to begin a serious discussion about the potential 
opportunity presented by MSBA to address the two schools and what it would mean for our education 
system, our property values and our tax bills. 
 The School Building Committee (SBC) has been working diligently to explore a range of 
options, including renovation and new construction. A feasibility study, approved by the voters in 
2009, was completed by the architectural firm Dore & Whittier and presented at the 2010 Town 
Meeting and at several other public presentations.  The study outlines the conditions of both the 
middle school and the high school and offers six options for a project. The SBC has reviewed all the 
options and has requested further work on the two concepts that provide for a co-located project – a 
building that would house the middle school and high school students in distinct areas, with some 
common service facilities such as the kitchen, technology hub and media center. 
 While renovation of the buildings may seem to be less costly, the SBC believes that new 
construction of a co-located building will be the most cost-effective and educationally appropriate 
solution. New construction offers the least disruption to the operation of the schools, fewer staff and 
student safety concerns, greater building longevity and flexibility, and better energy efficiency. It 
provides more opportunity to meet the needs of a 21st century educational program for decades to 
come. Importantly, the MSBA has signaled its interest in a co-located middle and high school and has 
indicated that the town could recoup millions of dollars, an additional five percent of the total cost, in 
reimbursement for design and construction of a co-located school. Green building elements could 
further boost the state’s share of the total project cost. 
 Over the coming weeks and months the SBC will be working closely with MSBA to determine 
next steps in this collaborative process. At the same time, Dore & Whittier will produce renderings of 
a co-located high school and middle school design and site.  Currently, MSBA is reviewing Duxbury’s 
feasibility study to determine what additional work is needed to meet MSBA requirements and the 
scope of work necessary to produce a schematic design. If additional funds are needed to complete 
this step in the process, the town may need to secure funding within existing resources or request 
funding from the voters in order to meet target dates set by MSBA. 
 As more information is obtained from MSBA, members of the SBC, including Superintendent 
Ben Tantillo, will begin holding information sessions with civic groups, neighborhood associations and 
all other interested residents. The goal of these meetings is to inform residents about the potential 
scope, budget and timeline for the project.  The timeline is important since collaboration with MSBA 
requires the town to adhere to a process,  including community authorization at town meeting, if 
necessary, and funding to proceed. Residents need to know the facts so they can make informed 
decisions. 
 This is a significant opportunity for the town of Duxbury. Financially, the town will benefit from 
MSBA’s available funding, lower construction costs and the town’s excellent borrowing capability. 
 This is an opportunity to address two deteriorating buildings in a cost-effective manner and to 
provide a building that meets the needs of Duxbury’s students and the community for decades. If we 
miss this opportunity, the cost of keeping the existing buildings operational will increase every year, 
the cost to replace them in the future will rise and we may not receive the 40 percent reimbursement 
from the state. Obsolete buildings may make Duxbury a less attractive district for recruiting highly-
qualified teachers.  For staff and students, there will be added barriers to learning and a rapidly 
deteriorating physical environment. 



  
 

MSBA Votes to Move Duxbury into Building Program  
August  2010 - Last week, the Massachusetts School Building Authority (MSBA) Board voted 

to move Duxbury Middle School to Feasibility Study and noted that given the age of the high school, 
both schools would be studied. The School Building Committee will be meeting with MSBA in the 
near future to discuss the work completed by the Town to date and supplemental work required for 
their Feasibility Study. At this phase, MSBA requires the Town retain the services of an Owner’s 
Project Manager (OPM) certified by MCPPO. There are funds remaining in the 2009 Town Meeting 
appropriation of $200,000 for the Feasibility Study. If the remaining funds combined with the 
reimbursement provided by the MSBA are adequate to supplement the existing Study and OPM fees, 
no additional funding will be needed at this time. At the conclusion of this phase, a preferred option 
will be identified and at that time funding for the design and construction will be requested.  

Since Town Meeting in March, the School Building Committee has worked with Dore and 
Whittier Architects to finalize the Feasibility Study. The study presented six options for the schools 
including renovation of each school, replacement of each school, partial addition and renovation, and 
a co-located high school and middle school. A co-located school would join both schools in one 
building with separate entrances, educational areas, cafeterias, etc., with a central core that may 
house shared facilities such as kitchen, media center and administrative areas. Cost estimates for 
each option were developed and compared with the projected costs for necessary maintenance over 
the next 20 years. A copy of the Study is available for viewing at the Duxbury Free Library and the 
Superintendent’s office.  

In June, Representative Tom Calter arranged for a meeting with the School Building 
Committee and Katherine Craven, Executive Director of MSBA. The committee briefed Ms. Craven 
on the work completed to date and inquired about the possibility of addressing the needs of both the 
middle and high schools in one project. Ms. Craven noted given the similar ages of the buildings, a 
co-located school would be a viable option if the town had an available building site. She further 
noted that given the competitive construction market and constraints with renovation projects, MSBA 
may look more favorably on new construction. Renovation projects often do not provide the most 
efficient space layout due to existing building shell, have longer project durations due to phasing, 
create more disruption for the school community, and typically require rental of temporary modular 
classrooms which are not reimbursed by MSBA. Ms. Craven informed the School Building Committee 
that a Senior Study would be completed of the middle and high schools by a team of architects 
retained by MSBA. The purpose of the Senior Study is to validate the Statement of Interest submitted 
to the MSBA last fall. This was completed in late June.  

At a joint meeting with the Board of Selectmen and the School Committee, the School Building 
Committee discussed all the options presented in the Feasibility Report. There was interest in the co-
located school option given the numerous advantages. If a renovation project was selected, MSBA 
would permit only one project at a time and it may be years before the second school project would 
be approved. Currently the School Building Committee has selected the middle school as its first 
priority. Renovation would require phasing, modular classrooms, considerable disruption, longer 
project duration, has limited potential for energy savings, and given the building layout will not 
accommodate the team teaching model used at the middle school. A higher reimbursement ratio is 
available for a model school that incorporates green materials and building systems. It was agreed at 
the meeting that further study was needed to review the siting of a co-located school and potential 
restrictions on the parcels of land comprising the school campus.  

The School Building Committee has authorized Dore and Whittier Architects to develop 
massing plans to demonstrate how a co-located school would fit on the campus and to provide 
streetscapes, sketches to show how the building mass would look from various locations on the 
surrounding streets. Two potential areas on the campus were identified for a co-located school: the 
area behind the middle school together with the middle school site and the area adjacent to the pool 



and student union. The supplemental services to develop the massing plans will be paid with funds 
remaining from the original appropriation for the Feasibility Study.  

In deliberating on our project last week, the MSBA Board noted that our project may be well 
suited for a co-located school, in particular a model school. There are currently model schools 
available for high schools and middle schools and MSBA recently selected several elementary 
schools. If Duxbury and MSBA agreed upon a co-located school, this would become the first model of 
this type. MSBA provides an additional 5 points of reimbursement (5% approved project cost) for 
adoption of a model school.  

On August 31st, Don Walter of Dore and Whittier Architects and Dr. Frank Locker will be 
discussing the spatial and educational components of a co-located school with the convocation of 
Duxbury teachers and administrators. Dr. Locker led the 3-day visioning sessions attended by 
approximately fifty teachers, administrators and community members last fall as part of the Feasibility 
Study.  

Going forward, the School Building Committee is working with the School Committee to 
develop a School Building Committee web page to provide updates to the public. All meetings are 
posted at Town Hall and are open to the public. The next School Building Committee meeting is 
Tuesday August 17 at 7 p.m. in Room 106 of Duxbury High School. 
 
 
Public Meeting on School Building Plan Set 

November  2009 - The Duxbury Public Schools School Building Committee and 
Superintendent Susan Skeiber will host a public presentation on the first phase of the feasibility study, 
funded by the 2009 Town Meeting, for the Duxbury Middle School and Duxbury High School.  The 
presentation will be on Wednesday, December 2 at 7:00pm at the Duxbury Middle School auditorium.  
Architects from Dore and Whittier will present the work done to date and next steps for developing 
options for the school building project. 

The feasibility study will provide an assessment of the physical condition of the middle and 
high schools, and will review programmatic needs, space assessment and enrollment analysis.  The 
study will evaluate four options for the schools: 

• do nothing – with increasing costs to continue to maintain the facilities 
• renovate each school with potential partial demolition and/or addition 
• replace each school with a new structure 
• combine the schools in a one new facility or partially renovated facility 

For each option, a conceptual site plan, floor plans and cost estimate will be provided with phasing 
ramifications.  

Following this first public information evening, subsequent presentations will be scheduled to 
present the options for the two schools.  The final study will be complete by mid-March. 

At the March 2009 ATM and subsequent election, voters authorized two articles brought forth 
by the School Building Committee.  The first article was for the replacement of portions of Chandler 
Elementary School for a total of $1.5 million.  The roof was designed in the spring and construction 
was successfully completed over the summer.  The final cost for design and construction was less 
than $1,000,000.   

The second article approved $200,000 for a Feasibility Study for the Duxbury Middle School 
and Duxbury High School.  The School Building Committee retained the services of Dorr and Whittier 
Architects of Newburyport to prepare the feasibility study and this work is underway.   

The first phase of the feasibility study evaluated the physical aspects of the schools.  In 
September, the Architects and their consultants toured the two schools and interviewed maintenance 
personnel and the administration.  In particular, areas such as the heating, lighting, egress, life safety, 
accessibility, site features, roofs, walls and windows were inspected.  Classroom, administrative and 
program areas were considered both in size, function and location within the schools.   



Recently, Dore and Whittier assisted the School Building Committee with updating the 
District’s Statement of Interest (SOI) for the Middle and High Schools.  The SOI is required to be 
submitted annually to the Massachusetts State Building Authority (MSBA) in order to gain project 
approval.  The updated SOIs included Dore and Whittier’s recent findings of building conditions and 
was submitted to MSBA in mid-November.  

On November 9 and 10, a group of 50 educators, administrators, and members from 
throughout the community (town boards, school councils, parents, etc.) met with Dore and Whittier’s 
educational consultant, Dr. Frank Locker, for the first two days of a three-day series of “Visioning” 
workshops.  A third day is scheduled for December 2nd.  In an interactive and thought provoking 
environment, participants explored how our schools operate and discussed best practices for 
delivering education in the 21st Century.  Dr. Locker will assist the architect in developing conceptual 
layouts for DMS and DHS considering the future educational needs of the District, the mission of the 
District, and the vision expressed by the workshop participants.    
 
 
 
 
 


