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BOARD OF EDUCATION WORKSHOP – CAPITAL PROJECT 
Thursday, January 24, 2013 

 
 
Last week I worked with Mike Ebertz and Maggie Smith from Municipal Solutions to determine 
options relative to adding an artificial turf field to the capital project.  It is possible to add an 
artificial turf field at this time; however, it is recommended that this be accomplished through a 
separate proposition containing only the artificial turf field if a decision is made to proceed in 
this fashion.  A summary with input from Mike Ebertz and Maggie Smith about the propositions 
follows: 
 
Proposition #1 – $5.91M 
Base project as planned with the BOE, staff, and facilities group.  Scope of work based on the 
2010 Building Condition Survey, focusing on renovations to existing buildings for improvements 
in life safety, infrastructure, energy efficiency and program updates/changes. 
  
Proposition #2(a) – $1.65M 
Artificial turf field situated within the existing track.  Costs include: new artificial playing 
surface with crumb rubber infill and under-drain system; additional bank of bleachers to expand 
existing capacity by approx. 250 seats; re-use existing trench drain perimeter, water and fencing; 
event lighting as proposed in base project scope of work (cost not included here); 10% 
construction contingency; and 20% incidental cost allocation. 
 
Additional financial impact to taxpayers - $0.13 per $1,000 Assessed Value (see attached) 
 
Proposition #2(b) – $1.80M 
Artificial turf field situated at the existing soccer stadium along North Road.  Costs include: new 
artificial playing surface with crumb rubber infill and under-drain system; additional bank of 
bleachers to expand existing capacity by approx. 250 seats as proposed in base project scope of 
work (cost not included here); new buried concrete curb/anchor at turf perimeter; new fencing on 
south and east boundaries to complete the enclosure; re-use existing event lighting and water; 
10% construction contingency; and 20% incidental cost allocation.  If new event lighting is 
desired at this location, the scope can be diverted from lighting the track. 
 
Additional financial impact to taxpayers - $0.14 per $1,000 Assessed Value (see attached) 
  
Important Consideration – Incidental Cost Allowance 
 
As SED categorizes sitework as an Incidental Cost, adding either Proposition #2 nearly 
exhausts the Maximum Cost Allowance for Incidental Costs, even though the Maximum Cost 
Allowance for Contract Costs (GC, HVAC, Electrical, etc. Contracts) would have over $10M 
remaining.  Building Aid regenerates on a five-year rolling clock from the date of 
Commissioner’s Approval (when we get the Building Permit – scheduled for 2/2014 on this 
project), meaning another project at the MS/HS (not including TJC) would not be eligible for 
Commissioner’s Approval until 2/2019. 
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This is a very unique situation simply because the turf is a sizeable scope item and is completely 
allocated to the Incidental Allowance. 
 
This is a complicated topic but another way to think of it is as follows: 
The current project (Prop #1 is approximately $4.9M) spends down about 50% of the Incidental 
Cost Allowance for a project at the MS/HS.  Depending on the balance between future site and 
renovation costs, that would allow for another $5M project within the next five years. 
 
Adding Prop #2 now spends down the remaining balance of the Incidental Cost Allowance for a 
project at the MS/HS, precluding another capital project at the MS/HS until the Building Aid 
regenerates. 
 
Summary 
 
In order to keep our options open, we are working with counsel on two different referendum 
resolutions:  Prop #1 only; and another as Prop #1 with a contingent Prop #2.  Since the tax 
effect between 2a and 2b was only a penny per thousand, it is suggested that we go the 
conservative route and base any second proposition on Prop 2b above.  That will offer the 
flexibility of placing the turf in either location, as determined by further dialogue with the 
appropriate stakeholders.  Proceeding in this fashion means that a decision would not need to be 
made on the location of the artificial turf at this time, it there is a decision to add a proposition.  
It is also important to note that any discussion about the location of the upgraded lights in 
relation to the location of the artificial turf field could also be determined after further discussion 
with stakeholders and would not need to occur prior to the capital project vote. 
 
 


