
Pursuant to your request for a copy of TSBC member Rachel Orr’s letter of May 24th 
2021, your subsequent acknowledgement you have obtained a copy and request for 
my comment as chairperson of the TSBC I respectfully submit the following. 

Tisbury School Building Committee (TSBC) member Rachel Orr’s letter of May 24th, 
2021 to the TSBC did not come to the TSBC unexpected.  The events leading up to her 
letter began on Feb.18, 2021 when the TSBC voted to unanimously (less a member 
who departed the meeting early yet has stated her support) to recommend the 
approved Schematic Design (SD) for the renovation/addition to the Selectboard, the 
School Committee and ultimately to the voters. 

During the Feb 18th meeting of the TSBC members thoroughly reviewed and 
initiated edits to a draft document including eight specific 
recommendations to be sent to the Selectboard and the School Committee 
in preparation of the Special Town Meeting.  Each recommendation was 
read aloud as they were being reviewed including the phrase, “The TSBC 
recommends…”. In viewing the Zoom video Ms. Orr was a participant in this 
process.  At the conclusion of this process the TSBC voted, including Ms. 
Orr’s Aye, unanimously to submit the Recommendations.   

On February 23 the MV Times announced the unanimous vote. 

On April 5, 2021 Ms. Orr submitted a letter to the TSBC stating she misunderstood the 
vote of Feb 18th claiming it was a report on prior votes and inclusion of two items; 
solar and construction manager at risk. In this same letter Ms. Orr states, “I believe 
the schematic design, in its current form, has flaws that pose significant challenges to 
functionality and has built-in inequities”.  In the meeting of April 5th members of the 
TSBC requested, Rachel, provide documentation supporting her opinions of 
“challenges to functionality and built-in inequities”.  

In watching the video of Feb 18th meeting Rachel is a consistent participant offering 
edits, nods and a thumbs up as we move through the list of recommendations. The 
material covered was complete including the reading of edits by the secretary and the 
posting of information via screen share. While I cannot speak for Rachel it appears the 
letter of April 5  has more to do with voter remorse than confusion over the content 
of the recommendations. 

This brings us to Ms. Orr’s letter of May 24th 2021 further distancing herself from her 
yes vote of Feb. 18th to recommend the Schematic Design.  Rachel lists 14 items of 



concern plus an additional 4 project comments. Every item on her list has been part 
of previous conversations by the TSBC inclusive of the Professional Team.  She delves 
into programing and educational practices with no expertise in these areas after the 
faculty representatives on the TSBC have vetted and approved the Schematic Design. 
Rachel continues with criticisms of the architectural and design work of Tappe’ and 
their professional associates regarding universal accessibility, lighting, building 
orientation, and sound management seaming ignoring all the committee discussions 
and review that went into the decisions that contributed to the recommended 
Schematic Design. She revisits the placement of the additions, their size and scope in 
an attempt to imply the TSBC failed to incorporate passive solar gain as a design goal. 
In this opinion Ms. Orr forgets the objective to preserve the historical integrity of the 
1929 building, she fails to recognize building a large addition towards the cemetery 
would greatly reduce the playground the site provides. All vetted by the TSBC. 

To understand the impetus for this letter one must reflect back to Ms. Orr’s position 
as a member of the TSBC.  On July 24th, 2019 when Rachel was chairperson of the 
TSBC, the TSBC acted on and debated the merits of adapting the existing Education 
Plan as one of the guiding principles of the Tisbury School Project for implementing 
the Space Needs assessment process. An essential step in moving the design process 
forward. When the TSBC voted, Rachel was the only member of the TSBC to vote no 
on endorsing the EdPlan. In the twenty-two months since Ms. Orr’s refusal to endorse 
the EdPlan she has not introduced a change in her position to the TSBC. As the EdPlan 
and the Space Needs Assessment are inseparable one must question her objectives.  

Over the next eighteen months as the TSBC worked through the study and design 
process Ms. Orr was often the lone no vote on the committee. Does this invalidate her 
contribution to the committee? No, it does not as Rachel asked great questions and 
was the inspiration for deeper consideration of issues. What it does say is that eight 
other members of the community, hand selected for this mission, including an 
experienced architect, a Selectboard member with an extensive professional resume, 
two professional educators representing the full faculty, the respected principal of 
the school, an experienced businessman, a parent/building commissioner who was on 
the previous TSBC and a builder with decades of public service and committee work 
regularly built consensus and came to different decision than Ms. Orr. 

Ms. Orr’s letter gives the impression the other members of the TSBC, the Educators 
and the Professional Team overlooked or ignored the opinions expressed. The TSBC 
listened to members of the community who spoke at meetings, communicated via 
email and often repeated their positions.  Because these contributions were not fully 
or partially implemented does not mean they were ignored.  Often the suggestions 
lacked a full understanding of the impact of their implementation.  One of the items 
Rachel disputes is the central stairway and the 1929 main entrance.  This was 
extensively reviewed and the relocation offers many benefits to the design that are 
not readily seen in a view of the final plan. She fails to acknowledge the existing 



stairs have many non-compliance issues and from an economic standpoint make the 
cost of the two locations similar.  Ms. Orr implies the work is incomplete. It is my 
opinion Ms. Orr does not understand, although it has been explained many times, the 
vast difference between Schematic Design (SD) and Design Development (DD). 
Schematic Design is the ‘concept’ phase. As such a fraction of the overall engineering 
and design work is completed. The depth of details will be worked through in the 
Design Development and Contact Documentation Phase after funding.  

Ms. Orr was always given voice. Remember she was the chair for over one year and 
choose to step down. One should not read Ms. Orr’s letter as factual; one must put it 
in the perspective of what committee work is and how it works. All TSBC members 
have had ample opportunity to discuss their thoughts, ideas and concerns in an open 
meeting.  As I stated earlier Rachel’s voice was heard as were those of the other eight 
members. As the process unfolded Ms. Orr was repeatedly outvoted 8-1.  

While I believe Ms. Orr’s writing undermines work that has been completed. Work 
validated through the vote of the TSBC and subsequently verified by the approval of 
minutes I committed to forwarding Ms. Orr’s thoughts to the next TSBC for 
consideration during the Design Development Phase of the project.  

To further understand the decision to recommend the Schematic Design one must 
understand the commitment to processes by the TSBC.  In a very condensed overview, 
it starts with the proven EdPlan. Based on the EdPlan a Space Needs assessment is 
initiated, a comprehensive Existing Conditions Report completed, visioning sessions 
held with the community, workshops with the staff, a review of enrollment 
projections and other data. Guiding principles are established including but not 
limited to; removing all hazardous materials from the school, replacement of all 
antiquated mechanical systems, to renovate and revitalize the 1929 and 1993 
buildings, fulfill the objectives of the Planning Board vision list, increase community 
use and universal access, preserve the historical integrity of the 1929 building and 
design the largest Net-0 building on Martha’s Vineyard.  The TSBC and the Professional 
Team have recommended a Schematic Design accomplishing all of this and more; the 
TSBC has maintained all the parking in the Spring Street lot, added a 17,000+/- square 
feet of additional space with no meaningful reduction in field or playground space.  

It should be noted the mandate from the Town was to present a renovation/addition.  
This a 1929 building with multiple additions already attached to it. It sits on a site 
with a 12’ variation in grade. One could say it has three street frontages and limited 
options for expansion without consuming parking and field space.  Will it, does it have 
some inherent infancies? Yes. How well did the TSBC and Professional team handle 



these ‘inefficiencies’?  If this was an MSBA project the MSBA recognizes this obstacle 
and allows for variations in the net to gross square foot ratio. Factually, if building a 
new school that ratio is 1.5 our renovation/addition on a very challenging site is 1.56. 
That is .06 over a new build ratio.  

In Ms. Orr letter it appears has either forgotten or chooses to ignore the strategies 
and recommendations that address many of her stated opinions. While I cannot speak 
for other members of the TSBC as they have yet to comment on Rachel’s letter, I can 
tell you Tappe’ has addressed the north light and indirect light opinions expressed by 
Ms. Orr. The school currently has five or six classrooms dependent on north light. The 
kindergarten rooms are the same rooms that have been in use since they were added 
in 1993. The teacher who has taught in those rooms for years welcomes the reduction 
of windows and supports the recommended Schematic design. The areas to be 
dependent on north light, light referred to as the ‘second best’ light by leading 
architects, are areas of transitional use; the gymnasium, industrial arts, the cafeteria, 
and the media/library/commons areas. This is a factual improvement over existing 
conditions. Yes, the kitchen may benefit from skylights and this will be vetted with 
the staff and the Professional Team during Design Development. There are multiple 
lighting strategies available to architects for meeting the lighting challenges in a 
renovation/addition and Tappe’ has demonstrated their capability to do so and will 
also refine this in Design Development. 

In conclusion, as chairperson of the TSBC, I am confident the members of the TSBC 
and Professional Team have fulfilled their obligation to provide the voters a Schematic 
Design for a renovation/addition that meets the needs of the current school, it’s 
EdPlan and the greater community with a comprehensive and complete effort by all. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Harold Chapdelaine, chairperson 
Tisbury School Building Committee


