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City of Lawrence Youth AI Workforce Training Services RFP Bidder’s Conference FY27 

Remote Meeting via ZOOM
Meeting ID: 846 211 6073
Passcode: 102102

Tuesday, September 8, 2026

Meeting Notes

MMVWB PARTICIPANTS: 
Lynda Buote, Cristy, Cosme, Tracy Myszkowski, Matt Robert, Abby Seripais

GUESTS:
Mark Andrews
Lauren Ellis, LARE Institute
John Harlow, Knovva Consulting Group
Jackie Joseph, A.R.T. Foundation Inc.
Reinier Moquete, CyberWarrior
Daliza Nova, Urban College
Jeurys Santiago, Minds with Purpose Foundation/Dreamld
Adarsh Shandilya, BuzzClan LLC
Rahul Upadhyay
Shiva
Noelyn Whea, Ink&Sunlight Studio


Matt Robert welcomed everyone to today’s Bidder’s Conference.  

Abby Seripias and Matt Robert reviewed the City of Lawrence Youth AI Workforce Training Services RFP PowerPoint presentation and informed attendees that all information is included in the RFP available on the MMVWB website.

In-depth questions will be brought back to the team, and responses will be posted on our website by the end of this week along with questions received to date. Questions may be submitted by September 22, 2026 at 11:00 a.m. EST.

Matt reviewed the RFP submission timeline. Questions and answers from today’s meeting and questions received prior to today will be posted on the MMVWB website by the end of this week. The deadline for the submission of written questions is Tuesday, September 22, 2026, at 11:00 a.m. EST  All questions and answers will be posted on the MMVWB website by Tuesday, September 29, 2026, at 4:00 p.m. EST  Proposals are due no later than 11:00 a.m. EST on Thursday, October 1, 2026.  Proposals received after 11:00 a.m. on October 1st cannot be accepted.  Award/Non-Award notifications will be sent on Wednesday, October 28, 2026.  The estimated contract start date is Monday, November 30, 2026. 

It’s important to note that proposals must be submitted to the email provided and as instructed in the RFP packet available on the MMVWB website.  

Matt provided his and Abby’s contact information.  

QUESTIONS:

· Question:  Are the $15.00 per hour stipend payments on top of the $350 incentive payments?  

Response:  Yes, that is on top of the $350 incentive payments.  Both incentive and stiped costs should be included in the budget.

· Question:   Are stipends and incentives paid from the $100,000 award or paid separately by MMVWB with bidders budgeting them for planning purposes only?

Response:  This would be budgeted within the $100,000.  It is a component of your budget.

· Question:  Is the twelve months of follow-up funded with this contract and does the contract period extend to cover it?

· Question:  Is there an expected enrollment size, or is that at bidder discretion? 

Response:  Enrollment size is at your discretion. We’re asking how you best think you can serve your enrollees.   

· Question:  Who retains ownership of pre-existing curriculum frameworks and tools incorporated into the project, and what usage rights would the City require?

Response:  That’s a great question. We will take this back to the team and provide an answer.  

· Question: Must one prime contractor cover all 14 service areas, or may a collaborative proposal divide them among named partners, including a specialized subcontractor responsible specifically for AI curriculum and training?

Response:  Collaborative proposals are encouraged. Whoever is applying for the RFP would be our main contact and would be responsible for making sure all points in the RFP are covered in your proposal.  You are welcome to partner and subcontract with other partners whether it would be for the training itself or case management or anything like that. 

· Question:  Must classroom instruction be in-person for participants to earn stipends, or does synchronous virtual count?

Response:  I believe the stipends require them to be in person, but I don’t think that the program in its entirety – it can be delivered remotely.  I believe we have had this question, and  we will provide an accurate answer with the Q&A that will be posted on the website.      

Comment:  To say that physical presence is required for the stipend, but the training can be delivered remotely is contradictory.  

Response:  I will make sure we get the accurate answer and will make the Q&A available on the MMVWB website. 

· Question:  Can the program be delivered remotely or is physical presence required?

· Question: May an out-of-state training provider propose a hybrid delivery model in which AI instruction and workforce-readiness training are delivered virtually, while a Massachusetts-based partner or subcontractor provides local recruitment, case management, work-based learning, employer engagement and participant support?

Response:  Yes, that would be considered a collaborative proposal.  We can bring it back to the team and formally respond  to this.  

· Question:  Are there follow up awards or grants associated with this? In reading the RFP the way it was structured,  based on all that it aims to do.  You’re looking to do a lot for $100,000. It seems like an unrealistic RFP.

Response:  That is helpful feedback. It is our first time with this grant award, and we worked with the team to structure the RFP as it is including other requirements by the current issuer.  We appreciate the feedback.

· Question: You have a list of credentials in the RFP that are driven by existing curricula offered by major technology companies to develop basic AI skills. How should that be interpreted? Is it your preference that one of these existing curriculum packages be deployed or that something bespoke to a different organization not on the list be offered.

Response:  Industry-recognized credentials are the goal.  The purpose of the program is to have participants gain certifications as one of the tiers and I think it was a highlight of industry-recognized credentials. If there are others that would best fit that area and that your organization can say that this credential is also industry-recognized, I think that would be great to include. I think it would be an adequate placement.  Other credentials that are seen as recognized in the industry would be applicable as well.

Comment:  There is no such thing.  There is Google, Microsoft, there’s a handful of people. There is no equivalent to the stuff that you are used to dealing with.  It doesn’t exist. None of this was a conversation two years ago.  Industry-recognized could be what - how many people in the U.S. have that?  Is it industry-recognized when twenty-five year industry expert puts it out or is it not because it didn’t come from Microsoft?  So those kinds of things at this stage of AI are all undefined and I think that there’s a lot that is going to have to be learned along the way.  One of the things I think you need to clarify is whether or not if for example we choose to use Google certifications, all that needs to be paid for and that’s something that needs to be clarified whether or not you are including it in the RFP amount vs other things. 

Response:  Thank you for that feedback and that question. Any costs incurred in your training must be within the budgeted amount. 

· Question:  Much of this proposal although titled AI training is relatively standard Workforce Development execution of the 14 WIOA elements across standard service verticals. Do you have an existing per participant cost that you would associate with the delivery of standard WIOA programming for Merrimack Valley just as a benchmark for understanding the general overhead associated with delivering the WIOA services for your region?

Response:  Since you asked for a figure based on historical data, I think it’s best that we take this question back to the team and provide an answer with the Q&A that will be posted on the MMVWB website.  Thank you for the question. 

· Question: Will we have access to all questions asked on today’s call?  

Response:  Today’s questions and answers and questions received prior to today will be posted on the MMVWB website by the end of this week.

If you have any additional questions, please send them via email to Matt Robert.  

Matt and Abby thanked everyone for attending today and the meeting concluded. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Lynda Buote
Recorder
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