Town of Brookline
Advisory Committee Minutes
March 29, 2022
To access a recording of this meeting, click on the link and enter the passcode below:
https://brooklinema.zoomgov.com/rec/share/rKibU5GTsx6EeHjaDKOeHBmCwcgB5PfYdBCZYG4A9UDneaeMoMLjX0J
W-sxqY54.f837QLDeWAH21jyb
Access Passcode: aE!02wTv

Present: C. Scott Ananian, Carla Benka, Ben Birnbaum, Harry Bohrs, Clifford Brown, John Doggett, Dennis Doughty,
Katherine Florio, Harry Friedman, David-Marc Goldstein, Neil Gordon, Susan Granoff, Kelly Hardebeck, Anita Johnson,
Georgia Johnson, Alisa Jonas, Janice Kahn, Carol Levin, Pam Lodish, Linda Olson Pehlke, Donelle O’Neal, David Pollak,
Stephen Reeders, Carlos Ridruejo, Lee Selwyn, Alok Somani, Christine Westphal
Absent: Amy Hummel (on sabbatical)
Also Attending: Deputy Town Administrator Melissa Goff; Director of Public Buildings Charlie Simmons; Building
Commissioner Daniel Bennett ; Fire Chief John Sullivan;Public Safety Business Manager Kevin Mascoll; Director of
Public Health and Human Services Sigalle Reiss; Health Department Administrative Coordinator Darlene Johnson;
Community Health Specialist Lesley Archabal; Public Health Policy Analyst John Kleschinsky; Director of
Environmental Health Roland Lankah; Acting Finance Director/Treasurer Justin Casanova-Davis; and former Interim
Director of Public Health and Human Services Pat Maloney. Also Savon Cohen, Mark Gray, Luciana Schachnick, Janice
Shotkin, Regina Frawley, Mike Toffel, Ryan Black, Fred Levitan, Perry Grossman, Emily Jacobson, Chuck Swartz,
School Committee member Helen Charlupski, Wendy MacMuller, David Gacioch, and other members of the public.
The meeting was called to order at 7:00 PM.
Announcements: Pursuant to this Board‘s Authority under 940 CMR 29.10 (8), all Advisory Committee Members will
be participating remotely via telephone or video conferencing due to emergency regulations regarding the Corona
virus. The Chair has reviewed the requirements of the regulations. There is a quorum physically present and all votes
taken will be recorded by roll call so all above listed Advisory Committee members will be allowed to vote.
7:00 pm

Public Comment – There was no public comment.

Public Meeting
7:15 pm

Presentation, Discussion, & Possible Vote on FY 23 CIP Requests for the Fire Department

Carla Benka delivered the report on the Fire Department CIP Requests on behalf of the Capital Subcommittee which
is linked and attached to this these minutes. There are two requests.
Engine Replacement (see details in the attached report): Town Policy calls for the replacement of front-line fire
engines every 17 years and their rehabilitation every 10 years. It also calls for the replacement of front-line ladder
trucks every 20 years and their rehabilitation every 12 years. This schedule is aligned with guidelines from the
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National Fire Protection Association. Engine 1 was purchased in 2006; it is due to be replaced in FY 23 at an
estimated cost of $725,000. Delivery of the new engine will be about one year after the order is placed.
Subcommittee recommendation: $725,000 (General Fund Bond)
Questions and Comments
Q: When we are upgrading fire houses are we adding anything that these new or future engines will require or will
we have to revisit this later on? A: Based on discussions those facilities will be as Net Zero Ready as possible and
providing all necessary infrastructure including recharging.
A MOTION was made and seconded for Favorable Action of $725,000 for Engine 1 replacement. By a VOTE of 23-0-2
the Advisory Committee recommends for Favorable Action on $725,000 for Engine 1 replacement.
The second CIP item pertains to Fire Station Renovations. You will not be asked to allocate any funds but rather to
support the Subcommittee Recommendation to request the Select Board to place on the November Ballot as a Debt
Exclusion Question.
The Fire Station Renovations Project is currently estimated to cost $60,000,000, an amount that includes soft costs
(architectural and engineering services, commissioning, and OPM services) totaling approximately 17.5% of the
project costs; construction costs; contingency; and additional features to make the stations “Net Zero Ready.” Details
about the history of this project and the needs are included in the report attached.
By a unanimous vote of 5-0, the Subcommittee recommended that the Select Board be asked to place the Fire
Stations Project on the November ballot as a Debt Exclusion question. Should voters support the project, a motion
under the November 2022 Town Meeting warrant article for bonding authorization could include the condition that
after the schematic design phase but before the development of any construction documents, a committee
composed of representatives of the Advisory Committee, Building and Fire Departments, and ZEAC members
determine the impact, if any, of the additional Net Zero Ready elements on the operating costs of the stations.
Chief Sullivan thanked everyone for the previous vote and acknowledged that Carla summarized what we need
perfectly so he took questions.
Questions and Comments
Q: Studies about net zero will come after the design? That doesn’t make sense. A: We can’t come up with a final
analysis until after the design phase is completed and there is no funding for that phase at present. The Select
Board’s Advisory Committee on Zero Emissions Advisory Board has asked for an analysis of the embodied carbon in
the existing Station 5 and there is money to do that now. It will be a steep hill to climb to make the renovated
stations Zero Carbon but they can be renovated to become Net Zero Ready. Renovating – as opposed to rebuildingStation 5 will result in a building that lacks equity with the other stations after they have been renovated.
Q: How much bigger will the new fire station be compared to the current one – how many square feet? A: The square
footage will be nominally larger – it is currently spread out over one floor. The new station will be a smaller footprint
but will go up two stories. Increasing space for storage and lactation room – it is not a lot bigger in terms of square
footage so we can separate living space and garage space. Approximately 18K feet.
We won’t be losing any landscaping – we don’t have much there and what we do have we will replace.
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Q: Question about HVAC system. There is insufficient money for design development so not able to do energy
modeling for the lifetime of this project. Energy consumption of the buildings cannot be estimated at this time, so
comparison of conventional option and the one that would achieve net zero is not known. It will only be known after
design and then analysis can be done.
Q: On WA 15 it was suggested that an embodied carbon analysis be done for that project but that request has been
taken off the table? Is that request still there for this building? A: Last I heard they still are requesting that study.
Carlos commented: You have to design something and then test it. It is a parallel process. Can’t model mechanical
systems that are complicated and use the same model for the living spaces and for the garage space that houses the
vehicles. Where vehicles are housed, there is an exhaust system so energy use will be higher. Not sure how those
spaces are heated. Once you open the garage doors, the heat goes out the doors. Heating of the space may be
limited because it is hard to keep it inside the building.
The Chief added we carry water on our pump trucks so we have to keep a nominal heat above freezing. Not what we
would keep our living spaces at – average age of stations are 94 years old. Not designed with energy efficiency in
mind. The Department is trying to get to that net zero that the Town desires but also understanding the limitations of
the 94 year old building design.
There was a general discussion of heat pumps and all potential technologies that may be implemented.
A MOTION was made and seconded to recommend/request the Select Board to place on the November Ballot as a
Debt Exclusion Question. By a VOTE of 25-0-0 the Advisory Committee recommends a request the Select Board to
place on the November Ballot as a Debt Exclusion Question.
8:00 PM Presentation, Discussion, & Possible Vote on FY 23 Operating Budget for the Health Department
Susan Granoff delivered the report on the Health Department FY 23 budget on behalf of the Human Services
Subcommittee. It is linked and attached to these minutes. The FY23 operating budget request of the Public Health
and Human Services Department is $1,340,667, which is $255,093 less than its FY22 budget request. The reason for
this decrease is because of an increase of $344,635 in salary offsets provided primarily by Host Community
Agreement (HCA) funds. In actuality, the department's FY23 operating budget is 5.7% higher than its FY22 operating
budget. Two tables are provided in the subcommittee report, one including HCA-funded salaries in the total Salaries
and Total budget request amounts and one excluding these. The Human Services Subcommittee recommended
favorable action on the Department of Public Health and Human Services FY23 budget request of $1,340,667 by a
vote of 5-0-0. Review the subcommittee report and this recording for more details.
The Brookline Public Health and Human Services Department consists of six subprograms: (1) Administration, (2)
Environmental Health, (3) Community Health Services, (4) Public Health Nursing and Epidemiology, (5) Mental
Health, and (6) Substance Abuse and Violence Prevention for Youth. An extensive list of the subprograms' goals and
accomplishments appear on pp. 117-126 of the Brookline FY-2021 Financial Plan.
Susan outlined some of the new director’s goals for the coming year – mental health, youth substance abuse
prevention, environmental health, and health equity while continuing to focus on COVID control and mitigation
efforts. Another one of her key goals in the next year will be to work on data collection, evaluation, and
accountability. She hopes to create more measurable objectives for each of the department's six divisions, a process
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that will require more robust data gathering and analysis. Additional goals are outlined in the subcommittee report,
attached and linked at the end of these minutes.
The Chair welcomed the new Health Department Director and invited her to introduce herself. Sigalle Reiss said it
was wonderful to meet everyone and she is happy to be here after 4 weeks, learning the ropes. She noted that she
had read the subcommittee report and it was accurate and very descriptive of the department. She welcomed any
questions the Committee has.
Questions and Comments
Q: Congregate Care Coordinator, what does the position do? A: Newly formed position. The Town used to monitor
day care facilities but the State took that over. My predecessor switched the position to work with nursing homes in
Town. It does deal with congregate care of nursing homes and it was a response to what we saw with the pandemic.
Conduct audits and if there is an outbreak ensures that someone is on the ground and can respond quickly.
Q: Welcome to Brookline and delighted you are with us. The Emergency Preparedness Coordinator has moved to the
Fire Department. Is there a way to share that resource? A: A vital role within the Health Department is to work with
Medical Reserve Corps. Cheryl has been carrying the duties since the position has been vacant but eager to see the
position filled. Submitted ARPA request to have that position be full time. There are many things that are EP-related
that we could see this position supporting. Helping to administer and coordinate vaccine requirements especially
since we have new vaccines for elders. If we take on more a vaccine role right now it would be a great revenue
source for Town too.
Q: We are losing revenue that we are not delivering and now hiring someone to coordinate this? Do we need a Town
epidemiologist? May not be the best way to spend money? A: I think it is a test point for a Town to do their own
vaccines. There is a role to have an agency that is not profit driven and the health department can do that.
Basically it is all hands on deck – the better access to vaccines, the better for the public health. This targeted
approach to underserved groups and we can bring vaccines to them and see an increase in our uptake. Our booster
rate is estimated at 50% so what are the barriers to higher rate?
Comment: Only one bulge of need and it feels that we could be directing people to all of these other resources.
Seems we are building a large department with coordinators and what not when we could just be sending / directing
people to the right places.
Susan responded that the Emergency Preparedness Coordinator does more than just directing people to and
administering vaccinations. We have a 300+ volunteer Medical Reserve Corps to support and guide them. This
position has been vacant since September so is especially urgent. Personally she has taken advantage of Town
offerings from the Health Department since she didn’t have a car to get to other locations. It also made her feel the
Town was doing something for her, working for her interests.
The Director added that every public health agency has to have an Emergency Preparedness Coordinator but she also
noted that and Epidemiologist would be skilled to better capture data and present it to the community.
Comment: Lots we want to do, open positions that are hard to fill, redesigning the department and expanding
services. Another common theme – lots of things going on but having trouble making the public aware of them and
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their availability - getting the message out. Frustrated with community engagement issues and how we align that to
the budget.
Q: What does the Medical Reserve Corp do for the Town and what it would cost us to replace them if we lost their
service? A: A great question. Flu clinics, COVID clinics, distribution of home test kits, help out at the Marathon and
other large public events (Arts Festival, Brookline Day).
Q: Can you explain the different roles there are in Emergency Response and why a portion falls under the Health
Department? A: We are with charged with mass dispensing of antibiotics and pandemic planning. Prevention, home
preparedness (community forums run by MRC), vulnerable populations and who is most impacted by these
emergencies, and post emergency and recovery.
Q: What does the Health Department bring to these emergencies that the Police or Fire Departments cannot? A: We
are better on the prevention side, that is what we do and then again on the recovery side. A house fire is one
example, we can’t put out the fire but we can offer emergency preparedness and prevention education and then
offer support afterward if there are other unmet needs. Definitely a collaboration and need all those hands on deck.
Q: I recall using data produced by the Public Health Department some years ago – User Behaviors Survey. Will that
continue? A: That goes on every 2 years, although there may have been a problem in the past year. We have
requested ARPA funding to purchase better software to help us with more reliable data gathering.
Q: What is your thinking about the Pharmacy Liaison? A: They are part of the health care system in our community
and we want to collaborate with them just as we would any other partners.
Q: HCA Funds you are using to offset some of your staffing costs. Is that a new allocation this year, has it been
ongoing or did funds shift from somewhere else? A: Melissa responded if you go into the Town Administrator’s
budget message you will see the history of the HCA. The Health Department we have sort of been growing over the
past couple of years with additional staffing. After the last warrant article process at the last Town Meeting, we did
get a request for staffing but the funding is vulnerable so we opted to move it into non personnel to help with studies
and keep the existing positions. You will see a Chart in the Budget that shows the history of all departments and all of
the funding for HCA.
A MOTION was made and seconded for Favorable Action on the FY 23 Health Department Budget of $1,340,367.
By a VOTE of 25-0-0 the Advisory Committee recommends $1,340,367 for the FY23 Health Department Budget.
8:45 PM Presentation, Discussion, & Possible Vote on FY 23 Operating Budget and CIP Requests for the Building
Department
Carla Benka once again delivered the report on the Building Department FY 23 CIP Requests on behalf of the Capital
Subcommittee. These reports are linked and attached to these minutes which you can review for details.
UNDERGROUND FUEL TANK REMOVAL - Subcommittee Recommendation: $50,000 (Property Tax/Free Cash)
TOWN/SCHOOL BUILDING - ADA RENOVATIONS - Subcommittee Recommendation: $85,000 (Property Tax/Free
Cash)
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TOWN/SCHOOL BUILDING - ENERGY CONSERVATION - Subcommittee Recommendation: $100,000 (Property
Tax/Free Cash)
TOWN/SCHOOL BUILDING - ROOF REPAIR/REPLACEMENT PROGRAM - Subcommittee Recommendation: $650,000
(Bond)
TOWN/SCHOOL BUILDING - SECURITY/LIFE SAFETY SYSTEMS - Subcommittee Recommendation: $250,000 (Property
Tax/Free Cash)
Questions and Comments
Charlie Simmons responded to questions from the Advisory Committee.
We are tracking sustainability planning with our new staff person, Tom Barrasso. When we renovate a building, the
building is potentially 20% larger so the usage goes up.
Natural gas is currently cheaper than oil. We used to buy oil at $.50 per gallon. We continued to burn oil because gas
was so competitive. Then gas became competitive. It is much more economical at this point.
You can hit a switch and go back and forth between the two with our dual burners.
A MOTION was made and seconded for Favorable Action on the FY 23 Building Department CIP requests of
UNDERGROUND FUEL TANK REMOVAL - Subcommittee Recommendation: $50,000 (Property Tax/Free Cash)
TOWN/SCHOOL BUILDING - ADA RENOVATIONS - Subcommittee Recommendation: $85,000 (Property Tax/Free
Cash) TOWN/SCHOOL BUILDING - ENERGY CONSERVATION - Subcommittee Recommendation: $100,000 (Property
Tax/Free Cash) TOWN/SCHOOL BUILDING - ROOF REPAIR/REPLACEMENT PROGRAM - Subcommittee
Recommendation: $650,000 (Bond)
TOWN/SCHOOL BUILDING - SECURITY/LIFE SAFETY SYSTEMS - Subcommittee Recommendation: $250,000 (Property
Tax/Free Cash)
Total Building CIP = $1,235,000 of which $650k is bonded.
By a VOTE of 26-0-0 the Advisory Committee recommends $1,235,000 for the FY23 Building Department CIP
requests.
Carol Levin presented the budget for the Building Department Operation Budget, report attached and linked at the
end of these minutes. She noted backlog on the insufficient funding for the Repair and Maintenance of public
buildings, particularly the Public Schools of Brookline. The budget is not increasing in accordance with the significant
increase in the square footage.
The largest issue continuing to face the department is the insufficient funding for the Repair and Maintenance of
public buildings, particularly those under the control of the Public Schools of Brookline. The budget is not increasing
in accordance with the significant increase in the square footage and relying on outside contractors is more
expensive than doing the work in house.
The Subcommittee, by a vote of 0 – 2– 4, REJECTED THE BUDGET.
Dan Bennett thanked Carol for her report and its accuracy. This is nothing new. We experience this each year.
Numbers are an accurate number of what the Director needs to maintain these buildings. We are engaged in a little
bit of catch up but also for some of the new buildings as well. Larger footprints that didn’t exist last year that we
need to maintain these buildings.
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Charlie Simmons noted that we have been asking for these funds since 2015. Still trying to get caught up but we
never got to where we supposed to be. Been here 28 years and I know these buildings and would like to maintain
them properly.
Melissa shared that there is a resource problem here.
The consensus is that we are underfunding repair and maintenance.
We have tried to fill positions to do the work in-house which is more cost effective but have been unsuccessful.
Questions and Comments
Q: I don’t understand. We purchase these Ferrari buildings but we don’t maintain them properly and drive them into
the ground. Why would we do that to our buildings? We need the School Department to pay their fair share of
maintenance. It is unacceptable that the School Department is getting these buildings but not willing to support
them. It takes funding away from other Town Buildings. Why are we doing this again and again?
Cliff Brown suggested that everyone express all of their comments and then let School Committee member Helen
Charlupski reply. He noted that the Town School Partnership is putting together a group to look at deferred
maintenance for a comprehensive approach. Schools have put a stake in the ground about understanding the need
for deferred maintenance but it won’t take precedence over their mission which is teaching children. We need to
think about this comprehensively.
Comment: They have to see this (building maintenance) as part of their mission.
Comment: We are underfunding by half our restoration of roads and it will take some 50 years to catch up. We are
always falling behind. What chance do we have for infrastructure improvements and funding, otherwise it seems
hopeless? A: We don’t have any information as to how these types of funds might reach us. We are still having
conversations about this.
Q: Is there any way to package this to programs for ARPA funds? A: Anything that is government related is allowed.
We have a limit on revenue replacement but this may be eligible for ARPA. This has been submitted. We have posted
$160M requested but we don’t know how it is prioritized. On April 11 there will be a public hearing on how to
allocate ARPA requests.
Comment: What do we, as Advisory Committee, want to do with this budget? I can’t support since there are so many
unmet needs. I find it unconscionable that we are not spending more to care for our assets.
Comment: Reality testing – the Town started to take control of the School buildings since the School has never
provided sufficient funds for repairs. This isn’t new. We need to restructure the Town/School partnership to reflect
that the Town has taken over a substantial responsibility for attending to these buildings. If we give the School
money to do this, they won’t use it properly. We have to restructure to make sure we have maintenance funds to
support all of our new buildings. The School department will never provide sufficient funding for building
maintenance and that is why we took it over. We need to support this budget and hold back money from the School
Dept to make sure that we can take care of these needs.
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Comment: I am surprised at the amount of vitriol for the School Department and not others. We are going to put
debt exclusion on the ballot for all buildings.
Comment: I want to make a distinction between what we have heard from other departments and the School
Department. Nearly a billion dollars worth of investment is being made for school buildings; maybe there should be
an endowment, stabilization fund or some other for each building.
Comment: The best model is the HCA model – a dedicated revenue source that would be growing every year.
Comment: On one hand agree with Christine, focus on the education model over which we have no authority, so
when there is an opportunity for a new program versus painting or replacing toilets, you need to find funding for
maintenance. We need to address this holistically and it will not be cheap. If you are not raising new money it is
coming out of general revenues. There are ideas that may help mitigate that this will happen in the near future.
Comment: In private Universities when buildings are proposed and financed, it is usually 60/40 to create an
endowment. One member disagreed with this structure.
Helen Charlupski, School Committee, commented. We have been pleased with what Charlie and the Building
Department have done. We do give money from our budget to Building, last year $400K. Regarding building Ferrari
buildings we don’t do that, not even Cadillac buildings. Two parts, what you put in (materials) and how you maintain
them. And yes we want to make our education plans happen. We need to find a way to finance this. There is not
enough money and we do the best we can. Choice between feeding your kids or repairing the carpet, you feed your
kids. Our budget is 85% staff and there is not a lot of wiggle room to take out but we do believe maintenance is
important. I hope ARPA funding – one time needs – will be a good use for maintenance. Driscoll is 100 years old but
we did keep it up. We tend to renovate or build new every 50 years or so. Thanks to Charlie and the Building
department we are able to have that amount of time. Do we do enough? No. We need to do more.
Carol Levin suggested that the full AC reject this budget and leave for another day what we are proposing and what
we are funding for another night. Important for us to put our full weight behind this issue and vote a full budget
down the road.
Q: Cliff suggested that we might benefit from hearing the School Committee presentation on Thursday perhaps
better than voting it. Can you tell me where we might be in the comprehensive permit process (a way to estimate
how many more school age children will be moving to Brookline)? A: We still have 3-5 comprehensive permits in the
queue that we are looking at 15-30 unit buildings. The Town will have to figure out how to proceed.
Q: Do we do a Comprehensive Site Plan Review? A: We do a design review process. Still chipping away at the Zoning
bylaw to see what corrections could be made.
Comment: Won’t support Carol’s motion. We don’t have a process. There have been systemic underfunding of
budgets and while it might be interesting to make a statement about a budget, would rather vote the budget since it
is what we have.
Comment: Would like to support the subcommittee’s recommendation that would help us make a plan – let
everyone know we are looking for something better.
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Comment/ Question: Houses that have not been going anywhere for over a year. Construction sites on Heath Street.
A: There is one 809-811 held up by the applicant. It has recently been approved at the ZBA. Another one right next to
it – the house that time forgot. Dennis said that they are also pursuing this.
Q: If we vote down the budget request, what is the next step for the Building Department? What is the process? How
will we figure out what we want and will we comb through other department budgets to find funds? A: Isn’t with us
and the Town Administrator? I feel the need to be intellectually consistent.
The chair suggested that the practical implications of voting this down are not different from tabling it and we need
to bring it back with new information.
Comment: We are not appropriating but making a recommendation to Town Meeting. We can approve this and then
reconsider it to increase it. Or we table and revisit. What are we saying if we say no?
Comment: If we refuse it, it can be noted why we refuse it. It gives weight to our displeasure and we communicate
that we need to change the way we do business.
Comment: Why can’t we say we can’t make a recommendation on this budget because it is inadequate? Not
protecting the maintenance for our buildings. We know what the shortfall is between what Town Admin has
proposed and what the Building Department needs. But unrealistic to come up with the amount that they actually
need.
Comment: I thought ARPA didn’t impact this budget but that ARPA funds were outside of this?
Melissa noted that there are several requests through ARPA – backlog, CIP that they didn’t receive and some backlog.
Comment: Don’t believe that tabling will gain us anything after hearing the School Committee budget.
There was a suggestion to table and share our opinion about where ARPA funds should be applied.
Charlie Simmons stated he has not put any requests on ARPA funding – one time money for things related to COVID
and he is currently putting information about HVAC, ventilation in buildings. We can’t use funds for carpeting or
painting. This is CIP stuff. I need Operating funds to test and repair, basic things.
Melissa shared what was included in the ARPA proposal (see spreadsheet attached to these minutes)
Proposal
#
22-59
22-60
22-61
22-63

Date Submitted
3/18/2022
10:47
3/18/2022
12:18
3/18/2022
12:37
3/18/2022
14:08

Department /
Organization
School
Building
Building
School

Project Summary
Address FY23 operating budget deficit from lack of additional ESSER
funding
Replenish funds for scanning historical building documents
Premium pay for essetial workers in the building department and
construction workers
HVAC Improvements for schools

Additional
Program/Staff
after Grant
Period
No

Total Costs
$4,131,521.00

No

$100,000.00

No

$52,500.00

No

$1,475,000.00
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22-64
22-65
22-66
22-67

3/18/2022
14:17
3/18/2022
14:23
3/18/2022
14:27
3/18/2022
14:33

School

Rehabilitation and upgrades for schools

No

$250,000.00

School

Baldwin Elementary School rehabilitation and reuse

No

$9,075,000.00

School

Design and construction of three school playground at Lincoln, Heath, and
Baker
Fund deferred maintenance backlog for schools

No

$9,650,000.00

No

$18,000,000.00

School

Comment: There is an alternative to refer back to the Capital subcommittee to get a working group to examine this
to come up with a proposal (like peace negotiations) - 3 or 4 weeks. Maybe a motion to refer is better than to table.
Can we come up with a partial solution to the problem?
Comment: Refer / Table may have same effect. Don’t want to solve this internally inside the AC, suggest we table to
give to allow Town Administrator and Select Board to review ARPA or other funds to expand funding for school
maintenance.
A MOTION was made and seconded TO TABLE discussion of the Building Department FY23 budget for the purpose of
allowing the Town Administrator and SB time to review the availability of ARPA funds or reallocation of funds within
the proposed budget for the purpose of expanding the budget for school maintenance, with a target date of April 21,
2022. By a VOTE of 26-0-0 the Advisory Committee recommends tabling the discussion of FY23 Building Department
Operating Budget.
There being no other business, a MOTION was made and seconded to adjourn. By a unanimous vote the meeting
adjourned at 10:03 pm.
Reminder that Tuesday’s meeting is scheduled to begin at 6:30 pm.
Documents Presented can be found here https://www.brooklinema.gov/DocumentCenter/View/30191







2022 03 07 Capital Subcommittee Report FY23 Building Department Budget Report Final with Questions
ALL BUILDINGS COMBINED 2022 NEW STATION 5 Netzero Update
BUILDING DEPARTMENT FY 23 CIP
Capital Sub Committee questions FINAL 3-7-2022
Fire Department FY 23 CIP
2022 03 21 Human Services Subcommittee Report on Health Dept FY23 Budget
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Votes:
Vote 1

Vote 2

Vote 3

Vote 4

Vote 5

# Votes Yes

23

25

26

25

26

# Votes No

0

0

0

0

0

# Votes Abstain

2

0

0

0

0

MAIN
MOTION:
Favorable
action on
CIP FY23
Request
from Fire
Department
(Engine 1
$725,000)

MAIN MOTION:
Request Select
Board to place
Fire Station
Renovations
project ($60M)
on the
November
Ballot as a Debt
Exclusion
Question

MAIN MOTION:
Favorable action on
FY23 Operating
Budget for Public
Health Department of
$1,340,667

MOTION TO TABLE
discussion of the Building
Department FY23 budget
for the purpose of allowing
the Town Administrator and
SB time to review the
availability of ARPA funds
or reallocation of funds
within the proposed budget
for the purpose of
expanding the budget for
school maintenance, with a
target date of April 21,
2022.

Vote Description:

Scott Ananian

Enter Y, N or
A
Y

MAIN MOTION:
Favorable action on CIP
FY23 Requests from
Building Department
(“UNDERGROUND FUEL
TANK” through
“TOWN/SCHOOL
BUILDING SECURITY/LIFE SAFETY
SYSTEMS”)

Enter Y, N or A

Enter Y, N or A

Enter Y, N or A

Enter Y, N or A

Y

Y

Y

Y

Carla Benka

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Ben Birnbaum

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Harry Bohrs

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Cliff Brown

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Katherine Florio

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Harry Friedman
David-Marc
Goldstein

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Neil Gordon

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Susan Granoff

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Kelly Hardebeck

A

Y

Y

Y

Y

Anita Johnson

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Georgia Johnson

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Alisa Jonas

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Janice Kahn

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Carol Levin

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Pam Lodish

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Linda Olson Pehlke

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Donelle O’Neal, Sr.

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

David Pollak

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y
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Advisory Committee Capital Subcommittee
FY 23 Fire Department CIP Requests
March 29, 2022
ENGINE #1 REPLACEMENT
Subcommittee recommendation: $725,000 (General Fund Bond)
Town Policy calls for the replacement of front-line fire engines every 17
years and their rehabilitation every 10 years. It also calls for the
replacement of front-line ladder trucks every 20 years and their
rehabilitation every 12 years. This schedule is aligned with guidelines from
the National Fire Protection Association.
Engine 1 was purchased in 2006; it is due to be replaced in FY 23 at an
estimated cost of $725,000. Delivery of the new engine will be about one
year after the order is placed.
The current Engine 1 will become a reserve engine, meaning that it will be
used when front line equipment is taken out of service for unanticipated
repairs, scheduled maintenance, or warranty work. One reserve engine is
used for training at Station 6. The department keeps an average of three
engines in reserve, housing them at Stations 4, 5, and 6. Currently there are
four. Once a reserve engine reaches the end of its useful life, it is auctioned
off for scrap or purchased by a private collector. All proceeds are deposited
in the General Fund.
The replacement for Engine 1 will have a streamlined design that will make
negotiating Brookline streets and Brookline traffic easier and more efficient.
No problems are anticipated in being able to accommodate it in terms of its
dimensions or weight in any of the stations.
Electric fire engines are currently undergoing beta testing in the Midwest
and the Fire Department will track their performance. In the near future the
Department is likely to purchase hybrid before transitioning to electric
vehicles for staff and Fire Prevention. The current lack of infrastructure
needed to support electric vehicles presents a barrier to their purchase now.

FIRE STATION RENOVATIONS
Subcommittee Recommendation: Request Select Board to place on the
November Ballot as a Debt Exclusion Question
The Fire Station Renovations Project is currently estimated to cost
$60,000,000, an amount that includes soft costs (architectural and
engineering services, commissioning, and OPM services) totaling
approximately 17.5% of the project costs; construction costs; contingency;
and additional features to make the stations “Net Zero Ready.”
There are five fire stations in Brookline: Station 1 (Washington Street and
Route 9); Station 4 (Route 9 and Reservoir Road); Station 5 (Babcock
Street); Station 6 (Hammond Street); and Station 7 (Washington Square).
Each station provides living, cooking, and sleeping quarters as well as
administrative office space. Depending on the station, there can be between
4-5 personnel and 9-11 personnel (with or without 2-3 paramedics)
occupying a station at any given time.
In 2013, a study with schematic designs was undertaken by CBI Consulting,
Inc. CBI focused on the conditions of four of the stations (Station 5 on
Babcock Street was not part of the study) and what would be needed to
maintain the integrity of the floors and the buildings themselves to
accommodate newer, larger fire equipment The report also included
recommendations for the HVAC systems, generators, lighting, and life
safety as well as mechanical, electrical, plumbing (MEP) systems.
Shortly after MEP work began, additional funding was requested for the
industrial cleaning of the firehouses and reconfiguration of their spaces to
mitigate potential environmental hazards in the stations and to address the
growing concern with cancer-related illnesses in the fire service.
Existing funds in a special appropriations account were used to engage the
engineering firm of GGD to produce a study that included an environmental
zoning analysis; review of various code requirements and potential code

issues impacting future renovations of the fire stations; an existing
conditions report on fire safety, plumbing, water, natural gas, and
compressed air systems; and cost estimates.
The report recommended implementing environmental zone updates,
including the installation of gasketed doors and relocation of equipment.
Heavy emphasis was placed on the installation of enhanced HVAC
equipment to create pressurized controls between working and living spaces
and to create zones along with the implementation of enhanced policy and
procedural decontamination standards and habits.
GGD was also asked to address the long overlooked and long overdue need
to integrate and accommodate female firefighters and to create equitable
spaces for men and women with specific focus on privacy equity in
bathroom and changing facilities. Two additional requests included
reviewing male and female “bunks” from a logistics standpoint and
installing lactation spaces.
Subsequent discussions among members of the Fire and Building
Departments and GGD led to the conclusion that Station 5, although built in
1965 and therefore the “newest” of the five stations, did not lend itself to
renovations, and that spending in excess of $3 million dollars for
renovations would still not result in a building that would have parity with
the other stations once they were upgraded. The floor plan of Station 5 has
little flexibility; the kitchen is too small; the structure is built on slab and
therefore lacks a basement, (making HVAC renovations more difficult); and
there is no second floor on which to locate sleeping quarters to distance them
from the apparatus bay.
At the request of the Building Department, GGD has studied and recently
submitted recommendations to make the new Station 5 and the renovated
stations as “Net Zero Ready” as practicable with high performance building
envelopes designed to reduce heating loads, low electrical lighting loads,
geothermal (where possible) HVAC systems that operate with maximum
energy efficiency, and the addition of as many photovoltaic arrays as
possible on each site. This work is estimated to cost $10 million, a figure
that includes soft costs. The goal is to renovate existing stations to have an
Energy Use Intensity (EUI) rating of 35 and to design and build a new
Station 5 with an EUI rating of 25.

The renovation of each station is currently estimated to take between 8-18
months, depending on the size and complexity of the project, with each
station vacated during the renovation. The apparatus and personnel from the
affected station would be temporarily reassigned. It is a project that involves
considerable logistical planning, which is already underway.
The entire project is expected to take place over a five to seven year period
and could be undertaken with one bid for the entire project or with one bid
for the new building and one bid for rehabbing the other four.
Questions were raised about the Net Zero Ready measures and whether (and
by whom) an analysis of the embodied carbon in the existing Station 5
should be undertaken. The Subcommittee and Zero Energy Advisory
Committee members Werner Lohe and Kathleen Scanlon also discussed
whether/how much additional funding in operating dollars will be necessary
to achieve Net Zero status for all stations.
Because there is insufficient money for design development at this time, it
has not been possible to undertake a life cycle cost analysis and energy
modeling for the project. Such analysis and modeling will be possible
during the schematic design phase. As a result, the energy consumption of
the buildings cannot be estimated at this time and therefore the delta in cost
per kilowatt hour between the fully Green option that achieves Net Zero
versus the conventional option (that would not achieve Net Zero) is not
known at the time.
Although the eventual cost of making the stations Net Zero has not been
determined, based on the discussion at the hearing and the recommendations
of GGD, subcommittee members concurred that $60 million would be
sufficient to meet the Fire Department’s programmatic needs and goals and
to make the fire stations Net Zero Ready.
By a unanimous vote of 5-0, the Subcommittee recommended that the Select
Board be asked to place the Fire Stations Project on the November ballot as
a Debt Exclusion question. Should voters support the project, a motion
under the November 2022 Town Meeting warrant article for bonding
authorization could include the condition that after the schematic design

phase but before the development of any construction documents, a
committee composed of representatives of the Advisory Committee,
Building and Fire Departments, and ZEAC members determine the impact,
if any, of the additional Net Zero Ready elements on the operating costs of
the stations.

Additional Information – Fire Department Coverage for South Brookline
Part of the Capital Subcommittee’s discussions with Chief Sullivan last year
focused on the Town’s projected population growth and other factors that
could impact public safety. It was confirmed by the Chief that such
considerations will be taken into account as plans for the fire stations are
developed. The growth in South Brookline in the near-term, due to the
expansion of Hancock Village, raises the question of whether the department
as currently structured will have the capability to serve the southern portion
of the town. In response, Chief Sullivan stated that adding a ladder truck in
South Brookline would be considered, and his recommendation would be to
locate it at Station 4, at the corner of Reservoir Road and Route 9. The Chief
noted that he was in agreement with the 2019 IAFF analysis that found that
housing a ladder truck at the centralized location of Station 4 would increase
the department’s 6-minute ladder response capabilities in South Brookline.
In addition, the IAFF analysis found that placing another company at that
location would improve response capabilities through the town.
The IAFF’s findings dovetail nicely with the Fire Station Project. If it moves
forward, Station 4 will be first on the list to be upgraded and at the same
time it will be redeveloped into a two-company facility so that it can serve as
the “swing” station while other stations are being renovated. At the end of
the entire project, because of its redesign, it will have the capacity to
accommodate a ladder company. An additional company, to be fully
functional, translates into hiring 20 additional firefighters.

BROOKLINE FIRE STATIONS
ENVIRONMENTAL UPGRADES

GENERAL SUMMARY - OPTION A
INCLUDES NEW STATION #5

Updated 1/31/22
FUNDING PRIORITY

COST
STATION
STATION #1 - ENVIRONMENTAL
STATION #1 - MEP UPGRADES (CIP 2020-2025 PROJECT) *See
notes 1, 2 & 3
STATION #1 - MEN & WOMEN FIRE FIGHTERS CHANGING &
SHOWER ROOM RENOVATIONS
STATION #5 - NEW STATION (INCLUDES FF&E) square footage is
estimated for a 3 bay 2 company station with 84' long bays and 2
stories including temporary trailer and appartus shelter, Geothermal
HVAC System and NetZero ready (*) see note (3) and (4)
STATION #7 - ENVIRONMENTAL
STATION #7 - MEP UPGRADES (CIP 2018-2023 PROJECT)*See
notes 1, 2 & 3
STATION #7 - MEN & WOMEN FIRE FIGHTERS CHANGING &
SHOWER ROOM RENOVATIONS
STATION #4 - ENVIRONMENTAL

STATION #4 - MEP UPGRADES (CIP 2020-2025 PROJECT)*See
notes 1, 2 & 3
STATION #4 - MEN & WOMEN FIRE FIGHTERS CHANGING &
SHOWER ROOM RENOVATIONS
STATION #6 - ENVIRONMENTAL
STATION #6 - MEN & WOMEN FIRE FIGHTERS CHANGING &
SHOWER ROOM RENOVATIONS

STATION #6 MEP UPGRADES (Refer to Netzero Ready costs)
STATION #6 - EMERGENCY GENERATOR

Square Feet

/SQ. FT.

20,640

$102.12

1 Year

2 Years

3 Years

Netzero Ready Scope of Work (Costs include 5 year escallation calculation)
4 Years

5 Years

20,640

$42.12

$869,265.60

20,640

$84.25

$1,738,821.79

$

$925.00

9,660

$89.59

$931,428.72

9,660

$88.68

$856,608.90

9,660

$200.58

$1,937,638.53

10,850

$89.59

$8,140,000.00

516,000.00

N/A

17,600

$8,140,000.00

$

SubTotal

Remarks

$

309,600.00

N/A

241,500.00

$

$

1,032,000.00

N/A

144,900.00

$

$

Existing Site may
not allow for
1,341,600.00 geothermal.

Netzero Costs
included in new Fire
Sation #5 Costs

N/A

483,000.00

$

869,400.00

$1,046,170.97

$

10,850

$18.87

$204,702.75

10,850

$136.54

$1,481,444.13

12,310

$89.59

$1,186,945.54

12,310

$215.81

$2,656,654.25

$
$150,000.00

Envelope
Improvements

PV

$2,107,698.38

12,310
-

HVAC
Geothermal

705,250.00

800,150.00

$

$

162,750.00

184,650.00

$

$

542,500.00

615,500.00

$

HVAC system
uprade included
with Geothermal
cost for Netzero
1,410,500.00 ready.

$

HVAC system
uprade included
with Geothermal
cost for Netzero
1,600,300.00 ready.

$150,000.00

Total without Escallation:

$7,598,103.62

$8,140,000.00

$8,140,000.00

$3,725,676.15

$3,843,599.79

$2,262,900.00

$801,900.00

$2,673,000.00

$5,737,800.00

Total Inflated @ 5% Compounded Annually

$1,023,451.00

$3,411,502.00

$7,323,052.00

$7,978,008.62

$8,974,350.00

$9,423,068.00

$4,528,582.15

$4,905,516.79

$2,888,099.00

CM at Risk Chapter 149A premium cost 8%

$638,240.69

$717,948.00

$753,845.44

$362,286.57

$392,441.34

$231,047.92

$81,876.08

$272,920.16

$585,844.16

Construction Contingency 10%

$797,800.86

$897,435.00

$942,306.80

$452,858.22

$490,551.68

$288,809.90

$102,345.10

$341,150.20

$732,305.20

$505,417.00

$179,104.00

$597,013.00

$1,281,534.00

17.5% A/E, Commissioning and OPM Fee

$1,396,152.00

$1,570,511.00

$1,649,037.00

$792,502.00

$858,465.00

Peer Review

$5,000.00

$5,000.00

$5,000.00

$5,000.00

$5,000.00

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Printing and Advertising

$5,000.00

$5,000.00

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

$5,000.00

$5,000.00

$5,000.00

Construction Testing & Inspections

$10,000.00

$10,000.00

$10,000.00

$10,000.00

$10,000.00

$5,000.00

Hazmat Monitoring

$10,000.00

$10,000.00

$10,000.00

$10,000.00

$10,000.00

$5,000.00

Moving Relocation Costs

$10,000.00

$10,000.00

$10,000.00

$10,000.00

$10,000.00

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

$3,500.00
N/A

$3,500.00

$12,000.00

$5,000.00

$10,000.00

FF&E Training

$159,560.17

$179,487.00

$188,461.36

$90,571.64

$98,110.34

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

FF&E Maintenance

$100,000.00

$100,000.00

$100,000.00

$100,000.00

$100,000.00

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

$11,109,762.34

$12,479,731.00

$13,096,718.60

$6,366,800.58

$6,885,085.14

GRAND TOTAL INCLUDING ALL SOFT COSTS
GRAND TOTAL OVERALL

*(1) we have included $8/s.f. cost for fossil fuel free HVAC System (VRF).
(2) Also indcluded is $4/s.f. electrical service upgrade to accommodate all electric HVAC System.

$49,938,097.67

$3,923,373.82

$1,390,276.18

$4,631,085.36

Total including Netzero Ready Scope

$9,944,735.36
$59,882,833.03

10,630

(3) Includes $10,000 for Utility Company backcharges.
(4) Includes $264,000 for P.V. System $15/SF

GGD Consulting Engineers, Inc.
Brookline Fire Stations Environmental Upgrades
Brookline MA

BROOKLINE ADVISORY COMMITTEE
Human Services Subcommittee

Department of Public Health and Human Services FY23 Operating Budget
Public Hearing on March 21, 2022 at 5 pm via Zoom
Attendees
Subcommittee attendees were Susan Granoff (Chair), Ben Birnbaum, Katherine Florio, DavidMarc Goldstein, and Donelle O'Neal. Town staff attendees were Director of Public Health and
Human Services Sigalle Reiss, Community Health Specialist Lesley Archabal, Public Health
Policy Analyst John Kleschinsky, Director of Environmental Health Roland Lankah, Acting
Finance Director/Treasurer Justin Casanova-Davis, and former Interim Director of Public
Health and Human Services Pat Maloney. Also in attendance were Select Board Members
Miriam Aschkenasy and Bernard Greene; Chair of the Advisory Council on Public Health
Patricia Maher; and member of the public Susan Cohen.
Recommendation
The Human Services Subcommittee by a vote of 5-0-0 recommends favorable action on the
Department of Public Health and Human Services FY23 budget request of $1,340,667.
FY23 Budget Summary
The FY23 operating budget request of the Public Health and Human Services Department is
$1,340,667, which is $255,093 less than its FY22 budget request. The reason for this decrease
is because of an increase of $344,635 in salary offsets provided primarily by Host Community
Agreement (HCA) funds. In actuality, the department's FY23 operating budget is 5.7% higher
than its FY22 operating budget. Two tables are provided below, one including HCA-funded
salaries in the total Salaries and Total budget request amounts and one excluding these.
Salaries comprise about 77% of the department's total budget, and approximately 30% of this
line item is funded by HCA and other grants. The nearly 33% increase in Services ($72,639) is
due primarily to a new planned marijuana impact study that is being funded by the HCA.
Nearly 64% of the Services category ($187,876) is the town's annual payment to the Brookline
Community Mental Health Center that Town Meeting some years ago obligated the town to
provide to it each year (using the Health Department as a pass-through), and this amount has
increased by 2% in FY23. Most of the other budget categories (supplies, other, budgeted
capital) have also increased somewhat (all except utilities) in the FY23 budget, due largely to
the increased educational, training, and supply needs necessitated by departmental turnover.
For further details on the Public Health and Human Services FY23 budget, see the Brookline
FY-2021 Financial Plan, Section 4O, pp. 117-129, and the opengov link:
https://stories.opengov.com/4sakrSLls/published/undefined

Public Hearing Discussion
The Brookline Public Health and Human Services Department consists of six subprograms: (1)
Administration, (2) Environmental Health, (3) Community Health Services, (4) Public Health
Nursing and Epidemiology, (5) Mental Health, and (6) Substance Abuse and Violence
Prevention for Youth. An extensive list of the subprograms' goals and accomplishments
appear on pp. 117-126 of the Brookline FY-2021 Financial Plan.
The department's new director, Sigalle Reiss, arrived on February 28, 2022. Prior to that, she
was director of Norwood's public health department (2006-2022). She has also served over 12
years on the executive committee of the Massachusetts Health Officers Association, and was

the organization's president from 2020-21. She took over from Interim Director Pat Maloney,
who replaced Dr. Swannee Jett in September 2021.
Departmental Goals of New Director
In her comments at the March 21 public hearing, Director Reiss said that Brookline's Public
Health Department will continue to focus on Covid control and mitigation efforts in the
coming year but will also prioritize the areas of mental health, youth substance abuse
prevention, environmental health, and health equity.
One of her key goals in the next year will be to work on data collection, evaluation, and
accountability. She hopes to create more measurable objectives for each of the department's
six divisions, a process that will require more robust data gathering and analysis.
She will also be working to develop collaborative relationships with the directors of the public
health departments in neighboring communities and has already begun to do so with
Newton's new health department director. She would also like to explore developing working
relationships with Brookline's local pharmacies.
Another key goal will be seeking out additional grants and funding streams, so as to build up
her department and more effectively implement its policy goals. To date, her department has
submitted six requests for ARPA funding (including a joint one with the Council on Aging),
totaling nearly $4 million ($3,983,885). They are:
 $200,000 to conduct a community health assessment and develop a health
improvement plan with special focus on groups most negatively impacted by Covid
 $30,000 for a public health nursing vehicle to replace a 2003 Prius that keeps breaking
down
 $240,000 to continue for another fours years a year-old Farmers' Market voucher
program for low-income Brookline residents
 $142,085 to update software and hardware to improve the department's data analysis
and disease surveillance capabilities and to host more accessible meetings
 $310,000 to develop (with the Council on Aging/Senior Center) a Clutter and Hoarding
Evaluation and Supportive Services (CHESS) program
 $3,061,800 to transform Brookline's public health infrastructure to address the
immediate and long-term impact of Covid on our community
Impact of Covid-19 on the Department of Public Health During Past Two Years

Among the topics discussed at length during the public hearing was the department's
response to Covid, how Covid affected the department's ability to deliver services to the town,
and what the department has learned about dealing with future pandemics.
We were told that because the department was required to re-allocate resources to respond
to the great demands that Covid placed on it, the department lacked the capacity to do all the
programs that it might otherwise have done. For example, the Environmental Health
subprogram had to cut back on its rodent control task force and the Public Health Nursing
subprogram had to use its limited resources for contact tracing and wasn't able to run as many
flu and other vaccination clinics as usual. (Having to contract out vaccinations was also a lost
revenue opportunity because administering vaccinations typically generates revenue for the
department from insurance companies.) As for administering Covid vaccinations, the town
had access to Covid vaccine doses but lacked sufficient staff to do the actual vaccinations.
One lesson the town learned is the importance of clear, consistent public messaging, and how
challenging it can be for local public health departments to provide it in a fluid situation with
the appearance and spread of new variants of Covid and rapidly changing information about
best practices as scientific knowledge increases. Brookline's Health Department, like all local
departments, often became aware of new and changing recommendations and advice from
federal and state decision makers at the same time that the public did, and then was expected
to immediately pivot and start implementing these changes and providing information about
them to residents. One especially useful measure that improved the town's Covid messaging
was the hiring of a public relations firm by the Town Administrator to help the Health
Department and other town departments provide rapid and clear messaging about Covid to
Brookline residents.
The department relied more heavily than usual on the town's volunteer Medical Reserve
Corps, which grew in number to nearly 300, and whose members helped with contact tracing,
distributed information in person to local businesses and restaurants at the start of the
pandemic, fielded questions at the department's Covid call-in center, and helped distribute
10,000 at-home rapid Covid test kits at various locations in town.
Staffing Issues
There were a number of comments at the hearing concerning the need to increase the staffing
of the Brookline Public Health Department, which is now serving a growing community of
nearly 64,000 people. The director was asked to make increased staffing a priority. She noted
that she will be studying her new department's staffing needs and that, in her prior position as
Director of Norwood's Public Health Department, staffing significantly increased during her
tenure.
The department has experienced much turnover and some lengthy vacancies during the past
12 months. Half of the current departmental staff of over 20 employees have been hired in

the past year. Current unfilled positions include the part time positions of emergency
preparedness coordinator and congregant care auditor, as well as the full time position of
epidemiologist. The part-time staff position of emergency preparedness coordinator, which is
responsible for directing the nearly 300-person volunteer Medical Reserve Corps, has been
vacant since September and needs to be filled for the Corps to continue to function effectively.
Director Reiss is going to explore whether it would be better to move away from one-task
positions and have more staff positions that perform a variety of functions to provide greater
workload flexibility. Both Director Reiss and former Interim Director Maloney said that part
time positions were particularly difficult to fill.
Consensus on Need for Community Health Assessment
Both Director Reiss and former Interim Director Maloney agreed on the need for a new broadbased community health assessment and then the development of a strategic plan based on
the data from this assessment. Key to doing this properly will be having a professional
epidemiologist on staff. (When the department did health assessments of a more limited
nature in the past, interns were used to do the data analysis needed.)
Analysis of Town's Organizational Structure for Delivering Expanded Social Services
In a follow up to questions first raised at the public hearing, the chair of the subcommittee
was informed by the Town Administrator, Mel Kleckner, about the work of a new position –
Senior Advisor to the Town Administrator on Social Services – that he had created in the fall of
2021. This position, which reported directly to him, was created in response to the Select
Board's instruction to him to advance the work of the Police Reform Committee and the Task
Force to Reimagine Policing around social service expansion.
In November 2021 Professor Harold Cox, an Associate Professor and former Associate Dean at
the Boston University School of Public Health, was hired to fill this new position for up to 20
hours per week at an hourly rate of $125 with no benefits. He was charged with conducting
an overall analysis of the Town's social service needs and resources; evaluating models for
crisis intervention, such as CAHOOTS (a national model for crisis intervention on mental health
and substance abuse incidents); evaluating and coordinating existing social services and
advising department heads on the effective delivery of social services; developing a long-term
plan to reorganize, staff, manage, and deliver a comprehensive range of social services and
working with the Town Administrator on its implementation; and advising the Town
Administrator on recruiting and selection for the Director of Public Health position.
The Town Administrator recently learned that, unfortunately, due to unanticipated personal
reasons, Professor Cox will be unable to continue this work for the town. Mr. Kleckner is in the
process of developing alternate approaches to completing the projects assigned to this
position. He is considering utilizing a combination of private consulting services, academic
study, and internal management support, and is likely to ask Director Reiss to assist him.

Whenever the proposed long-term plan to reorganize the town's delivery of social services is
completed and approved, it is likely to have a significant impact on the town's Public Health
Department and on the other town departments that currently provide a significant amount
of social services, such as the Council on Aging and the Veterans' Services Department.
Recommendation
The Human Services Subcommittee by a vote of 5-0-0 recommends favorable action on the
Department of Public Health and Human Services FY23 budget request of $1,340,667.

Meeting Recording:
https://brooklinema.zoomgov.com/rec/share/KbiN5Hd8H9ihv3T-c_ECiMpZ0KIp0POhAbyKzc_rrk28o-oZs60TZVx5eTcLoA5.frqn-zDDar2C0rbn
Access Passcode: k!Wsw*i3

TOWN OF BROOKLINE ADVISORY COMMITTEE
Capital Subcommittee Report
Building Department: FY23 Budget:
Public Hearing: March 7, 2022
Building Department Budget
Overview

Total

Major Changes

FY21 Actuals

$ 8,204,130

FY21 Actuals
Building Maintenance xx
(exclusive of cleaning)
Utilities
$ 2,708,321
TOTAL

FY22 Budget

$ 9,587,404

FY23 Budget

Variance

$ 9,847,173

$ 259,769
(2.7% increase)

FY22 Budget
$ 3,563,281

FY23 Budget
$3,675,405

Variance
$112,124

$ 2,825,759

$ 2,863,659

$ 37,900

$ 6,389,040

$ 6,539,064

$ 150,024 (2.4%)

INTRODUCTION
The Advisory Committee’s Capital Subcommittee held a public hearing on March 7th, 2022, at
5:30 p.m., via Zoom, to review, discuss, and take public comment on the FY23 operating budget
for the Building Department. A recording of the hearing may be found here:
https://brooklinema.zoomgov.com/rec/play/ed8DLMvQ8ysFTuPyVpDJPinm2EGbSskEUcwP1Bx
bngHH70xzKTNmY3bcaOSca-hGr3cbKTnJ6PQFjMe0.4relALaeWFp_u7H_?continueMode=true
(Passcode: +Xfxs9c^)
In attendance were Charlie Simmons (Director of Public Buildings), Daniel Bennett (Building
Commissioner), Melissa Goff (Deputy Town Administrator), and members of the Capital
Subcommittee, John Doggett, Harry Friedman, Carol Levin, Pamela Lodish, Carla Benka, and
Alok Somani.
RECOMMENDATION
The Subcommittee, by a vote of 0 – 2– 4, REJECTED THE BUDGET.
Discussion:
The largest issue continuing to face the department is the insufficient funding for the Repair
and Maintenance of public buildings, particularly the Public Schools of Brookline. The budget is
not increasing in accordance with the significant increase in the square footage occupied. In

the past year both a 70,000 square foot STEM building and the new 120,000 square foot 22
Tappan Street building have opened. In previous years the budget has also not increased
sufficiently to cover the expansion of the Florence Ridley School. These new and renovated
facilities are both larger, and their electrical, plumbing and mechanical systems are more
complex to operate and maintain.
A pro-forma 2.5% increase in the budget does not cover the increase in costs due to facility
growth and complexity or due to the current 6% + inflation rate for goods and services. In all,
there was a $1,144,821 difference between what the Building Department requested and what
was allocated in the proposed FY 23 Budget. Of that amount, approximately $800,000 was the
shortfall in School Building Maintenance. This budget shortfall is independent of the
approximately $16 million in deferred school maintenance which should be addressed by the
CIP. It also does not include potential shortfalls in the utility or building cleaning line items.
The Building Department is finding it hard to fill vacancies, especially in the mechanical HVAC
trades, where the salaries offered are not remaining competitive with those in the private
sector. This forces the Department to increase its use of private contractors, which is a more
costly alternative. When the new Driscoll School becomes operational, the department will not
have in-house expertise to manage and maintain the geothermal heat pump system.
The Subcommittee also questioned the small increase in the Utilities line item (1.34%), Building
Cleaning (2.34%) and a 13.5% decrease for Water. The utility budget is developed using a 3year usage formula. It does capture improvements in the Town’s energy efficiency but does not
reflect increases in its occupied area.
Some of the cuts made to the Building Department’s budget due to COVID have not been
restored. Items not restored or fully restored include training and a program to scan and
digitize all plans.
Ms. Goff explained the annual 2.5% budget increase was a policy directive from the 2008
Override Study Committee, and if the amount of the budget allocated to building repair and
maintenance is to be changed, a new policy recommendation will need to be made by an
appropriate body.
The Subcommittee discussed potential scenarios under which dedicated trusts or endowments
for the maintenance of public-school buildings could be established.

Building Department responses to Capital SC questions.
One more question: what was the total amount of your original budget request, including the
items or increases that weren’t funded in the Town Administrator’s recommendation?
From the excel spreadsheet only (including schools) we requested $1,144,821 and received
$178,772 – a reduction of $966,049
Building

Type
Services

Description
repair and maintenance
cleaning
Tradesmen license reimbursement
school building maintenance

Capital
Capital
Capital
Capital
Capital
Capital
Supplies
Supplies

school wireless request
Truck Body replacement saddle
PC Leases/laptops
Handheld devices/large screen
monitors
2 electrical vehicles & charging
stations infrastructure
Building Maintenance Equipment
Drone
uniforms
office supplies

Requested

Recommended

$175,000

$50,000

$15,000

$3,548

$1,400
$802,591

$62,124

$9,000
$10,000
$22,980

$10,000
$4,000

$6,200

$6,200

$90,000
$6,400
$4,000
$500
$1,750

$45,000
$6,400
$500

Questions
1. Are there any vacancies in the Building Department? Yes


Which positions and for how long have they been vacant?
3 HVAC Tradesmen (5 years), 1 Building Inspector (1 year) and 1 Project Manager (4
months).





Are they affecting operations? The 3 HVAC Tradesmen position are having the most
impact both financially and operations wise – We have hired outside contractors to do
the work at a cost approx. 2.5 times of our in-house staff. This has delayed PM and
miscellaneous repairs. The Project Manager Position has reduced the staffing of that
division by 1/3 with another retirement on the way in April. Staff is out straight closing
out the High School Project, overseeing both The Driscoll and Pierce projects while
implementing the CIP.
Why do you think they have been difficult to fill? With the exception of the Building
Inspector position, salary appears to be the draw back with the positions. The pool of
candidates has been weak. This is consistent with all recent recruiting candidates. We
continue to re post and advertise.

(Accomplishment 16: Recruited qualified applicants to fill vacant positions and hire additional
staff persons for the Building Department.) This refers to the recent hires of Building Inspectors
and filling of two Tradesmen positions left vacant from retirement.

2. What impact has COVID had on your department’s staffing and services in the past year? The
impact has been severe with respect to services. Until recently, staffing had not been an issue as
staff was masking up and maintaining proper distances. With the latest form of the virus and the
ease in which it spread more staff contracted COVID at the highest rate throughout the
pandemic. We were able to manage all divisions properly and keep up with our work.
On the services side there were many impacts that presented concerns of how we can continue to
provide the proper services to the resident and users of our buildings. As you may recall all
divisions of the Building Dept. were deemed essential services by the Governor. In order to meet
the constraints required by COVID regulations the department was able to revise and modify
policies and procedures for the various divisions to continue to fulfill our responsibilities. This
involved modify office spaces, installing plexi glass, hand wash devices, interior operations,
shifting to virtual Town Hall, entering unoccupied buildings, photograph and video inspections,
etc.
3. The proposed budget shows an increase of approximately $731,000 (7.6%) over the previous
year, with most of that increase $583,500, (16.4% over previous year) in the Building
Maintenance line item. This is being looked at by Melissa Goff and her staff. It is an error in
thee accounting system.


How much of this increase is a result of increases in the Town’s footprint?
The Town’s footprint has increased by 8% (of Town Buildings). The Town’s R&M
services line in FY 19 was $1,147,884. It was reduced in FY 21 to $1,052,022. We have
been attempting to restore funding back and add monies for the extra sq. footage.



How much is slated to address deferred maintenance?
0% The Operating Budget is used to Repair and Maintain the buildings. This includes
repairs, testing, preventative maintenance and inspections. It is not used for deferred
maintenance, which should be handled under the CIP.

Why have there not been proportionally sized increases in the Utilities (1.34% increase) and
Building Cleaning (2.34%)? Why is there a 13.5% decrease for water?
The Select Board office develops the utility budget utilizing a 3-year usage formula that tracks
departmental usage town-wide. Utility usage has been trending down town-wide due to the
Town's energy-efficient efforts for several years. Yet, the utility budget for FY23 does represent a
budget where there are some unknowns, as the Town just agreed to procure gas based on a fixed
contract. The Town has previously been procuring gas at the current market cost annually. Also,
the Town has not gone out to bid to procure gasoline for the following fiscal year.
The decrease in water is based on the same three year-average for the department's usage.
We have been trying to get the Cleaning budget increased.

Do you feel this budget adequately covers cost increases due to inflation?
No, we do not. The annual operating budget increases 2.5% every year. This amount was
recommended years ago by B-FAC. Presently, inflation for goods and services is above 6%.
4. What have been the significant changes in your department this past year?
There have been many retirements and resignations resulting in staff participating in the
recruiting process. The new hires have brought many different skills, knowledge and work ethic
to the Department. Lastly, additional work load without additional staff or outside funding to
outsource work has been challenging.


What, if any, operational concerns do you have?
Ability to maintain the all buildings properly.



Are there some parts of the operating budget that you believe are underfunded?
Everything that was not funded that was requested. The training line item has been
reduced mostly due to the fact that COVID did not allow us to use this funding over the
past two years.

5. Were you able to accomplish your FY22 objectives? If not, what were some of the identifiable
barriers?
The objectives we have had difficulty accomplishing relate to implementing the Matrix Report
recommendations and completing the review of the HVAC salaries to enable us to fill the
positions. Lastly, the plans scanning project that was implemented years ago has not been
funded for several years.
What were three key successes for the department in the past year?


Continuing our efforts to adapt with the impacts of the ever-changing COVID pandemic.
The pandemic affected all Town construction projects, inspector’s ability to perform onsite inspections, meetings and tradesmen and outside vendors ability to carry out work
orders.



The completion of the High School Expansion Project including the MBTA station, Stem
wing addition and new 22 Tappan Building.



Work on the Town sustainability policy including Solar Panel installation, Fossil Fuel K8 schools and Town Meeting Warrant Articles.

6. What are the best ways to measure your department’s success in terms of effectiveness and
efficiency?
The Public Buildings Division









Meeting all safety guidelines for buildings; security; emergency systems – testing and
repairing as needed
Consistent preventative maintenance on all building systems to preserve and extend life
Speed at which work orders can be completed
Percentage of work orders and requests that can be completed by in house staff
Percentage of requests and regular maintenance that continues to get deferred/pushed off
to future years
Number of declined requests due to funding issues
Increase in number of PM work orders vs. a decrease in the number of corrective work
orders.
Shorter timespan to complete work orders.

Code Enforcement and Permits Division




permits/certificates issued
complaints received
inspections performed

CIP and Construction Division




Projects measured by schedule
cost
completion

What do you see as the three most important measurable objectives for the department in the
coming year?
Objectives 2 and 4, 8 and 36 would be important to make progress on and move forward. The
first two go hand in hand, as they are school projects, Driscoll and Pierce, and require
advancement over the next year. The next objective pertains to the Public Buildings Division;
implementation of the Matrix Study that detailed how to move forward by recommending
proposed staffing, preventative maintenance (PM) and repair and maintenance (R&M). Lastly,
the Short Term By Law will be enforced and the registration will begin shortly. The online
registration has been setup, inspections will occur and STR registrations will be issued.
A more general list over objectives for Public Buildings is:





Increase completion of work orders in house, reduce outside contractor use
Reduce work order time to complete
Reduce building maintenance that continues to be deferred
Be able to keep up with increased square footage in new buildings and new systems
without bringing in outside contractors

7. Has your department received any grants (or rebates)? Yes, $69,362 from the High School
Project.
8. Are there needs that you would like addressed in the department’s operating budget in the
coming 3-5 years?
Staffing in all divisions; filling vacant positions, increase as needed and performing a salary
review with Human Resources for some. Continue efforts to work with the School Dept. on
funding the Repair and Maintenance budget to address past, current and future building
expansions. Restore the mini CIP. Increase hours for both part time Electrical and Plumbing
&Gas inspector positions.

9. What are the operating costs of using the Academic Building on the former Newbury Campus
for the Department’s Maintenance Shops?
Last fiscal year, $96,520 was spent on R&M. $28,532 was spent on utilities. Note: Town
occupied the building in January, 2021.

Where would the shops be relocated if the Academic Building or the site were used for another
purpose?
Considering we are in the basement and sub-basement we do not feel any other users would
want to be located in these areas of the building. At this time there have been no alternative
locations discussed.


Is the entire Academic Building being used by the Building Department at this time?
No. The IT Dept. is using a few areas in the building to store various types of equipment.

10. Could you provide more information on Objective #28: “To add staff and reorganize Public
Buildings Division, based on additional School space being built or purchased in the near
future”?
Per the Matrix report in FY 15, we should have added 12 more Tradespersons, plus an EMS
assistant. We have added the EMS assistant. And we have added 5 more Tradesmen – 3
positions of which we cannot fill after 5 years. We are still in a deficit of 7 persons plus an
additional 3 persons based on additional square footage amounts.
The Matrix report recommend dividing the managerial oversight of the Tradesmen to the two
Operations managers, and then under them would be a foreman each. The foreman would be
filled using existing staff and promoting them. We are unable to do this as per the pay plan, a
foreman would get more money than their supervisor. The HR Department is aware of this.

Building Department responses to Capital SC questions.
One more question: what was the total amount of your original budget request, including the
items or increases that weren’t funded in the Town Administrator’s recommendation?
From the excel spreadsheet only (including schools) we requested $1,144,821 and received
$178,772 – a reduction of $966,049
Building

Type
Services

Description
repair and maintenance
cleaning
Tradesmen license reimbursement
school building maintenance

Capital
Capital
Capital
Capital
Capital
Capital
Supplies
Supplies

school wireless request
Truck Body replacement saddle
PC Leases/laptops
Handheld devices/large screen
monitors
2 electrical vehicles & charging
stations infrastructure
Building Maintenance Equipment
Drone
uniforms
office supplies

Requested

Recommended

$175,000

$50,000

$15,000

$3,548

$1,400
$802,591

$62,124

$9,000
$10,000
$22,980

$10,000
$4,000

$6,200

$6,200

$90,000
$6,400
$4,000
$500
$1,750

$45,000
$6,400
$500

Questions
1. Are there any vacancies in the Building Department? Yes


Which positions and for how long have they been vacant?
3 HVAC Tradesmen (5 years), 1 Building Inspector (1 year) and 1 Project Manager (4
months).





Are they affecting operations? The 3 HVAC Tradesmen position are having the most
impact both financially and operations wise – We have hired outside contractors to do
the work at a cost approx. 2.5 times of our in-house staff. This has delayed PM and
miscellaneous repairs. The Project Manager Position has reduced the staffing of that
division by 1/3 with another retirement on the way in April. Staff is out straight closing
out the High School Project, overseeing both The Driscoll and Pierce projects while
implementing the CIP.
Why do you think they have been difficult to fill? With the exception of the Building
Inspector position, salary appears to be the draw back with the positions. The pool of
candidates has been weak. This is consistent with all recent recruiting candidates. We
continue to re post and advertise.

(Accomplishment 16: Recruited qualified applicants to fill vacant positions and hire additional
staff persons for the Building Department.) This refers to the recent hires of Building Inspectors
and filling of two Tradesmen positions left vacant from retirement.

2. What impact has COVID had on your department’s staffing and services in the past year? The
impact has been severe with respect to services. Until recently, staffing had not been an issue as
staff was masking up and maintaining proper distances. With the latest form of the virus and the
ease in which it spread more staff contracted COVID at the highest rate throughout the
pandemic. We were able to manage all divisions properly and keep up with our work.
On the services side there were many impacts that presented concerns of how we can continue to
provide the proper services to the resident and users of our buildings. As you may recall all
divisions of the Building Dept. were deemed essential services by the Governor. In order to meet
the constraints required by COVID regulations the department was able to revise and modify
policies and procedures for the various divisions to continue to fulfill our responsibilities. This
involved modify office spaces, installing plexi glass, hand wash devices, interior operations,
shifting to virtual Town Hall, entering unoccupied buildings, photograph and video inspections,
etc.
3. The proposed budget shows an increase of approximately $731,000 (7.6%) over the previous
year, with most of that increase $583,500, (16.4% over previous year) in the Building
Maintenance line item. This is being looked at by Melissa Goff and her staff. It is an error in
thee accounting system.


How much of this increase is a result of increases in the Town’s footprint?
The Town’s footprint has increased by 8% (of Town Buildings). The Town’s R&M
services line in FY 19 was $1,147,884. It was reduced in FY 21 to $1,052,022. We have
been attempting to restore funding back and add monies for the extra sq. footage.



How much is slated to address deferred maintenance?
0% The Operating Budget is used to Repair and Maintain the buildings. This includes
repairs, testing, preventative maintenance and inspections. It is not used for deferred
maintenance, which should be handled under the CIP.

Why have there not been proportionally sized increases in the Utilities (1.34% increase) and
Building Cleaning (2.34%)? Why is there a 13.5% decrease for water?
The Select Board office develops the utility budget utilizing a 3-year usage formula that tracks
departmental usage town-wide. Utility usage has been trending down town-wide due to the
Town's energy-efficient efforts for several years. Yet, the utility budget for FY23 does represent a
budget where there are some unknowns, as the Town just agreed to procure gas based on a fixed
contract. The Town has previously been procuring gas at the current market cost annually. Also,
the Town has not gone out to bid to procure gasoline for the following fiscal year.
The decrease in water is based on the same three year-average for the department's usage.
We have been trying to get the Cleaning budget increased.

Do you feel this budget adequately covers cost increases due to inflation?
No, we do not. The annual operating budget increases 2.5% every year. This amount was
recommended years ago by B-FAC. Presently, inflation for goods and services is above 6%.
4. What have been the significant changes in your department this past year?
There have been many retirements and resignations resulting in staff participating in the
recruiting process. The new hires have brought many different skills, knowledge and work ethic
to the Department. Lastly, additional work load without additional staff or outside funding to
outsource work has been challenging.


What, if any, operational concerns do you have?
Ability to maintain the all buildings properly.



Are there some parts of the operating budget that you believe are underfunded?
Everything that was not funded that was requested. The training line item has been
reduced mostly due to the fact that COVID did not allow us to use this funding over the
past two years.

5. Were you able to accomplish your FY22 objectives? If not, what were some of the identifiable
barriers?
The objectives we have had difficulty accomplishing relate to implementing the Matrix Report
recommendations and completing the review of the HVAC salaries to enable us to fill the
positions. Lastly, the plans scanning project that was implemented years ago has not been
funded for several years.
What were three key successes for the department in the past year?


Continuing our efforts to adapt with the impacts of the ever-changing COVID pandemic.
The pandemic affected all Town construction projects, inspector’s ability to perform onsite inspections, meetings and tradesmen and outside vendors ability to carry out work
orders.



The completion of the High School Expansion Project including the MBTA station, Stem
wing addition and new 22 Tappan Building.



Work on the Town sustainability policy including Solar Panel installation, Fossil Fuel K8 schools and Town Meeting Warrant Articles.

6. What are the best ways to measure your department’s success in terms of effectiveness and
efficiency?
The Public Buildings Division









Meeting all safety guidelines for buildings; security; emergency systems – testing and
repairing as needed
Consistent preventative maintenance on all building systems to preserve and extend life
Speed at which work orders can be completed
Percentage of work orders and requests that can be completed by in house staff
Percentage of requests and regular maintenance that continues to get deferred/pushed off
to future years
Number of declined requests due to funding issues
Increase in number of PM work orders vs. a decrease in the number of corrective work
orders.
Shorter timespan to complete work orders.

Code Enforcement and Permits Division




permits/certificates issued
complaints received
inspections performed

CIP and Construction Division




Projects measured by schedule
cost
completion

What do you see as the three most important measurable objectives for the department in the
coming year?
Objectives 2 and 4, 8 and 36 would be important to make progress on and move forward. The
first two go hand in hand, as they are school projects, Driscoll and Pierce, and require
advancement over the next year. The next objective pertains to the Public Buildings Division;
implementation of the Matrix Study that detailed how to move forward by recommending
proposed staffing, preventative maintenance (PM) and repair and maintenance (R&M). Lastly,
the Short Term By Law will be enforced and the registration will begin shortly. The online
registration has been setup, inspections will occur and STR registrations will be issued.
A more general list over objectives for Public Buildings is:





Increase completion of work orders in house, reduce outside contractor use
Reduce work order time to complete
Reduce building maintenance that continues to be deferred
Be able to keep up with increased square footage in new buildings and new systems
without bringing in outside contractors

7. Has your department received any grants (or rebates)? Yes, $69,362 from the High School
Project.
8. Are there needs that you would like addressed in the department’s operating budget in the
coming 3-5 years?
Staffing in all divisions; filling vacant positions, increase as needed and performing a salary
review with Human Resources for some. Continue efforts to work with the School Dept. on
funding the Repair and Maintenance budget to address past, current and future building
expansions. Restore the mini CIP. Increase hours for both part time Electrical and Plumbing
&Gas inspector positions.

9. What are the operating costs of using the Academic Building on the former Newbury Campus
for the Department’s Maintenance Shops?
Last fiscal year, $96,520 was spent on R&M. $28,532 was spent on utilities. Note: Town
occupied the building in January, 2021.

Where would the shops be relocated if the Academic Building or the site were used for another
purpose?
Considering we are in the basement and sub-basement we do not feel any other users would
want to be located in these areas of the building. At this time there have been no alternative
locations discussed.


Is the entire Academic Building being used by the Building Department at this time?
No. The IT Dept. is using a few areas in the building to store various types of equipment.

10. Could you provide more information on Objective #28: “To add staff and reorganize Public
Buildings Division, based on additional School space being built or purchased in the near
future”?
Per the Matrix report in FY 15, we should have added 12 more Tradespersons, plus an EMS
assistant. We have added the EMS assistant. And we have added 5 more Tradesmen – 3
positions of which we cannot fill after 5 years. We are still in a deficit of 7 persons plus an
additional 3 persons based on additional square footage amounts.
The Matrix report recommend dividing the managerial oversight of the Tradesmen to the two
Operations managers, and then under them would be a foreman each. The foreman would be
filled using existing staff and promoting them. We are unable to do this as per the pay plan, a
foreman would get more money than their supervisor. The HR Department is aware of this.

ADVISORY COMMITTEE CAPITAL SUBCOMMITTEE
FY 23 BUILDING DEPARTMENT CIP REQUESTS
MARCH 29, 2022

UNDERGROUND FUEL TANK REMOVAL
Subcommittee Recommendation: $50,000 (Property Tax/Free Cash)
These funds are used to remove double-wall carbon steel fiberglass underground fuel
tanks. Although they come with a 30-year warranty and are tested annually, some are
approaching the 20-25 year mark. Among the older tanks in this category is one for the
Lawrence School. The one for the library is another candidate. The tanks are filled with
approximately 1000 gallons of fuel oil, which keeps them from floating. In past years
$50,000 would have been sufficient to remove two tanks, but given the current budget
environment, this amount may be sufficient for only one tank removal. Once the
underground tanks have been removed, they are replaced with smaller ones (275 gallons)
located inside the building.
There are 26 tanks at various school and town sites. Existing boilers are set up for dual
fuel and until such time as buildings are fossil fuel free, oil is considered to be a backup
for natural gas for heat.

TOWN/SCHOOL BUILDING - ADA RENOVATIONS
Subcommittee Recommendation: $85,000 (Property Tax/Free Cash)
Funds in this account are used to bring Town and School buildings into compliance with
the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). Some of the dollars are used to install
handrails, ramps, and such specific devices as automatic door openers, ADA compliant
sink faucets, and electronic toilet flushometers. Other funds are reserved to respond to
specific requests for accommodation that are made to the Building Department
throughout the year.
TOWN/SCHOOL BUILDING - ENERGY CONSERVATION
Subcommittee Recommendation: $100,000 (Property Tax/Free Cash)
This appropriation is used to decrease energy consumption in Town and School
buildings. Programs include, but are not limited to, lighting retrofit and controls, energy
efficient motors, insulation, and heating and cooling equipment. Another investment has
been with variable frequency drives (VFDs). VFDs control the speed of motors for
pumps and fans. They reduce the speed of the motor in response to inputs from the
energy management system based on the needs of the space.

The program supplements existing gas and electric utility conservation programs. On
average the Town receives between $50,000 and $100,00 in rebates annually from utility
companies. A recent program (February 2022) offers a $3000 rebate for the replacement
or installation of heat pumps.
TOWN/SCHOOL BUILDING - ENERGY MANAGEMENT SYSTEM
Subcommittee Recommendation: $100,000 (Property Tax/Free Cash)
This appropriation is used to upgrade the Johnson Controls equipment that runs the
energy management systems in Town and School buildings. Funds will be spent on
updating software, hardware, and wiring. The Building Department will continue to work
with the Information Technology Department on these projects.
TOWN/SCHOOL BUILDING - ROOF REPAIR/REPLACEMENT PROGRAM
Subcommittee Recommendation: $650,000 (Bond)
A master plan prepared by a consultant for the repair and replacement of roofs on all
Town and School buildings includes an evaluation of roof conditions, estimates for repair
and replacement, a repair/replacement priority list, and a schedule. The plan is updated on
a regular basis. The slate roof at the Lawrence School is on the schedule for FY 23.
TOWN/SCHOOL BUILDING - SECURITY/LIFE SAFETY SYSTEMS
Subcommittee Recommendation: $250,000 (Property Tax/Free Cash)
Funds in this program are used for security improvements in Town and School buildings
and for upgrading fire alarm systems, sprinkler systems, emergency lighting, and egress
signs. Funds in FY 23 will be used for the inspection and repair of plaster ceilings,
additional keycard readers, upgrades for keycard software, town building camera
upgrades, interior cameras for school buildings, and the installation or replacement of
such security measures as locks, doors, and frames.

Proposal #Date Submitted Departm
22-59
22-60
22-61
22-63

3/18/2022 10:47
3/18/2022 12:18
3/18/2022 12:37
3/18/2022 14:08

School
Building
Building
School

22-64
22-65
22-66
22-67

3/18/2022 14:17
3/18/2022 14:23
3/18/2022 14:27
3/18/2022 14:33

School
School
School
School

Project Summary
Address FY23 operating budget deficit from lack of additional ESSER funding
Replenish funds for scanning historical building documents
Premium pay for essetial workers in the building department and construction workers
HVAC Improvements for schools
Rehabilitation and upgrades for schools
Baldwin Elementary School rehabilitation and reuse
Design and construction of three school playground at Lincoln, Heath, and Baker
Fund deferred maintenance backlog for schools

Additional

Total Costs

No
No
No
No

$4,131,521.00
$100,000.00
$52,500.00
$1,475,000.00

No
No
No
No

$250,000.00
$9,075,000.00
$9,650,000.00
$18,000,000.00
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Government
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Government
Government
Government

Staff Score

Committee

Assigned Select

43
38
46
71

75
60
80
80

51
54
41
56

80
80
80
80

John
Jennifer
Jennifer
John
VanScoyo
John
John
John
John
BG (Partial)

