Town of Brookline
Advisory Committee Minutes
July 23, 2019
Present: Ben Birnbaum, Harry Bohrs, Clifford Brown, Carol Caro, Dennis Doughty, Harry Friedman, Janet
Gelbart, David-Marc Goldstein, Susan Granoff, Amy Hummel, Alisa Jonas, Janice Kahn, Steve Kanes,
Bobbie Knable, David Leschohier, Pamela Lodish, Chair Michael Sandman, Lee Selwyn, Kim Smith, Claire
Stampfer, John VanScoyoc, Christine Westphal, Neil Wishinsky
Absent: Co-Chair Carla Benka, Neil Gordon, Carol Levin, Carlos Ridruejo, Charles Swartz
By Phone: John Doggett, Mariah Nobrega
Also Attending: Deputy Town Administrator Melissa Goff, Select Board Chair Bernard Greene, Deputy
Superintendent for Administration and Finance Mary Ann Normen, School Committee Chair Julie
Schreiner-Oldham, School Committee Member Helen Charlupski, Special Assistant to the
Superintendent for Strategy and Performance Ben Lummis, and Director of Planning and Community
Development Alison Steinfeld
The Chair called the meeting to order at 7:40 PM and made the following announcement:
Pursuant to this Board‘s Authority under 940 CMR 29.10 (8), Advisory Committee Members Nobrega
and Doggett will be participating remotely via telephone due to geographic distance. I have reviewed
the requirements of the regulations. There is a quorum physically present and all votes taken will be
recorded by roll call. Advisory Committee members Nobrega and Doggett will be allowed to vote.
1. Review, discussion and possible vote on a Select Board request for a Reserve Fund Transfer to study
potential public school use on the former Newbury College campus.
The subcommittee reported on the discussion and decision from their hearing held earlier in the
evening. The Town is asking for $50K RFT transfer to fund a study of west side of Newbury College
site. School uses not for a school but other possible uses are on the table. Why is this happening?
Newbury went through a process to sell their property. The Town was an aggressive bidder but did
not win. Buyer is a for-profit who has an ultimate plan to use the east side of Fisher Avenue and will
require zoning changes and asked the Town if interested in acquiring the west side. The buyer is
looking for us to demonstrate that we have an interest. The Town is looking for the RFT to indicate
we are serious. The money is 19K more than the unexpended amount of the original $150K that we
gave the Newbury Site Acquisition Study group to spend so looked at that way it is only 19K extra to
finish the process.
Questions and comments raised and made at the hearing fell into two categories - a sense that
focusing on constructing a school at this location may not be the best idea and people were a little
lukewarm at the concept of going down a path that we went down before with a question that
already seems to be answered. Are there other potential uses that should get a look at? The
language of the request is broad enough to cover other uses.
The other discussion was around the buyer and their intentions.
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The subcommittee voted 9-0 to approve the RFT to support further gathering information and
determine a potential use for the site and demonstrate to the buyer that we are serious to move the
transaction forward.
Neil Wishinsky noted that some of the other discussion was around what happens next: how much
is this going to cost us – we don’t know yet and we don’t know what sort of zoning relief the buyer
will be seeking. We will work on the zoning side with the developer the community and all
stakeholders. For the West Side, by the park with the academic building there will be a parallel
process to determine if we are interested in the site how much is it worth to us and what are we
going to do with it. We will need a 2/3 vote of Town Meeting and possibly an override.
Select Board Chair Bernard Greene noted that we are under a lot of pressure to do something and
this is an opportunity that is unusual – wouldn’t have thought it would present itself. It will be a long
process and this ask is a relatively small amount and critically important to getting the process going.
Need clear understanding of the way in which a school may be put there. First small step in a long
process and if we don’t do it now we may have trouble down the line.
QUESTIONS
Q: What will the west parcel consist of? A: Everything West of Fisher Avenue. 4 parcels – 2 parking
lots, 1 academic building and 1 has a home that has been used for offices. Size is 3.13 acres, 136,000
square feet.
Q: Why is it so important for us to deal with this on a July evening when the purchase has not been
finalized? What kind of cost are we attaching to the purchase of the West Side of Fisher Ave? A:
This action will help us. If this developer becomes the owner it will depend on what he asks us for
and what we can negotiate for.
Q: Is it kosher to leverage zoning for a land purchase? A: Yes.
The Town has in the past entered into discussions with developers and builders and we go to Town
Meeting and we get some things that we want as well.
There will be a lag of a number of weeks, if this RFT goes, through before we can hire a site
developer.
Q: We are looking at this in terms of its value as a school site? A: One of many uses that this can be
used for.
Q: How do we come to the determination that this will be for a school rather than other things the
Town might need? A: Given we have a demonstrated need for more school space, this is another
aspect of that.
Q: Did the developer say “do you want to buy it for a school?” A: No, just said do you want to buy.
And we are pursuing this for potential school use or if not, other uses which will require other steps.
Existing buildings could be used for BEEP or administrative services – things that the school
administration could use.
If we did the study and no use for school, the study would not shed light on other potential uses.
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This was to be studied as a 3 section K-8 – in the scope of work but it is not the language of the
reserve fund transfer. 27 classrooms – how it will be programmed is a school department decision
and it could be anything.
Helen Charlupski: Eliminated 7-8 configurations so it would be a 9th school pre-K to 8.
Q: Is this a good location for a school?
Q: Did the Acquisition Committee look at a K-8 or do anything to help the expenditure of the 50K –
A: that charge was drafted before the committee started meeting; they spent money on tasks and
services that were on the critical path to the bid. The architectural services informed a funding
strategy – could we use the property for BEEP – spent $20K for architectural services for BEEP so
finishing that charge with unexpended money.
Q: Why is buyer asking for our resolve when we spend close to $150K to get this far and unanimous
Town Meeting on Newbury acquisition – why are they making this request? A: I think the buyer is
looking for a firm indication that the Town has continued interest. The vote last spring is irrelevant
at this point – didn’t buy it and had failed debt exclusion vote – so buyer may not care about that
history, they are looking ahead, not behind.
Q: Wouldn’t they want to have another Town Meeting with another resolution? A: Presuming that a
buyer understands the way the Town operates and wouldn’t have the gall to suggest that.
Q: Is potential buyer planning to demolish the buildings? A: Maybe and subject to negotiation.
Q: Has a purchase agreement been signed? A: Yes and they have significant money as a down
payment that is nonrefundable. Expecting to close by end of August and is dependent on approval
by Attorney General.
Q: Does test fitting assume a playground within the 3 acres. A: Yes but we are going to study this.
Assuming we haven’t taken any federal money but could be subject to an Article 97 challenge.
Q: Was it always their intention to develop this site? Does their offer of the West Side to us for
purchase imply that they expect to be treated more favorably when it comes to zoning? A: No.
Q: Does the offer to sell us a part of the property have to be OK’d by the AG? A: No. AG is only going
to determine if the purchase process was open and fair.
Q: We were told that Newbury was not a good site for 9th schools but why was it not then but it is
now? A: Pre May 7 we now have reality and reality is we don’t have a place to put a 9th school but
this is a possibility. We thought fiscally it was the most responsible thing to do (we owned the
property and we didn’t have to pay for it – Baldwin – and we thought it was responsible).
Q: Why limiting it to only look at it as a school? A: Outside of a school at this point, I don’t think we
need to do a full study for other uses to figure out if we are interested in it; it may help inform how
much it is worth to us.
Q: Why isn’t this for School or Town use? A: It is certainly possible for someone to offer that as an
amendment.
Q: Why do we need strength to negotiate with a developer when we have zoning? A: They could still
sell to a DOVER-eligible institution.
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Q: What is the status of the zoning on the east side that they are keeping? If we knew it would help
us understand the value.
Q: Are we willing to provide an RFT for $50K to do a study for fitting a school?
Q: Is the offer to sell the property on the west side is contingent upon the Town offering some sort
of zoning relief? A: Yes.
Q: If we do the study and determine if site is not useful for a school, then where are we? Have we
advanced the ball? A: Then we determine if the site can meet the need of any of the other uses in
the strategic assets plan.
Q: Are they looking at the existing building or tearing down? A: Schools suggest existing classroom &
library building may be suitable for BEEP. The building is currently configured as a library and
classrooms and study will determine this among other things. See what the options are.
Q: What is the use for the building – concern about eliminating options before the study? A: Need to
preclude certain options - School Committee priority is looking at pre-K through 8 and location (2section or 3-section) ongoing conversations about how to populate. This doesn’t come into play in
this study.
Q: How much more money would we need to request for a broader scope of the study? A: The
Planning Department would be best suited to answer that question. Non School related – need a
scope what non-school uses, playground, park, pool, which strategic assets from the plan for
example?
Suggest members review questions raised by Carla Benka’s statement in the packet: suitability,
enrollment (where is the need? where are they coming from?). What would be estimated ongoing
expenses? A: These are good questions but currently beyond the scope of this study.
Comments
Not clear on wording on what we are voting for – “school use” is a broad term.
Enrollment data would be helpful to justify the need for a school.
Looking at if you were to put a school or has school uses, what would it entail? If no good, it informs
us if there is any real value to the parcel so good information no matter what. In order to come up
with a figure to make it broader, this is predicated on a scope of what we really want to include.
Need to focus on what is in front of us now.
Alison Steinfeld noted that we have already done a study for BEEP using the existing building use.
There is not a lot of land for other uses. The one study was to determine if the existing buildings
could accommodate BEEP and some offices. Nothing else was addressed.
We should act on this in good faith. This is a smart thing to do.
One member suggested he will offer an amendment to limit the study to the use of the existing
building and not a tear down and rebuild. Find it unconscionable to fund a study to tear down a
perfectly good 20 year old building. Also, wish to note I am disturbed about concept of trading
zoning relief for acquisition.
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It may not be the developer holding us up. It is us saying to the developer that you need to do this to
get this.
What if they say they will build a 40B?
Another member suggested she will offer an amendment to broaden the scope of the study for nonschool uses and increase the amount of the transfer.
Many concurred with the idea of expanding the scope of the study. May not be good for a school
but could be good for so many other things.
A MOTION was made and seconded to approve $50K reserve fund transfer to study potential public
school use on the former Newbury College campus.
A MOTION was made and seconded to amend to limit the examination for school use to adaptive reuse
of the existing building that does not contemplate a tear down. By a VOTE of 2 in favor, 21 opposed, 2
abstentions, the amendment fails.
BENKA
BIRNBAUM
BOHRS
BROWN
CARO
DOGGETT
DOUGHTY
FRIEDMAN
GELBART
GOLDSTEIN

absent
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
Yes

GORDON
GRANOFF
HUMMEL
JONAS
KAHN
KANES
KNABLE
LESCOHIER
LEVIN
LODISH

absent
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
absent
No

NOBREGA
RIDRUEJO
SANDMAN
SELWYN
SMITH
STAMPFER
SWARTZ
VANSCOYOC
WESTPHAL
WISHINSKY

No
absent
Abstain
Yes
No
No
absent
No
No
Abstain

A MOTION was made and seconded to amend by adding “and other Town use” and increase the
amount to $100,000. By a VOTE of 14 in favor, 8 opposed and 3 abstentions, the motion passes.
BENKA
BIRNBAUM
BOHRS
BROWN
CARO
DOGGETT
DOUGHTY
FRIEDMAN
GELBART
GOLDSTEIN

absent
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No

GORDON
GRANOFF
HUMMEL
JONAS
KAHN
KANES
KNABLE
LESCOHIER
LEVIN
LODISH

absent
Yes
Yes
Abstain
No
No
Yes
No
absent
Yes

NOBREGA
RIDRUEJO
SANDMAN
SELWYN
SMITH
STAMPFER
SWARTZ
VANSCOYOC
WESTPHAL
WISHINSKY

Yes
absent
Abstain
No
Yes
No
absent
No
Yes
Abstain

A MOTION was made and seconded to amend with the addition of “and affordable housing” –
(COMMENT: If it is not a Town use to develop affordable housing, what is the Town studying – there is
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no proposal to ground the study in)- By a VOTE of 4 in favor, 17 opposed, and 3 abstentions, the
amendment fails.
BENKA
BIRNBAUM
BOHRS
BROWN
CARO
DOGGETT
DOUGHTY
FRIEDMAN
GELBART
GOLDSTEIN

absent
No
No
No
No
No
Yes
No
No
Yes

GORDON
GRANOFF
HUMMEL
JONAS
KAHN
KANES
KNABLE
LESCOHIER
LEVIN
LODISH

absent
Yes
No
No
No
No
No
No
absent
No

NOBREGA
RIDRUEJO
SANDMAN
SELWYN
SMITH
STAMPFER
SWARTZ
VANSCOYOC
WESTPHAL
WISHINSKY

Yes
Absent
Abstain
No
No
No
Absent
No
No
Abstain

MAIN MOTION
A MOTION was made and seconded to approve a $100K reserve fund transfer to study potential public
school and other Town use on the former Newbury College campus. By a VOTE of 17 in favor, 2
opposed, and 6 abstentions, the amendment passes.
BENKA
BIRNBAUM
BOHRS
BROWN
CARO
DOGGETT
DOUGHTY
FRIEDMAN
GELBART
GOLDSTEIN

absent
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Abstain
Yes
Abstain

GORDON
GRANOFF
HUMMEL
JONAS
KAHN
KANES
KNABLE
LESCOHIER
LEVIN
LODISH

absent
Yes
Yes
Abstain
Abstain
No
Yes
Yes
absent
Yes

NOBREGA
RIDRUEJO
SANDMAN
SELWYN
SMITH
STAMPFER
SWARTZ
VANSCOYOC
WESTPHAL
WISHINSKY

Yes
absent
Abstain
No
Yes
Yes
absent
Yes
Yes
Abstain

2. Review, discussion and possible vote to fund the leasing of 16 classrooms at Maimonides School for
use by the Public Schools of Brookline starting August 1, 2019.
The Schools are requesting approval of a lease at Maimonides. It is a 5-year lease with one year
extension option. Please review the Reserve Fund Transfer memo attached at the end of this document
for all details. Cliff Brown gave a brief overview from the subcommittee’s deliberations.
The impact will be a hole in CIP and we will have to deal with that come budget season. Subcommittee
also noted that there is no evidence that this is going to be a long term solution either with a lease
extension beyond the 5-6 years or for purchase.
School Committee Chair Julie Schreiner-Oldham offered some back ground – goals for the opportunity
including relief for Pierce. Waiting for Oak Street and Webster movement. Swing space years 4 and 5
(override/debt exclusion) CIP in years 2-3 then funding for Pierce for 4-5 and 6. Higher utilities costs
expected.
QUESTIONS AND DISCUSSION
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Q: Number of classrooms? A: 13 for special needs and ESL
Q: Usual rental requirements when a Town rents a space? A: Sometime per square footage for
everything included, but this deal is structured slightly differently. Sometime separate for operating and
utilities.
Q: Is the School Closing? A: No Maimonides School is not closing just reorganizing and discussing their
future. We have negotiated right of first offer if they decide to sell. They also have another school. This
is just a short term solution. Our use of the cafeteria would be as it is done in other sites.
Q: Page 5 – two temples, we will continue to least them through FY 24? What is in them? A: Solely for
early education space. Temple Emeth discussion as Hancock is developed if potential need in Baldwin,
early education would move from Baker to Temple Emeth.
Q: Is there sufficient parking for all staff? A: Yes full parking garage under building that includes 27
spaces.
Q: Getting a library – but do we have resources for that? A: We would take the K-1 portion of our library
and move it over.
Q: When we lease properties do we pay upfront? A: We pay two times a year.
Q: Advisory typically gets a walk through – if we don’t need to do this at this time, why couldn’t we hold
this transfer after we have seen the property? A: We are talking about moving staff and children
starting September 1st. If we are not doing this – children, staff, teachers, families need to know one way
or the other. We were approached in May, went through RFP and then June 28 to get lease terms. Lease
starts August 1.
Q: How much money have we given them already? A: Lease language is still being negotiated. This
request just funds the first year and it won’t be finalized until September.
Consider selling Oak Street and use that funding to fund rentals for the staff –
There is no funding source for Oak Street. It was presumed to be funded with the debt exclusion. If we
keep it we need to figure out how to finance it.
May not be an optimal use for office space.
Get out of leases and direct money to properties we own.
It may be smarter to rent in this case.
Mary Ellen noted that they are working on two plans – one with Oak Street and one without. If Oak
Street is not available we need to find lease space. Anticipating allowable and not allowable use and the
Town chooses not to keep it. School Committee is not the one to decide. Oak Street may be a Town
meeting article…
In favor of this but would like to observe – lease net 1.6 million, $100K per classroom per year. Debt
service on purchased property is well above what we would spend to rent the classroom. Renting is
very economical in this case.
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Q: What the bottom line of this process – pre and post – comparison of how much space we were
leading before and how many students were being accommodated and administrators being
accommodated and the cost, compare to post –how much space leasing for students in that space and
cost, and for administrators and how much it costs. A: Financial comparison of what we are doing today
is in the packet. Total is on the last page. Net we end up with more classrooms for additional funds.
Q: Confused about Baldwin – are you evicting staff, preschool there to put staff members in there? A:
With respect to staff day care – 2 programs at Baldwin – one is for the High School which would move
when HS opens. The other program will move out. Part of short term plan is with respect to RISE to open
an expanded program in Baldwin.
Working with principals of Pierce and BEEP and going on their recommendations.
Q: Why was it preferable to have Pierce K and 1 move instead of middle school grades? A: Maimonides
School is currently set up for K-1 and not for middle school where needs are different.
Q: Transportation arrangements for Pierce parents who can’t drop off their kids? A: We heard the need,
but what we have to understand better, is how many of those families would look to use that resource,
then decide if we could accommodate with the busing we have or add services. It is too early in the
process to work out those details. It is possible that there wouldn’t be any financial implications vis a vis
transportation.
Q: What is the cost per classroom at Maimonides School $70K per year. $47K at 62 Harvard. Value of
renting there is a benefit to keeping Harvard. A: We have worked with the Principal and the Community
and space at 62 Harvard is less desirable. Currently used for 7th grade. School Committee made decision
not to move forward with 62 Harvard. Also, Maimonides has a gym, cafeteria, playground and many
more spaces than Harvard.
Q: Sperber to Oak Street? A: With taking Harvard off line, principal suggests utilizing Sperber space in
different ways – music, art, etc. Additional space for Pierce students, collaboration and works space for
general and special ed, and make sure permanent space that won’t be reimbursable.
A MOTION was made and seconded to approve the RFT of $166,628 and for leasing and operating
expenses of 16 classrooms at Maimonides School for use by the Public Schools of Brookline starting
August 1, 2019. By a VOTE of 22 in favor, none opposed and 2 abstentions, the Advisory Committee
approves the reserve fund transfer.
BENKA
BIRNBAUM
BOHRS
BROWN
CARO
DOGGETT

absent
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

GORDON
GRANOFF
HUMMEL
JONAS
KAHN
KANES

absent
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

NOBREGA
RIDRUEJO
SANDMAN
SELWYN
SMITH
STAMPFER

Abstain
absent
Abstain
Yes
Yes
Yes

8

DOUGHTY
FRIEDMAN
GELBART
GOLDSTEIN

Yes
----Yes
Yes

KNABLE
LESCOHIER
LEVIN
LODISH

Yes
Yes
absent
Yes

SWARTZ
VANSCOYOC
WESTPHAL
WISHINSKY

absent
Yes
Yes
Yes

________________________________________________
Upon a MOTION made and seconded to adjourn, and voted unanimously, the meeting was adjourned at
10.02 pm.
Documents Presented:








Advisory Committee Membership List, Fiscal Year 2020 updated July 23
Memo from M. Kleckner to Select Board Re: Request for Reserve Fund Transfer for Newbury
College Land
Summary explaining the use of the $150K in funding provided in January to the Newbury College
Acquisition Committee. The unexpended remainder went to free cash at the end of the fiscal
year on June 30th.
Comments from Carla Benka
Comments from Mariah Nobrega
Maimonides School Lease Plan Reserve Fund Transfer Request Final
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NEWBURY COLLEGE ACQUISITION
STATUS OF $150,000 RESERVE FUND TRANSFER (FY 19)

Real estate consulting
McCall & Almy
Contract
Amendment
Total Encumbered
Paid
Balance

$
$
$
$
$

Due Diligence
ICON (architectural services)
Contract
Paid
Balance

$ 25,000.00
$ 21,900.00
$ 3,100.00

50,000.00
20,000.00
70,000.00
66,292.50
3,707.50

Commercial Construction (conditions assessment)
Contract
Paid
Balance

$ 24,750.00
$ 24,531.70
$
218.30

Title exam—paid

$ 4,095.00

Elevator inspection—paid

$ 1,770.00

Minutes
Paid

$

330.00

SUMMARY
McCall & Almy
ICON
Commercial Construction
Title Exam
Elevator inspection
Minutes
Total spent

$ 66,292.50
$ 21,900.00
$ 24,531.70
$ 4,095.00
$ 1,770.00
$
333.00
$118,922.20

BALANCE—CLOSED OUT TO FREE CASH

$ 31,077.80

OFFICE OF THE TOWN ADMINISTRATOR

MEMO TO:

Select Board

FROM:

Mel Kleckner, Town Administrator

DATE:

July 18, 2019

SUBJECT:

Request for Reserve Fund Transfer for Newbury College Land

As you know, at the Annual Town Meeting in May, the Select Board announced that the Town
was not the selected bidder to purchase the Newbury College property. However, it advised Town
Meeting that the deal was not finalized and that there were other land acquisition strategies
available to the Town, even if another entity acquired the property. Since that time, the Board’s
Newbury College Acquisition Advisory Committee has met regularly (including jointly with the
Select Board) to pursue matters of interest to the Town. During this process, the Town was
approached by the selected buyer, a for-profit national real estate developer. As part of the
discussion about the development of this property, the developer has offered the Town the
opportunity to purchase the west side of Newbury’s campus.
Shortly, we will recommend that the Select Board act to establish a development review process
similar to those successfully implemented for other large projects, including the Brookline Place,
Red Cab and Waldo-Durgin properties. This involves the recommendation of necessary re-zoning
proposals and the negotiation of a development agreement providing the Town with items of
mitigation and other valuable considerations (all subject to Town Meeting approval). The
difference between the Newbury project and others is the possibility of significant land acquisition
by the Town. As a result, we recommend that the Town do advanced due diligence on issues
related to the Town’s acquisition of the west campus.
The developer and Newbury College have not finalized their land transaction yet, so we are unable
to publicly reveal their identity or details of their proposed use of the property at this time.
However, time is of the essence and we would like to get moving on the evaluation of the Town’s
use of the west side of the campus for a public education use. Please find attached a proposed
scope of work for this study. We seek your authorization to request a Reserve Fund Transfer from
the Advisory Committee in the amount of $50,000 for this purpose.

Thank you for your consideration.

cc:

Michael Sandman, Chair, Advisory Committee
Alison Steinfeld, Planning and Community Development Director
Andrew Bott, Superintendent of Schools

NEWBURY COLLEGE—POTENTIAL MUNICIPAL SCHOOL
SITE ANALYSIS AND DESIGN SERVICES

BACKGROUND
The real estate and improvements constituting the former Newbury College, located on Fisher Hill in
Brookline just north of Route 9, is being sold to a private real estate developer. The developer has
expressed interest in selling the Town property on the west side of the Fisher Avenue. In connection
with this offer, the Town is evaluating the feasibility and costs associated with developing a public
school facility on the site. The Town seeks the services of an architectural firm to support this
evaluation.

SCOPE OF SERVICES
The Town of Brookline is seeking design services relative to addressing elementary school capacity
needs on a part of the former Newbury College campus, identified on the attached site plan. The Town
is expressly interested in high level, basic site analysis and design services in order to determine whether
or not a three-section K-8 elementary school –i.e. 27 classrooms and supporting services—or similar
building can be placed on the west parcel and if so, at what cost to the Town. An overriding goal of the
Town is to minimize negative impacts on the surrounding single-family neighborhood.
More specifically, the designer shall provide the following:
1. “Concept-level” site plan that addresses orientation, access and egress, drop-off, pick-up and
parking, service, outdoor education and play spaces. The Town shall provide the educational
Program for the proposed facility.
2. Building massing and organization at a diagrammatic level of development that addresses all
fundamental site considerations including orientation, access and egress, traffic and parking,
service, sustainability and neighborhood context.
3. High level site constraints analysis including easements, underground utilities, geotechnical, and
environmental issues, etc. Note: Since the property is in the process of being sold, due
diligence has been conducted by the prospective buyer. All available information, including a
Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, will be provided by the Town.
4. High level regulatory analysis including zoning (with support from Town).
5. Traffic and parking analysis.
6. Cost analysis including site development, building construction, soft costs and total project cost.
Note that the project will not involve a partnership with the MSBA.
7. Scheduling and complexity analysis including phasing and project delivery method
considerations, etc.
8. Recognition that the Town owns and operates a public recreational area including parking lot to
the south of the subject parcels, identified on the attached site plan. Whereas discrete

recreational uses must be provided for the elementary school consistent with the Program, the
designer should acknowledge and maximize the possibility for shared uses.

The property currently has several buildings on the site. It is assumed that said properties will be
demolished, although the Town is open to the possibility of retaining the Academic Building if the
designer believes that it presents realistic opportunities if it were to be incorporated into the site plan.
Finally, time is of the essence. The Town needs to make a decision relative to the acquisition of the
western component of the former campus expeditiously. The information to be generated the
consultant is critical in its decision making process.

SUBMITTAL
The designer shall submit the following information for review by the Town:
Total Fee
The fee shall include an hourly rate and anticipated hours to be worked by specified project team
members plus reimbursable expenses. Services shall include one meeting with the Newbury College
Acquisition Advisory Committee (or its successor) and the Select Board, and two meetings with
Town and School staff.
Note that, given the need to proceed expeditiously, deliverables may consist of a memorandum, the
aforementioned meetings and site plan. The Town is not seeking formal presentations.
Schedule
Please provide a submission deadline that acknowledges that speed is of the essence.

THE PUBLIC SCHOOLS OF BROOKLINE
BROOKLINE, MASSACHUSETTS 02445
PHONE 617-730-2425
FAX 617-730-2108

ANDREW BOTT

MARY ELLEN NORMEN

SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS

DEPUTY SUPERINTENDENT
FOR ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE

EXECUTIVE SESSION
Select Board
Advisory Committee
From: School Committee
Date: July 22, 2019
RE:
Recommendation for award of Maimonides, 2 Clark Road, Lease for August 1, 2019 to July 2024
and Year 1 funding with reserve fund transfer
To:

Request for Select Board Action:


Motion to approve and authorize the property Lease subject to successful lease negotiations
and approval of terms by Select Board and School Committee to Maimonides School, 2 Clark
Road, Brookline, MA.

Request for Advisory Committee Action:


Request Advisory authorize a Reserve Fund Transfer of $166,628 ($10,600 to DPW Snow
Removal – Personnel; $13,000 to General Liability; and $143,028 to Public Building Division for
Utilities and Maintenance) to fund the first year of the five-year lease.

Overview and Background for the Request
Since the failure of the May 7 override, the School Committee and School Department have been
working through a wide variety of short and long term options to address the historic enrollment
increases, overcrowding, and substandard spaces in our public schools. Over the course of numerous
public meetings, the committee has been working to find building solutions that respond to and
address a variety of competing factors including:
•

Prioritize pedagogy by providing the best educational environment for children, especially
those with special needs
o Provide relief to as many overcrowded buildings as possible
o Address the substandard spaces for students with disabilities and English learners cited
by the Department of Elementary and Secondary Education’s PRS findings
o Develop a plan that is the least disruptive for the fewest possible families, and creates
the fewest possible transitions for students, families, and staff
o Balance the negative effects of overcrowding with our goals for student achievement
and our concerns about the need for stability for students, families, and educators etc.

•

Hear and be responsive to Community Feedback, specifically our parent and educator
communities
o Relieve Pierce overcrowding and prepare for a building project by shifting current
leased space and moving 10-15 classrooms by September 2020, with the balance
possibly renovating in place or moving on the commencement of the project.
o Relieve Driscoll overcrowding — ongoing discussion of Driscoll 4 project
o Relieve Baker overcrowding — prepare for new developments in that neighborhood
o Relieve Runkle / RISE overcrowding
o Fully utilize the existing schools and properties we own including Heath, Baldwin, the
old Lincoln School, and the Oak Street condominiums
o Immediately develop a plan for reviewing and revising the school assignment plan to
address the ongoing changes in enrollment and new use of buildings

•

Long term Considerations
o Strategic goals: Move towards a 9th school at a yet undetermined location; use the
Old Lincoln School in the interim. Maintain the K-8 school structure and do not pursue
a districtwide 1,200-1,600 student middle school on a site we do not own; do not
aggressively pursue "expand in place plus” which would result in a system of primarily
900-1000 student schools
o Financial goal: Get out of the leased spaces, in whole or in large part, and into townowned spaces, as soon as pedagogically practical, sooner rather than later
o Flexibility: Remain as flexible with our capital planning as possible given the number of
uncertainties; work within the properties we have but be open to new properties being
acquired in the next 1-4 years

Implications by Building
Building by building and year by year plans to be communicated with communities and through public
hearings
Pursuing this plan, will have specific positive implications for our existing schools and school
communities









Pierce: Beginning in fall 2020, provide significant relief from overcrowding while beginning to
prepare for the building project. Eliminate Teen Center lease immediately and 62 Harvard after
Baker: Until permanent 9th school solution is completed, temporarily reduce overcrowding at
Baker by making Temple Emeth available for kindergarten classrooms and moving South
Brookline BEEP classes to Baldwin
Driscoll: fix adverse special education status/noncompliance by the State by moving BEEP
classroom to Maimonides and shifting other learning spaces as needed. 3 BEEP classrooms
would move back into school with a building project
Runkle: receives relief with expansion of RISE program at Heath and opening 9th school at OLS
will further reduce overcrowding
Lincoln/Runkle/Pierce: some relief with a new K at Maimonides
Heath: right-sized relative to other schools by taking on a district-wide special ed program (RISE)
and potentially consolidating classrooms
Lawrence— No impact on the short term; long term development of 9th school at Old Lincoln
School provides overcrowding relief
Coolidge Corner School: Complete growth into CCS space until fully utilized




Baldwin: fully utilize Town-owned properties for PSB BEEP students and utilize Oak Street
townhouses for educational administrative offices
BEEP: restore the “BHS” BEEP that was closed to serve students on the waitlist by opening it at
Maimonides in fall 2019.

2 new BEEPs (the former BHS Pre-K and a pre-K from the Driscoll) are added to Maimonides in September, 2019.
A BEEP Rise classroom from Putterham is also moved to Maimonides in September, 2019.
For 2019-20, Webster staff are moved temporarily into Maimonides. They move to Oak St offices summer 2020 to make room for Pierce K-1 in Maimonides.
Pierce Kindergarten and 1st Grade moves to Maimonides for fall 2020.
In 2020, Pierce K-1 space becomes available for students currently housed in 62 Harvard.
Net 16 Classrooms for 5 Years
Maimo Classroom Usage by students
(Over)/Under Classroom Capacity CIP

Central Office

BEEP

Pierce

2019-20

2020-21

2021-22

2022-23

2023-24

3-4 classrooms

full

full

full

full

$

(778,117) $

(869,831) $

(828,226) $

(752,322.70)

Unit
Adult Ed, METCO, Operations, Steps to
Success, ELL (~30 staff)
BEEP Admin (12 staff)

July. 2019

2019-20

2020-21

2021-22

2022-23

2023-24

24 Webster

Maimo

Oak St

Oak St

Oak St

Oak St

24 Webster

Maimo

Baldwin

Baldwin

Baldwin

Baldwin

Welcome Center (~5 staff)

24 Webster

Town Hall

Town Hall

Town Hall

Town Hall

Town Hall

Curriculum/Enrichment/Tech (18 staff)

Sperber

Sperber

Oak St/Baldwin

Oak St/Baldwin

Oak St/Baldwin

Oak St/Baldwin

Student Services (8 staff)
Finance; Senior Staff; Strategy;
Teaching/Learning; HR (~30 staff)

Town Hall 4th Fl

Town Hall

Town Hall

Town Hall

Town Hall

Town Hall

Town Hall 5th Fl

Town Hall

Town Hall

Town Hall

Town Hall

Town Hall

Pre-K

Putterham

Putterham

Putterham

Baldwin

Baldwin

Baldwin

Pre-K

Maimo

Maimo

Maimo

Maimo

Maimo

Maimo

Maimo

Maimo

Maimo

Maimo

Rise

new (BHS reopen)
new (waiting list
relief)
Putterham

Maimo

Maimo

Maimo

Maimo

Maimo

Kindergarten

New

Maimo (1)

Pierce K

Pierce

Pierce (4)

Maimo (5)

Maimo

Maimo

Maimo

Pierce 1

Pierce

Pierce

Maimo (5)

Maimo

Maimo

Maimo

Pierce 2

Pierce

Pierce

Pierce

Pierce

Pierce

Pierce 3-6

Pierce

Pierce

Pierce

Pierce

Pierce

Pierce 7-8 (5 classrooms)

Pierce

Pierce

Pierce

Pierce

Pierce

Pierce 7-8 (5 classrooms)

62 Harvard

62 Harvard

Pierce

Pierce

Pierce

Pre-K

Pre-K (2 classrooms)
9th School

(166,628) $

K-8 (2 sections)

Putterham BEEPS shift to Baldwin to create space at Putterham for Baker overflow

Construction Starts,
need phasing plan
TBA from architect

OLS Opens, full
OLS Opens, full OLS Opens, full 9th
9th school (via
9th school (via
school (via student
student assignment) student assignment)
assignment)

Location

FY19 (last year)

FY20 (current year FY21

Baker Modulars $
Teen Center

77,552.00 $

$

FY22

FY23

FY24

77,552

60,900.00

Temple Emeth ( $

297,766.92 $

328,200 $

338,046 $

348,187 $

358,633 $

369,392

Lease

$

262,609 $

270,487 $

278,602 $

286,960 $

295,569

Operating

$

65,591 $

67,559 $

69,585 $

71,673 $

73,823

Temple Ohabei $

217,630.74 $

221,266 $

227,903 $

234,741 $

241,783 $

249,036

62 Harvard

$

219,200.22 $

234,010

$

200,000.00

Lease
Operating
24 Webster
Lease
Operating
Maimonides

$

755,600 $

1,311,168 $

1,351,903 $

1,392,810 $

1,433,894

Lease

$

570,000 $

1,120,000 $

1,155,000 $

1,190,000 $

1,225,000

Operating (Maintenance, Insurance, Snow, est)

$

62,600 $

64,478 $

66,412 $

68,405 $

70,457

Utilities (est)

$

123,000 $

126,690 $

130,491 $

134,405 $

138,438
Total

Lease Cost Only

$

1,073,049.88 $

1,365,437 $

1,618,391 $

1,668,343 $

1,718,743 $

1,769,605 $

8,140,517.86

Building Operating Costs (facilities, utilities)

$

251,191 $

258,727 $

266,488 $

274,483 $

282,718 $

1,333,606.71

Total Cost

$

1,616,628 $

1,877,117 $

1,934,831 $

1,993,226 $

2,052,323 $

9,474,124.57

5 Yr Town Plan

$

1,450,000 $

1,099,000 $

1,065,000 $

1,165,000 $

1,300,000 $

6,079,000.00

Difference 5yr plan ‐ Total Cost. (Over)/Under CIP

$

(166,628) $

(778,117) $

(869,831) $

(828,226) $

(752,323) $

(3,395,124.57)

Difference 5 Yr Plan ‐ Lease Cost Only. (Over)/Under CIP $

84,563 $

(519,391) $

(603,343) $

(553,743) $

(469,605) $

(2,061,517.86)

$
21.59 $

32 $
37.46 $

33 $
38.63 $

34 $
39.79 $

Lease Square Ft
Net Maimonidies per Sq Ft.

$

35
40.97

Maimo Classroom Usage by students
(Over)/Under Classroom Capacity CIP

Central Office

2021-22

2022-23

2023-24

3-4 classrooms

full

full

full

full

173,050.54 $

112,072.05 $

184,584.21 $

291,571.74

$

2019-20

2020-21

2021-22

2022-23

2023-24

24 Webster

24 Webster

24 Webster

24 Webster

24 Webster

24 Webster

24 Webster

24 Webster

Baldwin

Baldwin

Baldwin

Baldwin

Welcome Center (~5 staff)

24 Webster

Town Hall

Town Hall

Town Hall

Town Hall

Town Hall

Curriculum/Enrichment/Tech (18 staff)

Sperber

Sperber

24 Webster

24 Webster

24 Webster

24 Webster

Town Hall 4 Fl

Town Hall

Town Hall

Town Hall

Town Hall

Town Hall

Town Hall 5th Fl

Town Hall

Town Hall

Town Hall

Town Hall

Town Hall

Rise

new (BHS reopen)
new (waiting list
relief)
Putterham

Putterham

Putterham

Putterham

Putterham

Putterham

Pre-K

Heath

Heath

Baldwin

Baldwin

Baldwin

Baldwin

Pierce K

Pierce

Pierce

Pierce

Pierce

Pierce

Pierce 1

Pierce

Pierce

Pierce

Pierce

Pierce

Pierce 2

Pierce

Pierce

Pierce

Pierce

Pierce

Pierce 3-6

Pierce

Pierce

Pierce

Pierce

Pierce

Pierce 7-8 (5 classrooms)

Pierce

Pierce

Pierce

Pierce

Pierce

Pierce 7-8 (5 classrooms)

62 Harvard

62 Harvard

Pierce

Pierce

Pierce

Pre-K

th

Pre-K (2 classrooms)
9th School

588,972.50 $

July. 2019

Pre-K

Pierce

2020-21

Unit
Adult Ed, METCO, Operations, Steps to
Success, ELL (~30 staff)
BEEP Admin (12 staff)

Student Services (8 staff)
Finance; Senior Staff; Strategy;
Teaching/Learning; HR (~30 staff)

BEEP

2019-20

K-8 (2 sections)

Putterham BEEPS shift to Baldwin to create space at Putterham for Baker overflow

Construction Starts,
need phasing plan
TBA from architect

OLS Opens, full 9th OLS Opens, full 9th OLS Opens, full 9th
school (via student school (via student school (via student
assignment)
assignment)
assignment)

Location

FY19 (last year)

FY20 (current year) FY21

Baker Modulars $
Teen Center

77,552.00 $

$

FY22

FY23

FY24

77,552.00

60,900.00

Temple Emeth ( $

297,766.92 $

328,200.00 $

338,046.00 $

348,187.38 $

358,633.00 $

369,391.99

Lease

$

262,609.08 $

270,487.35 $

278,601.97 $

286,960.03 $

295,568.83

Operating

$

65,590.92 $

67,558.65 $

69,585.41 $

71,672.97 $

73,823.16

Temple Ohabei $

217,630.74 $

221,265.50 $

227,903.47 $

234,740.57 $

241,782.79 $

249,036.27

62 Harvard

$

219,200.22 $

234,010.00

$

200,000.00 $

350,000.00 $

360,000.00 $

370,000.00 $

380,000.00 $

390,000.00

Lease
Operating
24 Webster
Lease
Operating
Maimonides
Lease
Operating (est)
Utilities (est)
Total
Lease Cost Only

$

1,073,049.88 $

1,145,436.58 $

858,390.82 $

883,342.54 $

908,742.82 $

934,605.10 $

4,730,517.86

67,558.65 $

69,585.41 $

71,672.97 $

73,823.16 $

348,231.10

Building Operating Costs (facilities, utilities)

$

65,590.92 $

Total Cost

$

861,027.50 $

5 Yr Town Plan

$

1,450,000.00 $

1,099,000.00 $

1,065,000.00 $

Difference 5yr plan ‐ Total Cost. (Over)/Under CIP

$

588,972.50 $

173,050.54 $

Difference 5 Yr Plan ‐ Lease Cost Only. (Over)/Under CIP $

304,563.42 $

240,609.18 $

925,949.47

$

952,927.95

$

980,415.79

$

1,008,428.26

$

4,728,748.96

1,165,000.00 $

1,300,000.00 $

6,079,000.00

112,072.05 $

184,584.21 $

291,571.74 $

1,350,251.04

181,657.46 $

256,257.18 $

365,394.90 $

1,348,482.14

Lisa Portscher
Subject:

FW: July 23rd Subcommittees' Public Hearing and Advisory Committee Meeting

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: The Benkas [mailto:rcvben@earthlink.net]
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 12:38 PM
To: Lisa Portscher
Cc: msandman1943@gmail.com; cbrown@akg‐advisors.com; julie_schreiner_oldham@psbma.org; Bernard Greene;
Melvin Kleckner; Melissa Goff; MaryEllen Normen
Subject: July 23rd Subcommittees' Public Hearing and Advisory Committee Meeting
Hi Lisa,
Please include the following email in AC members' packets for this evening.
Thanks very much,
Carla

Dear Advisory Committee,
I am sorry that I am unable to participate in the public hearing and the Advisory Committee's meeting to discuss and
potentially vote on the Reserve Fund Transfer request to support a study of possible public school use of portions of the
former Newbury College campus, and to consider the recommendation to fund the leasing of 16 classrooms of the
Maimonides School beginning on August 1st.
Both proposals prompt many questions, and it is most unfortunate that there was significant pressure on the Advisory
Committee to meet so soon after both requests became public, despite the fact that neither situation has been
described as an emergency. Such a tight timeframe hardly meets good ‐ not to mention best ‐ practices standards.
Regarding the RFT request for Newbury, the following questions come immediately to mind:
1. When will the PSB develop an enrollment projection model in which they have confidence, thereby providing
justification for building a 9th school and "right‐sizing" Pierce and Driscoll? The rationale for new construction and for
expansion has included addressing overcrowded common spaces, eliminating substandard teaching and learning spaces,
and building capacity.
2. What type of "public school use" at Newbury will the School Committee support? When Newbury was first raised as a
possible 9th school site, the predominant reaction from School Committee members and others was that it was an
inappropriate location for another K‐8 school due in large part to its proximity to both Heath and Runkle.
3. If a school were built at Newbury, would the quest for a site for another K‐8 school in South Brookline continue?
4. How many sections and town‐wide programs would this school house and how would its construction impact plans
for a new 4‐section Driscoll School and a renovated/expanded/new Pierce School?
5. From which existing K‐8 schools would students be drawn to fill the seats at the new school and how would new
districts need to be configured?
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6. How would the construction of a new school relieve the insufficient teaching and learning spaces and the
overcrowded common facilities at Lincoln, Lawrence, Runkle, and Baker?
7. What would be the estimated ongoing operating expenses, including transportation, for the new school?
Satisfactory answers to these questions would enable the Town to determine a realistic value of the parcel(s)under
consideration for purchase.

Regarding the Maimonides lease, some of the more obvious questions are:
1. What is the Advisory Committee being asked to do? To the best of my knowledge, there has been no request for a
Reserve Fund Transfer. What is the source of the funds needed to cover the lease for the coming school year and
possibly future school years?
2. What are the terms of the lease? One year, with an option to extend? Multi‐year with or without an option to extend?
If an extension is possible, for how many years and at what cost?
Are utilities included in the lease agreement? If not, what are the projected costs of heat, electricity, water,
etc.?
3. Are there savings to be had in leasing these classrooms? For example, will any of the BEEP classes now in privately‐
leased space be moved to Maimonides or to Pierce?
4. What, if any, are the known capital needs of the Maimonides property? Will the Town be responsible for addressing
those needs if need be?
5. If the PSB's plan is to move a portion of Pierce's students and staff to Maimonides, what will be the impact on the
School Department's operating budget?
Will Town departmental budgets (e.g. Police, DPW and Building) be affected?
Will additional school staff need to be hired?
What are the anticipated student transportation costs?
What will be the source of additional operating funds?

I realize that more information ‐ and therefore answers to some of these questions ‐ may emerge between the time I
send this e‐mail and the time the AC's discussion begins, but I wanted to raise these issues with the hope that
satisfactory responses will be provided before the Advisory Committee is expected to vote on these two very important
matters.
Best,
Carla
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Lisa Portscher
Subject:

FW: Comment re Maimonides (re AC meeting 7/23/19)

From: Michael Sandman [mailto:msandman1943@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, July 19, 2019 3:52 PM
To: Advisory Committee
Subject: Comment re Maimonides (re AC meeting 7/23/19)

Please see the email below from a Pierce parent and AC member re the question of leasing space at
Maimonides.
---------- Forwarded message --------From: Mariah Nobrega <mariah.nobrega@gmail.com>
Date: Tue, Jul 9, 2019 at 1:44 AM
Subject: Evaluating Maimo and 62 Harvard leases - my perspective
To:
Good evening, I'm writing about the leases for Maimo and 62 Harvard, with my perspective on what
makes sense for the Pierce community of nearly 900 children, their families and caregivers, and the
125 Pierce staff. In short, I ask that if you vote to accept the Maimo lease, that you ensure that
the lease for 62 Harvard is extended as well, so that the Pierce community does not become
further overcrowded.
Maimo:
Since Maimo was first raised as a possibility for lease by the town, we in the Pierce community have
been actively contemplating how it might work with our needs and the needs of the town/schools
overall. I was very appreciative of Andrew Bott's recognition of Pierce's significant overcrowding and
that it needs relief above and beyond the other schools, and I heard many others express similar
sentiments.
While many in the community are supportive of using Maimonides for temporary relief of
overcrowding, there is significant concern about the challenges of making this work for fall 2019. At
each of the three Pierce listening sessions held in June, both parents and staff shared concerns
about the logistics of multi-site drop-offs/pick-ups, transportation arrangements, after school care, and
moving dozens of classrooms in short order -- all against the backdrop of the students in question
being K-1 or K-2, i.e. the smallest, youngest, and most vulnerable students, and the Pierce families
being frequently car-free and mostly working parents. There is much more ease about Pierce using
the facility beginning in fall 2020, to allow for a year of logistics prep for the school and
families. However, I understand that if the lease is signed, it will be done with the intent of fall 2019
occupancy. I want to reiterate the message that was shared at the listening sessions - it was
clear the Pierce community is very concerned about the complexity of this move for fall
2019. This is not about families being selfish or not wanting relief -- we do, we desperately do. But
this is a big change, and it would be very hard on such short notice - again, particularly because
these are the littlest students who require substantial parental/school oversight for
1

safety/security. Before you possibly decide to split Pierce families up for this fall, please walk
between the two sites and take a tired 5 year old with you -- see how long it takes, then imagine it's a
rainy/snowy evening, and you don't have a car. Truthfully, it's just not practical without the planning
and likely indispensable wraparound town-provided supports that can't possibly be in place <2
months from now, so you should expect significant opposition to a proposal to send Pierce K1/K-2 students to Maimo this fall. If Pierce use can still be considered to start in the 2020-2021
school year, I believe most families are interested to work through the details to make this a
success. My understanding, however, is that use by Pierce starting in 2020 is not an option,
so Pierce unfortunately may not be considered at all for temporary overcrowding relief at
Maimo, which if true, would be a shame.
62 Harvard:
The Pierce "Loft" at 62 Harvard holds middle school classrooms which are vital to accommodating the
expanding Pierce middle school students (Pierce will grow to 5 sections in middle school starting this
fall with 6th grade and continuing over the next 3 years). The lease for this space expires in summer
2020, unless an option to extend the lease is exercised before then (I don't have the exact date by
which it must be exercised). One concern is that the 62 Harvard lease would not be extended, as a
way to free up funds to pay for future years of the Maimo lease. The concern is that if Pierce does
not end up at Maimo because the space is being used for other purposes starting in fall 2019
*and* the 62 Harvard lease is not extended, then Pierce will end up without critical space to
operate its growing middle school program.
It would be a pathetic, distorted outcome if, to free up 4 classrooms total (~60 kids) at Heath, Driscoll
and Runkle by sending their BEEP sections to Maimo, Pierce ends up losing most of its middle
school space serving >300 students, and as a result becomes even more overcrowded than it is
presently, given that the current acute overcrowding is what Andrew Bott recognized as most needing
mitigation. However, that is what seems to be a likely outcome if you do not take active steps
to ensure it does not happen, by voting to extend the 62 Harvard lease.
Finally, I want to reiterate that Pierce isn't being selfish or parochial in these concerns. Most
families don't have kids in the affected grades - but all parents can empathize with the concerns of
getting very young kids to school and back, and want families/children to succeed, as well as staff to
be able to focus on their primary roles of teaching and learning - not worrying about whether the
logistics will hold up. For those of us looking at the town finances, there are also questions that we
haven't heard answers to, e.g. the impact of splitting Pierce on operational costs and specifically the
additional costs that a K-1 move would incur over K-2, the costs of alternatives (e.g. can Sperber be
cost-effectively repurposed, and/or should we buy out 62 Harvard instead, for what may be the price
of the Maimo lease payments?) It also doesn't seem to make sense to have the driving motivation
behind a fall 2019 occupancy/cost accrual/potential Pierce shut-out be 4 BEEP classrooms that are
currently in Town-owned (lease-free) facilities. We *all* want to make sure there is a plan in place
that provides value to the town and keeps all kids learning safely.
Thanks for reading this long message, I appreciate your patience and interest in my perspective.
Mariah
Michael Sandman
msandman1943@gmail.com
+1.617.513.8908
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Lisa Portscher
Subject:

FW: K-1 and K-2

Begin forwarded message:
From: Mariah Nobrega <mariah.nobrega@gmail.com>
Subject: Re: K-1 and K-2
Date: July 19, 2019 at 19:45:33 EDT
To: Michael Sandman <msandman1943@gmail.com>
Thanks for asking for this clarification - I hope you will share this response it its entirety with
the AC - let me know if anything I wrote deserves further clarification or if there are other
questions:
K-1 is having just grades K & 1 go. K-2 is having 3 grades go (K, 1 & 2). This point was expressed very
briefly in the original email but I should elaborate on it because it's important for AC to understand
and get full information on the financial impact of this trade-off.
The Pierce educators and administrators have expressed a clear preference for moving K-2 instead of K-1
because apparently in a 5-section school, a 3-grade cluster is functionally effective, so much of the
teaching and support is built around those 3 grades as a cluster. Eg there is a K-2 vice principal, K-2 math
specialist, K-2 guidance counselor, etc. (This is similar to the setup at CCS, where there are also three
3-grade clusters: K-2, 3-5, 6-8.)
If instead K-1 is paired with BEEP in the decision as to who goes to Maimo, those Pierce staff don't just
work with BEEP students instead - BEEP kids don't use math specialists, just to give one
example. Therefore, as a result of sending just K-1, there would be additional staff costs, because
instead of each of those staff members spending their days at Maimo working with 3 grades of kids, they
must either lose time in transit (effectively providing less service/value) or they don't transit, instead serving
only grades K&1, and other staff members must be hired part-time to cover grade 2 at Pierce.
This isn't to say that K-1 is impossible - it's just that K-1 is cost-ineffective, so to pursue it, there must be
some other compelling reason to do so, which so far has not been articulated.
Thanks! Mariah
--sent from my telegraph, please forgive any errant dots or dashes
On Fri, Jul 19, 2019, 6:59 PM Mike Sandman <msandman1943@gmail.com> wrote:
Hi re your email on Pierce, 62 Harvard and Maimonides, a couple of AC members have asked what the difference
is between K-1and K-2. Can you clarify?
Thanks Mike
Mike Sandman
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