

Dedham School Building Rehabilitation Committee
Minutes from February 23, 2015


In attendance: Russ Poole, Dave Roberts, Derek Moulton, Paul Sullivan, Kevin Coughlin, Nancy Baker, Michael Welch, Andy Lawlor, Tom Ryan, Ron Hathaway, Mike Butler
Absent: Tom Ryan
Also present: From CMS: Paul Griffin, Neil Joyce. KBA: Dan Bradford, John Malnati

Chairman Moulton called the meeting to order at 7:03 p.m. which took place in the Library at the Dedham Middle School.

Russ Poole moved approval of the minutes of October 20, 2014 with one edit (that the word ‘attached’
be deleted from page 2). Paul Sullivan second. It was approved unanimously. 
Dave Roberts moved approval of the minutes of February 10, 2015 with one edit (on page 4, change location of next meeting to Middle School). Russ Poole second. It was approved unanimously, with Ron Hathaway and Nancy Baker abstaining.

Dan Bradford provided a handout showing the topics KBA wanted to discuss tonight.

At the suggestion of Mike Welch and Kevin Coughlin Dan Bradford will attend the next 4 School Committee meetings in March and April to keep the School Committee informed of SBRC work. 

Dan Bradford reported that the Preliminary Design Program (PDP) was submitted on time February 19. We have 4-6 weeks to submit the ‘preferred schematic’ to MSBA. He referenced the ‘Preferred Schematic Report Tasks’ (PSRT) handout. It stated that the Preferred Schematic Design Duration is 2/20/15 through 4/16/15 submission to MSBA.

John Malnati explained the various section of the PSRT:

	3.3.1
	Introduction – it is important to respond to MSBA comments and questions. MSBA will be looking     all the way to the move-in date

	3.3.2
	Evaluation of Existing Conditions – there are 4 sites to review

	3.3.3
	Final Evaluation of Alternatives – selection is the end goal

	3.3.4
	Preferred Solution – there are funds available to support sustainable design features

	3.3.5
	Local Actions and Approvals – includes public meetings and presentations



Kevin Coughlin asked if the education program will drive the preferred solution. John Malnati said it will.

Paul Griffin explained we are striving to see if any of the six options can be taken off the table. Only $40,000-$50,000 has been budgeted for reimbursable expenses which includes testing and surveys. He asked us to consider if there are any we can remove. He is asking for an answer at next week’s meeting.

Dan Bradford said he prefers not to take all 6 options through the process. Next week he would like to get down to 3 or 4. He went on by recapping that Options 3, 6, 10, 11, 12 and 14 have been selected. 







	OPTION
	SCHOOL
	PROJECT TYPE

	3
	Dexter
	ECEC Add/Reno

	6
	Oakdale
	Pre K-5 Add/Reno

	10
	Dexter
	ECEC New

	11
	Dexter
	Pre K-5 New

	12
	Greenlodge
	Pre K-5 New

	14
	Riverdale
	Pre K-5 New



The information he is handing out tonight has been winnowed to those 6. He provided an “Option Comparative Matrix”. It proposes 13 different comparative items.

	1
	Appropriateness of scope of project for the site

	2
	Solution satisfies the ECEC program requirements

	3
	Disruption to abutters during construction period

	4
	Disruption to current town-wide programs during construction

	5
	Disruption to current town-wide programs after construction

	6
	Maintain current school districting

	7
	Adverse or positive effects to other school(s)

	8
	Handles traffic, parking and provides safe vehicular flow

	9
	Environmental permitting issues

	10
	Geographically advantageous for ECEC student population

	11
	Able to house ECEC on a single floor

	12
	Ability to site building to take advantage of solar orientation

	13
	LEED level of achievement



 He suggested to use a 0 to 5 ranking system; 0 is the best rank and 5 is the worst rank. It is like scoring in golf, the lower the score the better. In some instances every site will work for a given item and all options will receive a 0.In the event that an item is neither advantageous nor disadvantageous it will be assigned a 0. He stated that he needs input on Dexter Option 11, which is a new Pre-K through 5 facility. In this situation the Town would have 1 extra school. He asked if it was the School Committee’s call as to which school is taken out of service. 

Mike Welch explained that it is a School Committee decision. It is a complex discussion, and has not been discussed at School Committee meetings.

Dan Bradford stated that until KBA has that information Dexter Option 11 is carrying the weight of an Oakdale population, a total of 640 students. KBA will add a range showing Option 11 carrying the Riverdale population of 540 students.

Kevin Coughlin asked how this is different than the other Pre-K through 5 options. 

Dan Bradford replied that with the other options the students would be moved off-site temporarily during construction. With Dexter Pre-K through 5 one of the existing elementary schools would close.

Andy Lawlor stated that there is a difference in enrollment of 130 students. In the original enrollment projections submitted to MSBA Oakdale had 360 students and Riverdale had 230. The elephant in the room is the possibility of closing the only school on that side of Route 1. He stated we should consider what a school of 540 looks like at Dexter because that is the most realistic population at the end of the complex discussion.

Ron Hathaway asked if with Option 11 we gain back two buildings, Capen and one other. 

Dan Bradford said that is correct.

Derek Moulton said there is another option (#3) to renovate Dexter which frees up only the Capen School.

Dan Bradford stated that Dexter is the swing space school to accommodate other options as needed.

For the benefit of Ron Hathaway and Nancy Baker, Derek Moulton took a moment to explain a discussion at a previous meeting. He stated that, relative to Dexter as a swing space, the Riverdale population would fit within the existing Dexter space. If either Oakdale or Greenlodge students were relocated temporarily then some modular classrooms would be needed.

Dan Bradford said this was correct. 4 modular classrooms would be needed for if Oakdale or Greenlodge were temporarily relocated.

Dan Bradford then began to review the comparative items listed on the left column of the matrix. For example the Riverdale site is taxed by the addition of an ECEC. (Item # 1)

Paul Griffin noted that 2 of the 6 options call for only an ECEC at Dexter, while the other 4 options call for a Pre-K – 5 facility. He asked if that would go to the School Committee, too.

Dan Bradford emphasized that the scoring does not reflect the quality of a neighborhood school. For item 2, for example there will be a good, better or best.

Andy Lawlor asked how does item 2 (solution satisfies ECEC program requirements) not encapsulate item #11 (able to house ECEC on a single floor).

Dan Bradford explained that 2 sites (Dexter Option 11 and Riverdale Option 14) require a two-story ECEC structure due to traffic and parking. 

Andy Lawlor said is some cases the proposed matrix does not seem to be a good discriminator. One of the dangers of using multiple items to measure the same thing is that the matrix over-weights the one factor.

Dan Bradford said he would consider Andy’s comments.  Dan said that #3 refers to dust and noise.

Mike Butler asked Dan to give an example of what kinds of programs are in #4 and #5. 

Dan Bradford said it includes youth sports programs. 

Andy Lawlor stated that the proposed matrix distorts the rating. He said the matrix puts 16 months of disruption (during construction) to youth soccer at the same level as meeting the requirements in #2. Items 4 and 5 essentially double up disruption versus the key item # 2. Andy mentioned that few months ago the committee listed 8 evaluative criteria.

Dan Bradford replied that it is not intended to be the sole matrix.

Derek Moulton gave an example. He said the Dexter site isn’t currently used for any youth sports, but other schools are. So the matrix automatically favors Dexter.

Dan Bradford said the item could be rewritten to read “ability of the site to handle programs when the project is completed”. 

Andy Lawlor asked if this analysis is limited to 2015 and 2016 or does it factor in 10 years from now if the population continues to decline. 

Dan Bradford said it looks at the end of this project, as a result of this project.

Dave Roberts asked if the project would be a cause for redistricting.(item 6)

Dan Bradford said Option 11 would include a new elementary school that would be an additional school to the system so it is possible that planning for redistricting to start.

Paul Griffin said it would be for 2018.

Dave Roberts asked if this could be a consideration when we have a public presentation.


Andy Lawlor said that if we build for 360 students at Oakdale we would need to find 60 students. If we built for 230 at Riverdale we would need to find 40 students.

With respect to Matrix item #7, Andy Lawlor asked Dan Bradford to give an example of what KBA is trying to measure. Dan Bradford stated for example, if option 11 is built (Dexter - Pre K-5 New) another school would need to close. Andy Lawlor asked how KBA would make that value judgment whether the closing of a school would be adverse or positive. Would KBA consider the closing of a 90 year-old school and its replacement with a new school to be a positive effect?  Weighed against the benefit of replacing an old school with a new school, the brand new school would be 1 and ½ miles away from the neighborhood it historically served. Andy states that those are policy decisions. Who in KBA‘s office will make that judgment? Andy said that with KBA making the “adverse” or “positive” call, their scores will be seen as objective when they are really policy calls. For some of the matrix criteria, KBA's technical experts can objectively weigh the options.  For example, vehicle flows (item 8) can be estimated by a traffic expert. Andy stated he has reservations with KBA applying some of these criteria when some of the items are actually policy.


Dan Bradford stated that other schools will be involved in some other options. He did not know if they involved value judgments.

Andy Lawlor stated that we came up with some criteria such as capital cost and proximity of school-age population. 

Paul Griffin said that KBA and CMS will be scoring and they will look to the SBRC to review and discuss the numbers if they want or keep the numbers.

Dan Bradford continued down the list.
 Relative to # 8 he said there will be differences. 
For #9- there will be differences, most notably in the cost estimating.
For # 10 -he referenced the GIS handout showing proximity of 3-5 year-olds to the various sites.
For # 11- he said it will be taken under advisement.
For #12 -there will be some downline effect on utility costs.
For #13 – what are the logical goals to reach for?

Andy Lawlor asked if #12 was a potential cost savings or an operating budget savings. He asked if the evaluative criteria were settled on. He recommended # 12 be expanded to see operating costs. He also stated he would like to see transportation costs if we look at Dexter only. He stated the following should be evaluative criteria:  operating costs, capital costs per student, which would be an apples-to-apples comparison; and the number of students moving from an inadequate to an adequate facility.

Dan Bradford asked if the criteria should be how many students are served by the project.  He also explained that when we do reach the Preferred Schematic submission we will need to submit our first, second and third preferences, one of which must be an addition/renovation.

Mike Butler asked what evaluative criteria were developed by the SBRC.  
Dave Roberts read from the December 1, 2014 minutes. 
	Capital Cost

	Compliance with Education Model

	Operating Cost

	Impact to Existing Education Program

	# of Students Transferring From Inadequate to Adequate Facility or Facilities

	Safety

	Proximity to High Density Neighborhood

	Amount of Play/Green/Community Space




Mike Butler asked if we want a matrix that shows the 13 criteria listed by KBA and the 8 listed by the SBRC.

Mike Welch asked if the implied intent is to have a sum that implies all are equally weighted. For example if we score one item a 5 and another item a 5 are we assuming they are equally important?

Andy Lawlor suggested we settle on a manageable number of criteria, about 8. We could go with more or fewer, but if we weight them then the results can be distorted.

Mike Welch asked if the 0 to 5 rating will be applied by KBA and CMS.

Paul Griffin said they will. Then SBRC can discuss and adjust the scores. The scores help guide the decision. It will come down to a subjective discussion.

Dave Roberts stated the 8 criteria are important. They reflect what the SBRC is looking at.

Dan Bradford said that during the PDP stage we narrowed the list from 14 to 6. The committee looked at some hard numbers on the matrix, yet those alone did not get us to the six. We don’t just take the numbers alone to make a decision.

Derek Moulton asked Dan to review the changes to the cost estimates that were made by KBA after the February 10 meeting. 

Dan Bradford explained that for all options the cost inflation calculation had not been carried through into 2017. In some other options the wrong square footage was used. KBA has corrected the spreadsheets and provided updated copies.

Kevin Coughlin asked Dan Bradford to double check the cost estimate for Dexter Option 3 – ECEC Add/Reno. 

Dan Bradford discussed community outreach meetings. One option is to schedule future SBRC meetings at each of the three elementary schools.

Paul Griffin explained that we have 7 weeks before the next deadline. KBA will need 1 week to collate. KBA needs design time. He suggested we collect community input soon.

Dan Bradford suggested we seek community input after SBRC shortens the list to 3 options.

Dan Bradford said we could use the matrix to reduce the list. For example which add/reno does the SBRC prefer? Which new Dexter is preferred?

Andy Lawlor asked a question relative to Option 14 (Riverdale Pre-K-5 New) and criteria items 1 and 8. He asked if it was beneficial to make the 2-story portion of the building (in blue, on the plans, and for elementary students) 3 stories. He asked if it would make a material difference in the scoring versus other sites if the 18 classrooms were on 3 floors instead of 2.  He wanted to ask the question in anticipation of neighbors asking the same question.

Dan Bradford said there are other functional issues when only a few classrooms are on each floor. It is not the most efficient use of space. i.e. circulation.

Maurice Burns, a resident, asked if the term ‘enhancement” came into use. He asked if there was a way to measure the impact of a new building on an elementary school with low MCAS scores, declining enrollment and students leaving. He asked if these trends would continue unless there is an improvement in the building.

Paul Griffin stated that is not a criterion we use. 

Dan Bradford said the SBRC does not get into that.

Kevin Coughlin recommended Mr. Burns attend the next School Committee meeting to have those questions answered.

Dan Bradford said he would not use the term “assurance” but a better environment is a good thing. To suggest it would cause an uptick, he would not want to comment.

Paul Griffin said one of the major things is whether SBRC goes for a standalone ECEC (Options 3 or 10) or for a Pre-K through 5 (Options 6, 11, 12 or 14). In his view Option 3 and 10 can be reduced by 1.

Mike Welch stated that according to the consultant’s conclusion there was no educationally inappropriate reason to have the Pk-K and Grades 1 -5 sharing space. In terms of educational efficacy there was no compelling disadvantage with shared space.  There was no compelling educational reason to not do that. He stated that the different needs require some degree of separation physically with shared space in-between. We wouldn’t want a fifth grade classroom next to a kindergarten classroom. There is no bona fide reason for them to be segregated.

Kevin Coughlin asked if the pre-school kids would go to lunch at 9:00 a.m. because they would need to share cafeteria space. 

Dan Bradford said that MSBA doesn’t have a standard for gym space for Pk-K so KBA is looking at making space sub-dividable. ECEC would have a smaller scale gym. It probably requires more storage. It will be age appropriate and driven by the education specifications.

Paul Griffin asked where the ECEC students eat now. Paul Sullivan said they eat in the classroom. Paul Griffin stated that in a new Burlington school they are eating in a classroom.

Paul Sullivan stated that at Avery, with 314 students, they have 3 lunch periods now from 11:30 to 1:00.

Dan Bradford said that MSBA has a model which will tell us how many square feet the cafeteria will be required to have.

Derek Moulton informed the members that they should plan on meeting every Monday in March and the first few weeks in April.

Resident Paul Poirier said he watched some of the education program workshops. He asked if it was possible to come up with various sub-options for the various options that could save money for taxpayers.

Derek Moulton explained that the state allows the Town a certain range to work within, so we are limited by that range.

Dan Bradford explained to Mr. Poirier that he saw the initial work, when participants were not initially constrained. Following that, in the next phases, things were whittled down.

Next Meeting: Monday, March 2 at 7:00 p.m. Location: TBD
Russ Poole moved to adjourn. Nancy Baker second. It was unanimously voted. Meeting adjourned at 9:05 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,
Michael Butler


                                                                                                    TOWN OF DEDHAM
SCHOOL BUILDING REHABILITATION COMMITTEE


Monday, February 23, 2015
Dedham Middle School - June Doe Library
7:00 p.m.



A. Recap of the PDP submission to MSBA

B. Next steps and task list needed to be accomplished to submit Preferred Schematic Submission to MSBA  on 4/16/15

C. Needed School Committee vote/input if Dexter Option 11 selected

D. New Review Matrix discussion

E. Option Reduction discussion.  Goal to reduce to 3 or 4 max.

F. Outreach opportunities
· Community Meetings
· Schedule future SBRC meetings at each of the three elementary schools and combine meeting with public input meeting
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