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Introduction

7 Local Actions and Approvals
Throughout this process, the School Building Committee (SBC) has endeavored to
maintain a public, transparent and open process. The Committee has attempted to
reach out to the community in as many different avenues as possible to gain input and
feedback; through open public forums during the visioning process, Building
Committee meetings which are advertised and open to the public and the Project’s
website as well as the Town’s website:
https://www.wellesleyhhu.org/
https://wellesleyma.gov/774/School-Building-Committee---HHU
All meeting minutes and presentations of those meetings are posted on the websites
promptly. A listing of the SBC meetings to date and The Committee’s approval to
submit this Preliminary Design Program is attached in the draft meeting minutes dated
December 5, 2019. These minutes will be certified at the SBC meeting on December
19, 2019.
Copies of this Preliminary Design Program will be posted on the project website and
will be included as links on the Town’s and the Wellesley Public Schools webpage.

7.1 Local Action and Approval Certification
The original certification is provided in Appendix 7.4.

7.2 Certified Meeting Minutes
Certified copies of all School Building Committee Meeting minutes are included (in the
electronic submission only) at the end of this Section. The minutes dated December 5,
2019 include the approval of the PDP submission. These will be approved at the SBC’s
meeting on December 19, 2019.

7.3 Meeting Agendas
A log of all meeting dates and summary agendas is attached to the end of this section.

7.4 Section Appendices
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SCHOOL BUILDING COMMITTEE MINUTES
THURSDAY, AUGUST 30, 2018
Great Hall, Town Hall

Present: Chair Sharon Gray, Vice Chair Thomas Ulfelder, Jane Andrews, Virginia Ferko, Steve Gagosian, Ryan
Hutchins, Meghan Jop, Matt Kelley, Matt King, David Lussier, Cynthia Mahr, Heather Sawitsky, and Jose Soliva; Tim
Bonfatti, Jeff D’Amico and Emily Sarazin of Compass Project Management; Kristen Olsen and Alex Pitkin of SMMA.
Absent: Marjorie Freiman, Joubin Hassanein, Heather Sawitsky, Charlene Cook, Jeff Dees, Ellen Quirk.
Ms. Gray opened the meeting at approximately 5:30 p.m.
Citizen Speak
No one came forward for citizen speak.
SBC BUSINESS:
Approval of Minutes
Ms. Gray asked if there were any edits or comments. Mr. Ulfelder moved to approve the minutes of the July 26,
2018 meeting. Ms. Andrews seconded the motion. The Committee unanimously VOTED to approve the minutes
of July 26, 2018.
Discussion – Review Updated SBC Charge
At 5:45 p.m., Ms. Gray opened the discussion regarding the review of the updated SBC Charge.
Mr. Kelley provided a brief narrative regarding Charge amendments/approved changes, including:
*The Hardy/Upham project being executed in partnership with the MSBA
*Itemization of SBC responsibilities regarding each project.
*Consideration of SBC progress and feasibility work with Hunnewell School.
*Additional information/directives between SBC, the School Committee and the Board of Selectmen, with regard
to the decisionmaking process going forward.
*Required quarterly meetings of Board of Selectmen, SBC, and School Committee.
*Public Outreach/Involvement/Engagement.
Mr. Kelley stated that when evaluating the decisionmaking process, both the School Committee and the Board of
Selectmen will have to sign off and endorse the SBC’s decision; and the three committees must ultimately agree on
the approach going forward. Mr. Kelley invited further discussion from members. A detailed discussion took
place, highlighting:
*Possible Consensus/Impasse
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*Solution Vehicles – Communication, Liaison responsibilities, Milestone creation.
*MSBA Schedules
*Required Community Engagement/Involvement
Ms. Gray stated that the Charge can always be revisited, if members have recommendation to do so, because the
Charge is the guiding document for SBC.
Report from Communications and Outreach Subcommittee
Virginia Ferko, Chair of the Outreach and Communications Subcommittee, stated that she, Sharon Gray, SBC Chair
and School Committee member; Jane Andrews, Advisory Committee Member; Heather Sawitsky, Community
Representative; Meghan Jop, Assistant Executive Director; and Selectman and SBC Vice Chair Thomas Ulfelder; met
three times in August. She added that the Subcommittee initially referred to the Charge, which specifies the areas
of intent/inclusion and concerns of: environmental, historical, neighborhood, playing fields, recreation, and the
community at large. She recommended that the advice of outreach/marketing professionals would be most
welcomed.
Ms. Ferko stated that the first Hunnewell meeting will provide an opportunity for community engagement and give
people the opportunity to subscribe to progress notifications; via e-mail, regular mail, and personal calls that
would keep them updated on project calendar and events. She stated that the subcommittee has started to
compose a list of individuals and organizations that might be targeted per Charge recommendation. Ms. Gray
stated that for the initial outreach area, a 500 foot radius around the Hunnewell School is being targeted as that
outreach area. She acknowledged that expanding the outreach area is a challenge, as well as keeping track of and
distributing fliers to pre-school students and abutters.
She mentioned that Ms. Gray is working on an article for the Townsmen, and is implementing other general
advertising modes, and she added that Ms. Jop has been most helpful with creating a general web page. Ms. Ferko
stated that the subcommittee is considering implementing a separate project website, or combine project
information on the Town website. Ms. Ferko informed the SBC members that the Subcommittee is looking at
other town sites, and minutes; as an aide.
Ms. Gray stated that such a site will provide necessary feedback, and added that an informational postcard
regarding Hunnewell tours was completed by Ms. Ferko, and Ms. Jop mailed them out earlier today. She further
detailed that Mr. Bonfatti and Mr. D’Amico of Compass are willing to contribute with outreach planning.
HARDY/UPHAM PROJECT:
Discussion – MSBA Project and Planning for October Special Town Meeting
At 6:15 p.m., Ms. Gray opened the discussion and stated that preparations are being made for the Special Town
Meeting on October 2 and 3; and that the School Committee and Board of Selectmen will be requesting $2.5
million for feasibility and schematic design of the Hardy and Upham sites, for the construction of a new elementary
school.
nd

Ms. Gray stated that SC/BOS visited the Advisory Committee on August 22 presenting the SBC projects, and
hoped that there would be a vote at the next Advisory meeting. Member Jane Andrews of the Advisory
Committee, commented that the vote at Advisory would be dependent on how things go at that hearing, but
added that there is still time for a vote, if it is not addressed at that meeting.

th
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The results of the MSBA meeting on August 10 , was described by Ms. Gray, who stated that the meeting
highlighted the design enrollment numbers, with very useful discussion taking place. Ms. Ulfelder participated in
the meeting with the MSBA, as well, and felt that MSBA open to discussion.
Ms. Gray stated that the MSBA design enrollment numbers were within five to 10 students of the SBC’s targeted
number of 375. She added that she expects that the MSBA will be providing an official response to that enrollment
number in the next couple of weeks. Ms. Gray said the MSBA has confirmed that if the Town decides to choose
the Hardy option, the Town will not be able to keep Upham in use as a K-5 school as it exists today; but would have
no problem, should enrollment increase, with the Town renovating or rebuilding at Upham. She further detailed
that the MSBA will allow the Town to use Upham as temporary swing space, if needed while the Hunnewell project
is taking place. Mr. Ulfelder said that the initial meeting with MSBA did provide a better understanding of their
processes.
Ms. Gray was pleased to report that she and the SBC members present at the meeting were able to discuss
prepared Town Meeting Warrant language at the meeting with the MSBA, which now includes Hardy School in the
Warrant; as well as language suggesting a third option; should any situation find a third site preferable. She added
that Mr. Kelley composed that Warrant language, which was reviewed by Town Counsel before the discussion with
the MSBA.
Ms. Gray commented that after the October Special Town Meeting, the Town will go before the MSBA Board of
Directors to be invited into the feasibility study. After that, the SBC will begin work to assemble the project team.
She added that after the meeting with the MSBA, the Town seems to have reached a greater understanding with
the MSBA.
HUNNEWELL PROJECT:
Discussion – Hunnewell Project Work Plan
Jeff D’Amico of Compass distributed a Feasibility Study Timeline draft, and stated that first steps include
performing a Hunnewell site survey on September 10, with a traffic study also to take place in September/October.
He said that the goal would be to have the existing condition phase of the project completed by the end of
September, with the exception of geothermal considerations. Mr. D’Amico detailed that the Development of
Alternatives phase would also begin in September and continue into November, with the focus on the
development of an educational program and space plan. Mr. D’Amico stated that much of this discovery work will
be presented on September 20 at the first Community Forum, where process review and timeline expectations will
th
be shared with the public. He added that the second Community Forum will be held on October 15 , within a
Charrette-style format, and a focus on sustainability.
Ms. Gray asked Mr. D’Amico how often the Feasibility Study work plan might be updated. Mr. D’Amico responded
that revisions might likely be monthly, and would be predicated on necessary feedback.
Mr. Gagosian stated that the timeline is ambitious and will take serious effort. Mr. King added that for this reason,
it is critical that SBC stay focused.
Ms. Andrews mentioned that there would be differences between visioning sessions and scheduled forums. Tim
Bonfatti of Compass added that those differences will be apparent throughout the planning process.
Dr. Lussier asserted that he wanted to make sure that this vision would benefit all schools, not just Hunnewell. Ms.
Andrews agreed that an educational visioning plan should be town wide.
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Ms. Gray reminded the SBC of the project kickoff forum at Wellesley High School on September 20, where the
team will share the happenings with the community. She mentioned the importance related to getting the word
out for that first forum.
Mr. King stressed that submission of materials cannot be distributed the day before meeting or event, as members
need sufficient time to review. Mr. Bonfatti responded that at least a 48-hour preview time would be provided.
Mr. King added that a preferred target would call for submissions on the Friday before that meeting.
At 7:00 p.m., Kevin Kennedy, FMD Project Manager for the Hunnewell project, opened the discussion regarding
invoices from related project consulting groups. Points and recommendations in that discussion included:
*Use of similar PBC invoice model
*Task breakdown included with invoices
*Clarity in tracking
*Backup documentation
*Monthly presentation of invoice budget
Mr. Ulfelder made a motion to approve invoices as submitted. Mr. Kelley seconded the motion. SBC unanimously
VOTED to approve invoices as submitted.
Ms. Gray introduced Dick Elliott of the Facilities Management Department, new Project Manager for the
Hardy/Upham project.

Break – 7:10 p.m. to 7:30 p.m.

Joint Meeting with Sustainable Energy Committee and School Committee
Present: Sustainable Energy Committee: Laura Olton, Chair; Ellen Korpi, Vice Chair, Michael D’Ortenzio Jr.,
Thomas Ulfelder, Katy Gibson, Fred Bunger, Marybeth Martello, Administrator; School Committee: Matt Kelley,
Chair, Vice Chair Melissa Martin, Sharon Gray, Linda Chow, Michael D’Ortenzio Jr.; SMMA team: Kristen Olsen,
Martine Dion, Alex Pitkin and Bill Maclay.
At 7:33 p.m. Ms. Olton called the Sustainable Energy Committee to order and Mr. Kelley called the School
Committee to order.
Ms. Dion and Mr. Pitkin provided a sustainable energy presentation and then conducted a sustainable energy
discussion in a Q/A format. Ms. Dion detailed options within the Sustainability Overview, including the topics of
Educational Planning, Sustainability Goals and Site Exploration.
Mr. Bill Maclay of Maclay Architects, a consultant to SMMA, presented various sustainable energy options, and
provided further direction for the planning of the sustainability charrette forum to be held on October 15.
Ms. Korpi commented that she was somewhat puzzled by the upcoming Charrette process, and asked how can the
community learn and also be able to provide feedback at the Charrette? Ms. Dion responded that the purpose of
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the Charrette is to reach out to the community and various stakeholders, define roles, and also provide support
glossary with recommended resources, for pre-charrette preparation.
Ms. Korpi stated that she was envisioning a type of educational program which would provide residents with the
opportunity to learn, before they would have to decide about energy choices.
Ms. Dion emphasized that a large part of the Charrette is the education piece, for children as well, utilizing ageappropriate learning methods. She added that in this instructional process, there would be milestones with more
related discussion, and no one would be pushed into making any decisions.
Mr. Soliva acknowledged that there are differences between type of sustainability, and the investigation focuses
on what a given site can, or cannot accommodate, in the broadest sense.
Ms. Dion mentioned that there will be a range of experts at the Charrette, and break-out sessions will be included.
Mr. Pitkin elaborated on the area of certification (LEED, ChPS), and its benefits, as well as possible disadvantages.
Ms. Gibson asked about suggested procedure after the Charrette. Mr. Pitkin replied that analysis would be
discussed as well as geothermal heat pumps, as was installed at the High School; or solar applications, which would
take time to fully analyze. He added that the slides presented tonight would be made available. Ms. Gray
requested that Mr. Pitkin send the slides to her, and she would distribute them to those who wanted them. She
suggested that if anyone had further related questions, then could send them along to her, and she would forward
those questions.
Future Agenda
Ms. Gray stated that she was not sure if there would be a SBC meeting on September 13, but the kickoff at
th
Wellesley High School would take place on September 20 , and the Eco-Charrette would take place on October 15.
Adjournment
At approximately 8:30 p.m., upon motion made by Mr. Ulfelder and seconded by Mr. Kelley, the SBC unanimously
VOTED to adjourn.
Motions were made by the Sustainable Energy Committee and the School Committee, respectively; and seconded,
and unanimously VOTED to adjourn.

SCHOOL BUILDING COMMITTEE MINUTES
THURSDAY, OCTOBER 25, 2018
Kingsbury Room, Wellesley Police Station
Present: Chair Sharon Gray, Vice Chair Thomas Ulfelder, Virginia Ferko, Marjorie Freiman, Steve
Gagosian, Joubin Hassanein, Ryan Hutchins, Blythe Robinson, Matt Kelley, Matt King, David Lussier,
Heather Sawitsky, Jose Soliva, and Jane Andrews; Dick Elliott and Kevin Kennedy of FMD; Tim Bonfatti
and Jeff D’Amico of Compass Project Management; and Alex Pitkin and Kristen Olsen of SMMA.
Ms. Gray opened the meeting at 5:30 p.m. Ms. Gray introduced Ms. Blythe Robinson, Executive Director,
Town of Wellesley, who was assuming the SBC vacancy due to the departure of Meghan Jop.
Citizen Speak
No one came forward for citizen speak.
SBC BUSINESS:
Approval of Minutes
Ms. Gray asked if there were any edits or comments pertaining to the September 13, 2018 draft
minutes. After a brief discussion, Mr. Kelley moved to approve the minutes of September 13, 2018 as
amended. Mr. Ulfelder seconded the motion. The Committee unanimously Voted to approve the
September 13, 2018 minutes. Ms. Robinson and Mr. Hutchins abstained from vote, due to absence.
Discussion: Outreach/Communications Subcommittee
Ms. Ferko said that the Outreach Committee had met last week; and focused on the Town website. She
detailed that Stephanie Hawkinson, Director of Communications for the Town, agreed to help with the
customization of the website. Ms. Ferko added that the Outreach Committee would need a postage
mailing budget to be able to reach out to additional residents. Mr. Ulfelder suggested using the e-mail
method, to reach out to additional residents, and he recommended that method could be announced in
the current mailing.
Ms. Gray announced to the Committee that she received an e-mail from a resident in support of the
rebuilding of the Hardy School, and distributed the communication to the Committee. Ms. Gray further
suggested keeping such communication in a dedicated file. Ms. Ferko added that the author of the email wanted the communication to be on record. Mr. Gagosian stated that the correspondence could
be electronically filed.
Ann-Mara Lanza, Vice President of the League of Women Voters, announced that on November 8, The
League would hold its third Wellesley Meet-Up with Town officials; and she invited the SBC to attend
the meeting at the Wellesley Hills Library. Ms. Ferko, Mr. Ulfelder, and Mr. Soliva volunteered to attend
the Wellesley event. Ms. Gray stated that the School Committee was not available to attend the
meeting.
HUNNEWELL PROJECT:
Report: October 16th Eco-Charrette
Alex Pitkin of SMMA highlighted several topics brought up by those attending the Charrette, which
included:

*The oak tree in the front of the original part of the school.
*Optimization of green space and outdoor learning.
*Ergonomic and versatile student furnishings.
*Health and safety considerations.
*Life Cycle costs.
*Complexity of Systems – utilization of natural gas, and electricity.
Ms. Gray said that the SMMA team did a great job at the Charrette, and added that 62 engaged
participants had attended; she asked how the comments/feedback would fit into the list of options. Mr.
Pitkin responded that within the context of the goals and criterion topics, the feedback would be
integrated, with further elaboration.
Ms. Freiman asked about the utilization of criteria, citing that all participants may not share the same
priorities. Mr. Pitkin stated that, ultimately, it would be a SBC decision, and that his team would provide
the needed information to make that decision.
Mr. Ulfelder asked Mr. Pitkin to clarify the integrated design for energy efficiency for Hunnewell, and
stated that there was not a lack of SBC commitment for the goal of achieving maximum energy, and
minimum omissions. Mr. Pitkin stated that a discussion was needed to assess what Net Zero energy
means today, and stressed that the meaning was different than it was a few years ago.
Mr. Bonfatti added that there would be more development around this important aspect in February or
March as options are more fully developed. Mr. Pitkin mentioned that sustainability was a prime
ongoing consideration for SMMA.
Mr. Hassanein stated that as a priority, an SBC discussion must take place regarding the Net Zero topic,
in order to direct SMMA in their conceptualization of energy planning for Hunnewell. Mr. Hassanein
detailed that energy and the physical plant layout must be evaluated, and he recommended that SBC
start the related discussion; as the energy option is somewhat dependent on the square footage of the
building.
Mr. Pitkin mentioned that in consideration of priorities; there are interlinked elements for a site plan
discussion, and elements will become clearer with more site analysis. Mr. Gagosian stressed the fact
that the rather restricted Hunnewell site would dictate the space and related options.
Mr. Ulfelder commented that Wellesley is a process-oriented town, and affirmed that the more SBC
communicates and gets feedback, the better the process will be.
Discussion: Existing Conditions
Ms. Gray mentioned the importance of existing site conditions, and asked the team for an overview.
Ms. Olsen responded that SMMA and the subcontractors, had been very busy over the past several
months. She elaborated that parking, traffic, bus transportation, and wetlands were areas of
concentration; and that some of those results concerning those studies, were coming in on a staggered
basis.
Ms. Olsen stated that the Hunnewell/Cameron lot investigative geotechnical study was scheduled for
November 1-6 and would include borings for soil study. She included that the hydrant flow testing and
hazardous materials study would be conducted on Veteran’s Day. She explained that if further

investigation was needed, that would take place on a Wednesday after 12:00 p.m., after the students
are released.
Mr. Gagosian asked what the site would look like when the soil testing work was completed. Ms. Olsen
assured the Committee that the area would be restored with resurfacing and reseeding. Mr. Hutchins
recommended that as many borings as possible should be completed. Ms. Olsen responded that there
would be 12 to 14 borings.
Ms. Olsen spoke about the educational visioning, adding that the first workshop was more of a goal
setting/brainstorming session. Dr. Lussier stated that the session went very well, with engaged parents,
administrators, and teachers representing all elementary schools. He mentioned that SMMA made
good use of describing the potential design features; and appreciated the attention given to specialty
department areas; such as art, music, and physical education. He said that he looked forward to
incorporating these ideas into the plan.
Mr. Gagosian queried about the security issue. Mr. Pitkin replied that the second session would further
define the safety/security aspect. Mr. Gagosian added that the IT Department had very definitive ideas
on this matter. Dr. Lussier said that this is a critical topic that came up at the kickoff session. He
stressed that the assumption is that security is in place, and a town-wide school template had been
implemented, and could possibly be further optimized.
Discussion: Scheduling Update and School Tours
Ms. Olsen spoke of the visit to the Bancroft School yesterday in Andover. Mr. Pitkin said that the
Principal at Bancroft spent much time explaining the building during the tour. Mr. Hassanein asked
about the scale and size of the buildings toured. Mr. Pitkin stated that there was no perfect Hunnewell
replicate. He affirmed that the starting point would be the SMMA space template. Mr. Soliva asked if
there were other components regarding size, and other related variables. Mr. Pitkin said the Bancroft
School was large when compared to the space needs at Hunnewell.
Ms. Olsen stated that tours of the Hanscom School in Lincoln and the Field School in Weston were
scheduled for November 14, and that the Angier School in Newton would be toured on December 12.
Discussion: Swing Space
Ms. Gray mentioned the prospect of modulars on site/offsite, or a combination; and potential lease
space at the Village Church.
Dr. Lussier mentioned that Pastor Sarah Butter was most accommodating when and he and the
Hunnewell principal, Ellen Quirk, toured the church space that is being considered. He stated that the
church space was attractive because of its proximity to the Hunnewell School. He said that the Church
space has gone through significant renovation, on several levels, and the school could utilize two of
those levels. He mentioned that Ms. Quirk felt that she could make that space work.
Mr. Kennedy said that he was impressed with the stewardship of the church building, and added that
systems were updated and well maintained. He commented that the important consideration would be
the permitting aspect, including changing parts of the building from religious use to educational use, and
thought that having SMMA assess the site would be helpful.

Ms. Robinson mentioned that that she spoke to Ms. Jop regarding concerns about merchants being
inconvenienced, especially considering parking, which already had considerable challenges. She
stressed that if this option were to advance further, there should be a meeting with merchants.
Mr. Pitkin mentioned that he, Mr. D’Amico and Ms. Olsen, viewed the Village Church site, finding it to be
clean and sunny, and stated that he thought that the prime consideration was separating spaces, and
some code aspects. Mr. Pitkin added that he and the team would hope to give the committee more
information as soon as possible. Mr. Soliva commented that the function and occupancy aspects must
be considered. Mr. Pitkin replied that the Town of Wellesley would have to return the church space in
same condition as found, or better.
Mr. Bonfatti said that some of the necessary proposed church site assessments go beyond the proposed
budget, which would be considered at next week’s meeting, in order to conduct a “deep dive”
examination of the site. Mr. Gagosian asked that Compass submit a procurement schedule for the
added services.
Dr. Lussier reminded all that there is no perfect swing space option, and everyone must recognize the
challenges involved. He stressed that having swing space on site would be very challenging, and
flexibility was essential, stressing that some disruption would be anticipated. Dr. Lussier added that an
e-mail was received from a community member regarding the fact that sensitivity must be exercised
when considering religious space for educational purposes. Ms. Gray added that the moderator and
pastor from the Village Church sent a letter expressing support for this investigative process, and
showed willingness to help the Town, which is very much appreciated. Ms. Gray asked the SMMA group
for a related work order to be presented at next week’s meeting.
Discussion: Draft Criteria Matrix
Mr. D’Amico presented the Draft Criteria Matrix. He said that this graph process would help the
community understand how SBC arrives at final decisions. He distributed a draft of matrix criteria that
the team had used on most educational projects, and said that he would incorporate all the comments
heard at the public forums.
Mr. D’Amico stated that if Members had further comments/recommendations regarding the matrix;
they could submit those to himself or to Ms. Gray; and detailed that those comments would be included
on the existing list, and would be addressed at an upcoming meeting.
Mr. D’Amico highlighted evaluation criteria from the Evaluation Matrix:
•
•

•
•
•
•

Program Accommodation was first and foremost, and he affirmed that the building that works
best is the best option; determining how the building gets laid out.
Cost (above baseline); which would utilize standard costs based on square footage for new
schools in MA, adding layers for complexity of site; swing space or addition/renovation options
that would be evaluated.
Schedule duration would be considered
Disruptions to education during construction
Sustainability vs Net Zero Achievable, considering the differences between the two areas
Construction Impact to Neighbors and Abutters; the community at large

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Swing Space – on or off site. A separate SBC swing space subcommittee was previously
established, and could assist with this process
Parking and Circulation
Permitting & Approvals considered in time and dollars
Future Growth and Flexibility as being important when considering re-purposing or adding
District Operations considering busing, transportation, etc.
Public Safety Considerations and their recommendations and approval
Acknowledgement of Historical Aspects, in the context of the original building in particular, and
proximity to the center of Wellesley.

Ms. Gray suggested making the security topic more explicit within the Public Safety Consideration
criterion.
Mr. Hutchins asked if the intent was to take the presented criterion and rank it. Mr. Hassanein replied
that the presented criterion displayed by Compass was correct, and that advantages were actually rated,
instead of criteria. He stated that the only approach that he might have changed, was selection of the
most paramount advantage as the anchoring point, but thought that the Compass criterion was
comprehensive. He mentioned the aspect of special needs, and did not know if that topic was linked
specifically to the Hardy/Upham project. Dr. Lussier stressed the importance of this topic, and stated
that both of the new schools (Hunnewell and Hardy/Upham) would house specialized district programs.
There is ongoing internal WPS discussion about the potential of moving ISS from Sprague to Hunnewell,
and the TLC program from Hunnewell to Sprague.
Ann-Mara Lanza, liaison from the Library Trustees, commented on the consideration of the site’s
proximity to Wellesley Center and services in the area.
Ms. Gray stated that she received an e-mail from the liaison of the Historical Commission stating that
the Commission would prefer associated wording within the matrix as “historical preservation,” rather
than “consideration of historical aspects.”
Vote: SMMA and Compass Contract Amendments
Mr. Kennedy presented SMMA and Compass contract amendments to the Committee, which reflected a
no-cost timeline extension to both parties. He detailed that the amendment allows SMMA to extend
the completion of their final report from March 29th to May 31st, and the amendment for Compass
would extend their services at no cost, as well.
Mr. Ulfelder moved to approve Amendment #1 to the Compass contract as presented. Mr. Kelley
seconded the motion. SBC unanimously VOTED to approve Amendment #1 with regard to Compass.
Mr. Ulfelder moved to approve Amendment #1, with regard to SMMA as presented. Mr. seconded the
motion. SBC unanimously VOTED to approve Amendment #1 with regard to SMMA.
Discussion/Vote: Approval of Project Invoices
Mr. Kennedy distributed invoices for Committee approval: SMMA’s invoice #2 (#49673, $70,250.00),
reflecting the month of September, and the Invoice from Compass - Invoice #2 (CPM 69-03, $8,658.00),
which he reviewed and felt was accurate.
Mr. Gagosian moved to approve the invoices as presented. Mr. Kelley seconded the motion. SBC
unanimously VOTED to approve the invoices as presented.

Break – 7:00 p.m.
Presentation: MSBA Module 2 Process (FMD)
Ms. Gray said that in consideration of the October Special Town Meeting vote to appropriate $2.5
million to fund the feasibility study and schematic design for the Upham/Hardy School, it was time to
prepare for the MSBA’s Module 2 Process. Mr. Elliott, the FMD’s Hardy/Upham Project Manager, stated
that his key responsibilities are to manage the selection process for OPM and Project Designer; to
manage OPM and designer contracts; and to conduct all related tasks from the feasibility stage to the
closeout of the project.
Mr. Elliott confirmed that the MSBA had confirmed SBCs ability to study both the Upham site and the
Hardy site; and stressed that the SBC would work with the School Committee and the Board of
Selectmen; and ultimately, the three groups must agree on a preferred solution. Mr. Elliott explained
that the PBC has the primary responsibility for schematic design, design development, construction and
closeout, per Town bylaw. He reiterated that SBC is responsible for the feasibility aspect of the project.
Mr. Elliott presented the tentative project schedule, with the proposed new school opening in
September of 2024. He provided some explanation about the eight stages or “Modules” of the MSBA
process, and stated that Module 1 was just completed, covering the eligibility period, and was
commencing the Module 2 – forming the Project Team stage.
In consideration of Module 2, Ms. Gray stated that SBC would vote on a Selection Subcommittee next
week. The other elements in Module 2 were outlined as:
• Owner’s Project Manager (OPM) Selection
• Town selects preferred candidate
• Approval of selected candidate by MSBA OPM Review Panel
• Contract with selected OPM
• Designer Selection
• Selection of 3 finalists by MSBA Designer Selection Panel
• Town to negotiate and contract with one of 3 finalists
Mr. Elliott presented an OPM Selection overview. Ms. Sawitsky asked how this OPM selection process
differed from the process used with the Hunnewell School. Mr. Elliott replied that both selection
processes have similar scoring points, but an RFS (Request for Services) is a MSBA document, and prior
to advertising, MSBA must sign-off on the RFS. He added that once the OPM has been selected, the
MSBA OPM Selection Panel will vote to approve that selected candidate at the tentatively scheduled
meeting on March 4, 2019. Mr. Elliott reiterated that SBC would be working from the MSBA contract
template.
•
•
•
•
•
•

Mr. Elliott detailed the RFS Development and OPM Selection Schedule:
November 1, 2018 an OPM selection subcommittee will be voted upon, and he would submit
the RFS draft to SBC/Selection Subcommittee for review.
November 15th SBC meeting - two documented votes will be taken: approval of RFS and its
advertising, and approval of 11/1/18 minutes, including documented votes.
November 16 – Submit RFS to MSBA for approval to advertise.
November 28 – RFS advertised in Central Register and the Townsman
December 5 – Informational Meeting and Tour

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

December 14 – Last Day for RFS Questions
December 20 – RFS Submission Due
January 3 – SBC Meeting: Shortlist for Interviews
January 17 – SBC Meeting: Interviews/Rank Candidates
January 18 – Begin Fee Negotiations with Top Ranked Candidate
February 18 – Submit Attachment A to MSBA OPM Selection Panel
March 4 – MSBA OPM Panel Meeting – OPM Selection Approved
March 5 – Execute OPM Contract

Mr. Elliott reviewed the details of the Designer Selection process. He stated that the process for the
designer request for qualifications/services would have the assistance of the OPM, and is similar to that
used with the Hunnewell project, excepting that the designer RFS is a MSBA document. He added that
all designer proposals will be submitted to the 15-member MSBA Designer Selection Panel (DSP), and
three members would be from the Town’s team; tentatively targeted for May 7, 2019. He said that DSP
will rank the top three designers and the Town will negotiate per the ranking, and that a designer
contract will be executed using the MSBA template.
Ms. Gray said that the topics to be covered at the November 1 SBC meeting included the Existing
Conditions Report for Hunnewell School and the RFP draft.
Mr. Kelley motioned to adjourn the meeting. Ms. Robinson seconded the motion. The Committee
unanimously VOTED to adjourn the meeting at 7:40 p.m.
Documents and Exhibits Used:
September 13, 2018 SBC minutes
September 27, 2018 SBC draft minutes (distributed)
Email from resident and SBC chair response (distributed)
Draft Criteria Matrix
Project Contract Amendments (SMMA and Compass)
Project Invoices (#49673, SMMA - $70,250.00 and #CPM 69-03, Compass Project Management $8,658.00)
MSBA Module 2 Presentation

SCHOOL BUILDING COMMITTEE MINUTES
THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 1, 2018
Great Hall, Wellesley Town Hall

Present: Chair Sharon Gray, Vice Chair Thomas Ulfelder, Jane Andrews, Virginia Ferko, Blythe Robinson,
Marjorie Freiman, Dr. David Lussier, Steve Gagosian, Ryan Hutchins, Matt Kelley, Heather Sawitsky, Jose
Soliva, Joubin Hassanein, Kevin Kennedy, Dick Elliot, Kristen Olsen of SMMA, Erin Prestileo of SMMA,
and Jeff D’Amico of Compass. Absent: Matt King, Ellen Quirk, Charlene Cook, Jeff Dees, and Cynthia
Mahr.
Ms. Gray opened the meeting at approximately 5:30 p.m.
Citizen Speak
No one came forward.
SBC BUSINESS:
Approval of Minutes
Ms. Gray stated that she had circulated updates to the September 27, 2018 minutes. Mr. Ulfelder
moved to approve the minutes of September 27, 2018. Mr. Kelley seconded the motion. The
Committee unanimously VOTED to approve the minutes.
Ms. Freiman, Ms. Sawitsky and Ms. Robinson abstained from voting, due to absence.
Member Reports
Ms. Gray stated that as part of the charge, the SBC must consider gym space and playing fields as part of
the school projects. She stated that she would be scheduling a visit from Tripp Sheehan, Vice Chair of
the Playing Fields Task Force, who has offered to help the SBC with tracking data concerning the gym
space and playing fields. She added that Mr. Sheehan and Wellesley High School Athletic Director John
Brown want to appear before the SBC to discuss what they have learned about needs for Town gym
space. Ms. Gray mentioned that the presentation by Mr. Sheehan and Mr. Brown would be scheduled
within the next several weeks.
HUNNEWELL PROJECT:
Presentation/Discussion: Existing Conditions Summary (SMMA)
Ms. Gray introduced Erin Prestileo, SMMA Civil Engineer. Project Manager Kristen Olsen of SMMA
presented the summary by referencing overhead slides. Her presentation agenda consisted of:

•
•

•
•

Reports Overview
Building and Site Conditions
o Due Diligence Report on Existing Facility
o Site Survey, Wetlands, Zoning
o Traffic
Sustainable Design
o Eco-Charrette Takeaways
Educational Planning
o Visioning Workshops
o Educational Plan
o School Tours

Ms. Olsen stated that the Existing Conditions Assessment is currently in the comment and review phase;
she targeted presentation to the SBC by the next meeting. She said that the Site Survey and Wetlands
Report are in draft, and still in review/comment phase; as are the Existing Traffic and Parking Report,
and the Phase 1 Environmental Assessment Report.
Ms. Olsen mentioned that the Geotechnical Investigations and Reports were not yet completed, due to
the fact that the boring work was moved back in schedule. The Hazardous Materials Assessment and
Reporting work would begin on Veteran’s Day when the students are not in school.
Ms. Olsen detailed the Hunnewell Feasibility Study - 4 Week Look-Ahead Schedule:
Geotechnical Investigation

November 2, 5, 6, and 7

Wellesley Historical Commission Tour of Hunnewell

November 5 (Tentative date)

Hazardous Material Investigations

November 12-14

Meet with Architectural Focus Group

November 13

Hanscom and Field School Tours

November 14

Submission of Village Church Study Draft

November 21

Education Visioning WS2

November 26

Ms. Olsen referred to the Existing Hunnewell School Floor Plan slide, which highlighted that the existing
building has 36,441 gross square feet (GSF), including two modular classrooms, with current enrollment
of 261 students; and target enrollment of 350-375 students in a 19-classroom building.
In summation, Ms. Olsen outlined that the systems in the existing building are past useful life, and do
not meet current codes in various aspects; but added that the building was well maintained despite its
age. She added that the current single story configuration makes consideration of reuse of the entire
existing building highly improbable, in light of current teaching methods and delivery. She added that
the original 1938 section of the building was more flexible than later additions are.
Ms. Prestileo referred to the Site Context & Constraints slide presentation, and stated that there are
many important considerations on the site; including flood plain, wetlands, and associated river
setbacks regarding the streams. She mentioned that the site survey was in draft, and included wetland
delineation as well, but SMMA was still in the process of reviewing the survey. In regard to topography,

Ms. Prestileo depicted the elevations table and spot grade elevations, and also spoke of the step of the
front of the building, as compared to the back of the school; which reflects a three-foot difference. Ms.
Prestileo reviewed the zoning aspects and wetland setbacks of the site, and referred to an area between
the school site and the library property line that could potentially be an area for expansion and is
outside of any regulatory wetland area. In regard to the existing disturbed areas, Ms. Prestileo said that
the buildable area is the focus, and that allowable coverage of 60,000 sq. ft., was not maximized.
Ms. Prestileo said that the Traffic Study is currently in draft form, and referenced the eight intersections
studied at various areas around the site, and said that BETA (consultant) and SMMA observed a typical
school day during the morning drop off and afternoon pick-up. She also mentioned that boring work
was pushed back a day, and will begin Nov. 2, allowing the team to take advantage of the school’s halfday session on Wednesday; in order to drill into the more sensitive areas near the playgrounds.
Mr. Gagosian asked if a solar exposure map was being considered, as well as prevailing winds analysis.
Ms. Prestileo answered that SMMA can produce those site considerations as the building options are
further explored.
Mr. Soliva inquired about the oak tree in front of the school and whether an arborist had been brought
in to examine it. Ms. Prestileo replied that the Town has dedicated resources for monitoring and
treating the tree, and wanted to preserve the tree and maintain its health. She added that the SMMA
landscape engineer inspected the site and is completing the tree survey study, to be included in the
Existing Conditions topic.
Ms. Olsen highlighted the Sustainable Design topics/comments noted from the Eco-Charrette:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Feasibility Study process must remain flexible to allow SBC to evaluate before committing to
specific goals.
Some concerns regarding Oak Tree and the original building
Optimize green space and outdoor learning
Utilization of healthy materials – low VOC
Ergonomic & Flexible/Versatile furniture – health and fitness
Energy efficiency
Net Zero considerations need to include: Full cost including life cycle; Complexities of systems to
operate; A consideration of no natural gas

Ms. Olsen went on with the description of the Educational Planning piece and numbered comments
from the October 4 Visioning Workshop 1. The following Guiding Principles 1.0 Draft was compiled from
the red dot exercise. She affirmed that these topics would serve as a guiding start for the School Dept.
as the project progressed, as would the Visioning Workshop 2, which will take place on November 26:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Community Building (84 votes)
Innovation (74 votes)
Whole Child Enrichment (58 votes)
Evolving, Flexible and Adaptable (42 votes)
Indoor/Outdoor Connectivity (42 votes)
Sustainability (30 votes)

Ms. Olsen presented the slides from the first school tour at the Bancroft School in Andover; and
highlighted its construct of three floors. She mentioned the upcoming three school tours scheduled for
November 14th and December 12th.
Ms. Gray mentioned the scheduling of a tour of Hunnewell with the Historical Commission, which
includes two architects within its membership. Ms. Gray also asked about the proposed square footage
to meet the educational program. Ms. Olsen replied that the starting point for any architectural
footprint or building is a space summary, which outlines how many classrooms are needed (including
support space), and how that related to the standard MSBA template, which considers student
enrollment and the desired number of classrooms. She asserted that a very important piece includes
sitting with the Superintendent, Principal and educators to incorporate the visioning exercise that has
been done, and include that summary on a spreadsheet that includes the total square footage
recommended, tailored to Wellesley. She emphasized that this part of the process reflects a deeper
dive approach; exampling gym options; keeping in mind the space limitations of the site, and the fact
that the 25% lot coverage requirement governs. Ms. Prestileo added that the 25% coverage included
parking and building space.
Ms. Gray asked what SBC could expect at the next meeting on November 15. Ms. Olsen said that by the
15th the more detailed existing conditions report would be presented; the matrix may come into
discussion regarding evaluating the process going forward; and further discussion about the space
template and what has developed with the Superintendent, Principal and staff.
Mr. Soliva inquired about the strategizing/massing, in regards to a consideration such as two stories or
three stories. Ms. Olsen replied that the Visioning 2 Workshop is going to be similar to Visioning 1
Workshop, where there is nothing concrete about the building yet, and would focus more on how the
teachers work and what they are hoping to see in a proposed school. She detailed that the team would
not address square footage considerations until more information was received from the
Superintendent regarding types and number of appropriate spaces to deliver the program. Ms. Olsen
reminded the SBC that now that SMMA has the site information, the team is working on putting
together rough options that will be presented to the SBC soon.
Ms. Ferko asked what entities were to be included in the architecture task force group. Mr. D’Amico
responded that the design team members from FMD, members from the Building Committee including
Mr. Soliva and Mr. Hassanein have been invited to join, and other SBC members are welcome to
participate. He stated that the architect focus group meeting is scheduled for 3:00 p.m. on the 13th at
FMD’s office. Mr. D’Amico stated that the team has also invited Jan Gleysteen, an architect on the
Historical Commission who has agreed to participate.
Ms. Andrews asked if there would be a separate matrix on swing space, and what the timing would be
for the swing space information. Mr. D’Amico affirmed that there would be a separate matrix for swing
space because that area has its own set of issues to be resolved, which would feed into to the ultimate
building matrix, as a line item with its own subset of information. Ms. Andrews then asked if one of the
swing space options would be modulars at Hunnewell. Mr. D’Amico stated that the team would be
examining four swing space options, as laid out in the RFP; one being maintaining some portion of the
existing building with modulars around it, another option maybe modulars on the Cameron lot, another
option having modulars spread around different schools in Town, and finally the leasing of school space.
Mr. D’Amico reiterated that those were the options outlined in the RFP, and discussion about the pros
and cons of each would be beneficial.

Discussion/Vote: SMMA Amendment (Swing Space/Village Church) Ms. Gray stated that the original
thought was that an amendment would be needed to further examine swing space, but instead SMMA
has created a memo detailing the scope of work and has determined that no amendment to the
contract was necessary.
Ms. Olsen said due to the timeline, this study needs to begin very soon. She mentioned that Compass,
SMMA and FMD representatives have had the opportunity to visit the Village Church space and have
compiled first impressions and floor plans. She added that due to recent renovations at the Church, the
space is in great shape; and stated that the team will begin with a code analysis, looking at the change of
use from a religious use to an educational use, and what implications that may or may not have. She
added that she and the team will be researching and determining if a PSI (Project of Significant Impact
filing) would be needed and what that filing would look like. She maintained that the team would also
be meeting with the Building Inspector to verify assumptions.
Ms. Gray asked Ms. Olsen what requirements might be triggered by the change of use. Ms. Olsen
replied that she could not identify any specific triggers at this time, and would wait on that answer. Ms.
Olsen asserted that what was paramount on the team’s walk-through was more the code issues of ADA
compliance with the corridors; and that the change of use, would require some “deeper dive” research.
Mr. Soliva said that he has such code experience; and stated that a change in the number of occupants
would trigger how many exits may be required; and mixed-use can trigger the need for separation of
different programs.
Ms. Olsen spoke about the occupancy aspect, adding that many more people would be utilizing the
space, and the team would determine what could be done without having to make major changes. She
added that because of restraints such at that described, all the Hunnewell grades may not be
accommodated. She said the classrooms would be split between two floors at the Village Church, and
the ground floor would remain as church program use, excepting the entrance.
Ms. Andrews suggested that a hybrid swing space might be implemented, where some students attend
one swing space location, and others might go to another designated swing space.
Dr. Lussier stated that such options should be considered. Ms. Gray added that the School Committee
preference is to keep all the students together, but if that was not possible, then two groups at two
locations might be considered.
Ms. Sawitsky asked SMMA if they would be organizing their work on the swing space study in a
particular priority or order. Ms. Olsen stated that the intent of the swing space report, is to be very
objective about providing the SBC with all the information needed to make a decision regarding the
swing space.
Dr. Lussier asked how much flexibility is there with code requirements on a usage that is defined as
“temporary.”
Mr. Gagosian stressed that the building inspector would require full code compliance for all swing space
options. Ms. Robinson stated that safety could not be compromised, mentioning egresses and fire code related matters.
Mr. Soliva agreed with Dr. Lussier about the utilization of variances in the context of non-life safety
matters. Mr. Gagosian commented that the Town could appeal to the state, which could be a several-

month exercise. Ms. Olsen emphasized that the entire study by SMMA will be a task of feasibility and
will be preliminary.
Ms. Olsen said Task 2 in the memo was specific to code research, floor plans, and purposing of
rooms/space. She stated that that the team may offer suggested changes such as the entrance
configuration for students, and would provide cost estimating, similar to the St. Paul’s swing space
study.
Mr. Hassanein inquired about construction phasing, and if a part of the existing school could be utilized
for the swing space, utilizing an accelerated construction plan. He exampled a new school in Lexington.
He suggested that this approach might reflect a cost benefit. Ms. Olsen added that this aspect will be
tested.
Mr. Gagosian asked if SMMA could provide a summary regarding duration of construction within the
report. Ms. Olsen said that duration of construction and associated cost estimations would be included.
Mr. Gagosian said that with any use of the Village Church, the SBC would have to consider what the
timing of preparing the building for swing space would mean to an accelerated Hunnewell construction
plan. If the SBC were to go forward, it likely would need to ask for design/construction funds for any
work on the Village Church as well as lease approval at the same time it requests design funds for
Hunnewell from Town Meeting.
Ms. Olsen said Task 3 focuses on the site: examining available parking spaces, consideration of a remote
lot, busing strategies for transportation, drop-off and pick-up, and considering the narrowness of that
one-way drive. Ms. Olsen agreed that this is a busy area of Town. Dr. Lussier suggested the prospect of
looking at various staging/pick-up spots. Mr. Soliva added that this is a method similar to the urban
drop-off concept, and could be encouraged. Dr. Lussier agreed, and added that community flexibility is
necessary in order to minimize the effect on the area and merchants. Mr. Soliva offered to help the
SMMA design team with this aspect. Dr. Lussier commented that the community must understand that
this approach might be the only way to get into a new school sooner, and not have to wait for the
Hardy/Upham project to be completed. Ms. Gray commented that busing could be an important part of
the solution, and endorsed the completion of that suggested study.
Mr. Kennedy said the second memo presented dealt with additional geotechnical investigations. Upon
further examination, there would be no amendment at this time.
Mr. D’Amico said a title search of the property verified that an underground storage tank had been
removed, and did not have a completed “closed file” status. He added that other aspects of
environmental testing – possible spillage, water levels, and related considerations – were suggested as
areas of investigation, but he added, it made financial sense to hold off until the schematic design
phase.
Ms. Gray mentioned that at the next meeting, there would be more discussion regarding existing
conditions, matrixes, space templating, and school tour updates.
HARDY/UPHAM PROJECT:
Ms. Gray stated that the Hardy-Upham project is now in the feasibility stage, and the Town received the
official confirmation of that status from the MSBA on October 31. She stated that Module 2 (Forming
the Project Team( was to begin, and introduced Dick Elliott, FMD Project Manager. Mr. Elliott
distributed a draft RFS (Request for Services) for the Owner’s Project Manager for the Committee’s

review. A review and discussion took place. Mr. Elliott affirmed that the RFS would be completed in
much the same fashion as the Hunnewell request.
Ms. Gray said Mr. Elliott could accept SBC comments between now and November 15th, and then a vote
could be taken at that meeting, if members felt that they were ready to vote.
Mr. Ulfelder moved to approve the OPM Selection Subcommittee as nominated by the SBC chair, with
the included members: Sharon Gray, Steve Gagosian, Joubin Hassanein, Ryan Hutchins, and Matt King.
Mr. Kelley seconded the motion. The Committee unanimously VOTED to approve the appointment of
the OPM Selection Subcommittee.
Upon a motion made by Mr. Kelley and seconded by Ms. Robinson, the Committee unanimously VOTED
to adjourn the meeting. The meeting was adjourned at 7:20 p.m.
Documents and Exhibits Used
September 27, 2018 SBC Minutes
SMMA Existing Conditions Presentation
SMMA Memo: Village Church Scope of Work
Draft Request for Services for Hardy/Upham OPM

School Building Committee – DRAFT Minutes
November 15, 2018
Great Hall, Town Hall
Present: Chair Sharon Gray, Vice Chair Thomas Ulfelder, Superintendent David Lussier, Matt Kelley, Jane
Andrews, Marjorie Freiman, Executive Director Blythe Robinson, Steve Gagosian, Jose Soliva, Virginia
Ferko, and Ellen Quirk; FMD project managers Richard Elliott and Kevin Kennedy; Alex Pitkin and Kristen
Olsen of SMMA; and Tim Bonfatti of Compass Project Management.
Absent: Ryan Hutchins, Joubin Hassanein, Matt King, and Heather Sawitsky; Assistant Superintendent
Cindy Mahr; and principals Charlene Cook and Jeff Dees.
Ms. Gray opened the meeting at approximately 5:40 p.m. and made note that the meeting was being
broadcast live by Wellesley Media and is being recorded for later viewing.
Citizen Speak:
No one came forward for Citizen Speak.
SBC Business:
Member Reports:
Ms. Gray reported that three representatives from the SBC (Mr. Ulfelder, Ms. Ferko, Mr. Soliva)
attended the meet and greet event for Town Government boards and committees at the Wellesley Hills
Branch Library, sponsored by the League of Women Voters.
Ms. Ferko reported that community members asked various questions about the work of the SBC and
the Hunnewell project, including: swing space, project timelines, and sustainability considerations, as
well as general questions about the building process.
Ms. Gray said that SBC appreciated the opportunity to attend the event and engage with the public.
Hunnewell Project:
Discussion: Existing Conditions & Site Constraints (SMMA); Educational Programming (WPS/SMMA)
Mr. Pitkin presented information about the site conditions, and outlined the area that is buildable “as of
right,” including setbacks. The site also will be subject to a 75 percent open space requirement per Town
bylaws. Geotechnical Investigations have begun, and 11 borings have been completed on the site. Three
have been converted to ongoing observation wells. Bedrock has been detected at about 14-23 feet,
which indicates blasting may not be necessary. Additional geotechnical/environmental testing will occur
in a later phase of the project.
Mr. Kelley inquired about the bedrock implications to parking under the building. Mr. Pitkin said that
the existing conditions summary report would provide more details about the bedrock, but there are no
indications that parking below grade could not be accomplished, though it may be costly.

SMMA and Compass toured the 1938 portion of the building with representatives from the Wellesley
Historical Commission (WHC) during the previous week. Mr. Pitkin said generally the Historical
Commission is most enthusiastic about retaining the front of the 1938 building because of its scale and
character. Mr. Pitkin said the exterior is more valued than the interior, but there is some woodwork,
including the stage framework, that is well regarded by the WHC.
Mr. Ulfelder questioned whether it is possible to build a 19-section school on the site that suits the
educational program, and still maintains the front of the school. Mr. Pitkin said SMMA will work to
provide addition/renovation options that are educationally appropriate, though it is fair to say a site that
is fully clear would provide more flexibility.
Ms. Gray asked about the root system of the white oak tree in the courtyard and how to build around it.
Mr. Pitkin said landscape architects say it is critical to, at a minimum, not cut into roots inside the
canopy if you want the tree to survive.
The amount of parking spaces necessary for the new school will need to be determined, likely around 60
or more. Mr. Pitkin said the Cameron Street lot is ideal for parking but less well suited for a building.
Educational Planning was the next area presented by Mr. Pitkin, who stated that the next Visioning
Workshop would take place on November 26 with the Hunnewell staff. He said two school tours took
place on Nov. 14, and one tour took place in October, with the final tour planned for Dec. 12 at the
Angier School in Newton.
Mr. Pitkin gave a quick overview of the tours of the Bancroft School in Andover, the Field School in
Weston, and the Hanscom School in Lincoln.
Dr. Lussier said that each school toured was very different. The Bancroft School had “learning
neighborhoods” but had somewhat limited square footage. The use of natural light as a central design
feature at Hanscom on both the upper and lower levels was appealing. At the Field School, there
seemed to be limited storage.
Dr. Lussier said the Hanscom school was well laid-out, with a classroom organization that allowed for
flexibility with group teaching, which is the preference for the district. He noted that he liked the
concept of a separate area for students to store their things, especially in winter.
Ms. Quirk appreciated that the flooring at Hanscom was very soft, aiding with noise control. She noted
that having grade-level “learning neighborhoods” like those at Hanscom would lead to increased
cooperation and collaboration among the teachers, better meeting the needs of the students.
Mr. Kelley was impressed with the materials used for flooring and in the common areas at Hanscom that
provided better sound quality. He also was appreciative of the learning neighborhood model at
Hanscom, and wondered how that type of design might be reflected in the educational program, not
just for the Hunnewell school but also the MSBA project.
Dr. Lussier favored the Bancroft school’s cafeteria/gym/performance area layout and would appreciate
such a model in Wellesley. Ms. Gray appreciated the use of natural light at Hanscom and the fact that

more square footage seemed to be devoted to each grade’s learning neighborhood, rather than
allocated to hallways. Ms. Quirk mentioned that all the toured schools showed the use of more glass on
the interiors, but added that it should be balanced with enough privacy for meetings and planning.
Mr. Ulfelder stated that a benefit of the school tours was listening to the staff’s reaction to various
design elements. He noted that the interior of Hanscom was physically more comfortable than that of
the other schools.
Ms. Quirk said the main takeaway from the educational visioning sessions and tours has been a
consensus that the so called grade-level learning neighborhoods is the favored design approach, and
that the building should be welcoming to everyone.
Mr. Gagosian said the feedback from this meeting will actually help design the building, as it is giving the
architects critical information to determine how the new school is going to come together.
Dr. Lussier said the district is considering whether it wants to continue hosting the Therapeutic Learning
Center (TLC) program at Hunnewell, or move the more space-intensive Integrated Specialized Services
(ISS) program from Sprague to Hunnewell and move TLC to Sprague. The advantage would be the
opportunity to build the space from scratch.
Mr. Pitkin said analysis shows that incorporating the ISS program would require about 4,000 additional
square feet. This will be an ongoing topic of conversation over the coming weeks, including during the
next visioning session with the Hunnewell staff on Nov. 26. Ms. Gray emphasized that it is very
important that both programs be served appropriately.
Mr. Pitkin presented several types of design patterns for the new school, including learning
neighborhoods, small group spaces, shared resource rooms, and lockers/cubbies/cloak rooms.
Dr. Lussier commented that the school building should also be regarded as a community asset, with
provision for community after-hours activities and the ability to close off unused areas of the school.
Mr. Gagosian suggested a modeling similar to the high school, where various areas can be controlled.
Dr. Lussier highlighted the importance of the right furnishings to meet the educational programming,
and said flexibility will be important.
Discussion: Options Evaluations Matrix (Compass)
Mr. Bonfatti briefly reviewed the draft options evaluation matrix with the Committee. There will be time
for additional review and assessment of the criteria. Ms. Ferko suggested that one of the criteria be
related to potential impacts on the “campus” of sites that includes the Library and adjacent parkland.
Mr. Gagosian suggested the criteria be kept open-ended for now. As the educational program is
developed, certain design elements will rise to the top and may warrant being included as separate
criteria for the matrix.
Discussion/Vote: Project Invoice

Mr. Kennedy presented the October invoice from Compass (#CPM 69-04, $15,530), and recommended
approval. Mr. Ulfelder motioned to approve the invoice as submitted; Mr. Gagosian seconded the
motion. The Committee unanimously VOTED approval.
Mr. Gagosian recommended that the Committee might want to review the overall budgeting of the
project in the near future. Ms. Gray agreed, and stated that the budget overview would be included in a
future agenda.
Hardy/Upham Project
Discussion/Vote: Draft OPM Request for Services
Ms. Gray reviewed with the Committee an updated draft of the Request for Services (RFS) for an
Owner’s Project Manager for the Hardy/Upham project. The Committee reviewed the suggested
changes based on feedback, and discussed the timeline for the selection process.
Given that time is of the essence and that the Massachusetts School Building Authority still needs to
review the RFS and and may request additional changes, Ms. Gray suggested that the SBC authorize the
OPM Selection Subcommittee (Steve Gagosian, Sharon Gray, Joubin Hassanein, Ryan Hutchins, and Matt
King) to review any suggested changes and approve the final draft of the RFS.
Ms. Robinson agreed with this suggestion in order to meet the planned timeline for OPM selection.
Mr. Ulfelder moved that the SBC approve the Request for Services for an Owner’s Project Manager for
the Ernest F. Upham School Project as distributed; and further that the OPM Selection Subcommittee be
authorized to make changes to the Request for Services as required after review by the MSBA, and when
finalized and approved by the subcommittee, to advertise the Request for Services in the Central
Register and the Wellesley Townsman. Ms. Freiman seconded the motion. The Committee unanimously
VOTED for approval.
Adjournment
At approximately 7:36 p.m., upon a motion made by Mr. Gagosian and seconded by Ms. Robinson, the
SBC unanimously voted to adjourn.

Documents and Exhibits Used
SMMA Presentation of 11/15/2018
Draft Options Evaluation Matrix
Project Invoice: #CPM 69-04
Draft OPM Request for Services (Hardy/Upham Project)

SCHOOL BUILDING COMMITTEE – DRAFT Minutes
December 13, 2018
Great Hall, Town Hall
Present: SBC Chair Sharon Gray, Vice Chair Thomas Ulfelder, Superintendent David Lussier, Executive
Director Blythe Robinson, Matt Kelley, Marjorie Freiman, Jane Andrews, Steve Gagosian, Virginia Ferko,
Joubin Hassanein, Ryan Hutchins, Jose Soliva, Heather Sawitsky, and Ellen Quirk; FMD project managers
Richard Elliott (Hardy/Upham), and Kevin Kennedy (Hunnewell); Alex Pitkin of SMMA; and Compass
Project Management representatives Tim Bonfatti and Jeff D’Amico.
Absent: Matt King, Assistant Superintendent Cindy Mahr, and Principals Charlene Cook and Jeff Dees.
Ms. Gray opened the meeting at approximately 5:35 p.m., and made note that the meeting was being
aired live and is being recorded for later viewing.
Citizen Speak:
Planning Board Chair Catherine Johnson thanked the Committee members for their efforts, and stated
that she understood the constraints and difficulties of the Hunnewell site. She advised that if there are
situations where relief is needed (zoning regulations, setbacks, height requirements), in a way that
would satisfy what the residents of the town want for the Hunnewell School, the SBC should reach out
to the Planning Board for possible assistance.
SBC Business:
Member Reports:
Ms. Gray announced that the selection process for the Owner’s Project Manager for the Hardy/Upham
project is underway and on schedule. The RFS (Request for Services) was approved by the MSBA and
published on December 5. She said a mandatory tour of the Hardy and Upham Schools took place on
December 12, and was attended by 15 firms. Seven of the firms had submitted proposals for the
Hunnewell project.
Proposals for Hardy and Upham are due on December 20. The OPM Selection Subcommittee is
scheduled to meet on January 3 to determine a shortlist, and the full SBC will meet January 17 to
interview those shortlist applicants and select an OPM for the Hardy/Upham project. Ms. Gray said the
information on the selection process needs to be submitted to the MSBA by early February in order to
appear before the MSBA’s OPM panel in March. Ms. Gray said once MSBA approval is received, the SBC
will move on to architect selection for the project. MSBA will assume the selection of an architect, with
the Town’s input.
Ms. Ferko, Chair of the Communications and Outreach Subcommittee, recommended that while the
upcoming Public Forum should be similar to what was presented at the Eco-Charrette with small group
conversations, there should also be an overview of the process and an introduction to the criteria for
making the final decision. An update on swing space would also be helpful.
Ms. Ferko suggested that similar advertising (primarily in the form of mailings) be prepared for the
upcoming Forum after the shortlist is developed, as used with the previous Forum. She detailed that an
advertising budget would be needed, and suggested the amount of $500. Ms. Gray recommended that
the request be brought for a SBC vote at the next meeting.
Ms. Gray mentioned that SBC minutes would be voted upon at the next SBC meeting.

Hunnewell Project:
Hunnewell Work Plan, Education Plan, Options Review
Mr. Bonfatti referred to the Feasibility Study Work Plan, covering progress to date, and affirmed that the
SBC is working towards the goal of establishing a shortlist in January of three or four building options for
the Hunnewell School, with the preferred plan being determined in April. The study is on schedule. He
emphasized that the selection of a preferred building option will be independent of the selection of the
preferred swing space option. He said parking also is its own separate issue.
Mr. Bonfatti emphasized that the priority at this meeting was to hear discussion about the various
options. Upcoming dates include:






December 20 – Joint Meeting with Board of Selectmen and School Committee.
January 10 – SBC Meeting with further building option review, and tentative shortlisting of
design options.
January 24 – presentation to Hunnewell PTO.
January 29 – Hunnewell School Public Forum, sharing the SBC’s tentative shortlist and progress
so far.
January 31 – SBC meeting to review the feedback from the Public Forum, and establish final
shortlist of design options.

Hunnewell Principal Ellen Quirk said staff would attend a related after-school meeting before January
10, adding that there is much interest in the visioning aspect.
Mr. Pitkin of SMMA discussed key points from the educational visioning work thus far:









The priority is meeting the educational plan and program
Classroom neighborhood configuration(s) desired
Connection to outdoor learning environments
Community uses and access:
- Connection between cafeteria and gymnasium
- Safety and security
Agile Spaces: Flexible learning and variety of spatial options is critical (active and
quiet learning, hallways, etc.)
Core education environment facing quiet side of site (brooks)
Special Education Program Inclusion

Dr. Lussier stated that at the two visioning sessions, there was strong preference for new and flexible
grouping configurations. There is interest in having education occur inside and outside the building, in
non-traditional ways. Dr. Lussier mentioned that other Town schools have activity after school, and that
a goal should be that Hunnewell also be a community asset.
Dr. Lussier said serious consideration was given to moving the program for students with global
disabilities (the Integrated Specialized Services program) from the Sprague School to the proposed
Hunnewell school. But after discussions with administrators, faculty, and staff, it was agreed that the
Therapeutic Learning Center (TLC) remain at Hunnewell and the ISS program will stay at Sprague.
Mr. Pitkin said the SBC toured the Angier School in Newton on December 12. This school was built on a
very constrained site, supports an enrollment of 521 students within 24 classrooms, is three stories tall,
and includes a program for students with dyslexia. He said the Angier School achieved LEED Gold status.

Ms. Gray shared feedback from members of the SBC, the School Committee and staff who attended the
tour. She highlighted the positive comments: The building felt warm with a liberal use of wood, the
linoleum flooring limited noise; the principals liked the school’s version of the “learning neighborhoods,”
and the connected music room/stage/cafeteria was an attractive feature particularly for community
use.
Ms. Gray stated that some negative feedback included the height of the ceiling on the first floor seeming
too voluminous for younger students, the placement of stairs, overly wide hallways and and somewhat
undersized classrooms.
Dr. Lussier stated that the Wellesley K-12 visual and performing arts directors attended the tour, and
were impressed that the art, music and library areas were in the same vicinity. Dr. Lussier commented
that the Angier School had a professional kitchen with all amenities, and questioned the need for that
kitchen, adding that the Town would not want such a kitchen at the Hunnewell School as there are no
plans to prepare food on-site.
Mr. Pitkin said SMMA had just received the geotechnical testing results, and that one of the most
obvious constraints at the Hunnewell site included the high groundwater level, and added that SMMA
would be performing more boring testing as the project proceeded. Mr. Pitkin detailed that SMMA was
not anticipating any special type of foundation, and it did not appear that blasting would be necessary.
Mr. Pitkin reiterated that much of the interest of the Wellesley Historic Commission was around
preserving the front of the 1938 building. He said that the Wellesley Library Trustees are supportive of
the Hunnewell project, but requested that the SBC:






Consider the impact of proposed after-hours activities.
Ensure that school entrances did not intermingle with library entrances.
Consider the impact to the Library of service entrances and exits.
Address pedestrian and student safety concerns.
Consider retaining the the tree line between the school and the library.

Mr. Pitkin also stated that the Trustees are supportive of a plan for increased parking.
In reviewing the long list of options, Mr. Pitkin recommended that SBC study a combination of:







Two renovation/addition design options
Two new construction design options
Option(s) that include the tree
Two- and three-story options
Two options for “learning neighborhood” configurations
Main entrance and service entrance considerations

Mr. Soliva stated that further clarification must be provided regarding the three-story design options,
and asked about the perceived benefit of a three-story school, given the need for height relief. Mr.
Pitkin replied that a three-story school might allow for some additional parking, as well as additional
outdoor learning, and it may be an option worth exploring.
Discussion regarding the two and three-story design options took place.
Ms. Ferko asked whether the drop-off/pickup plans envisioned for the options would be better than the
method utilized presently. Mr. Pitkin affirmed that there are plans to look at extending the dropoff/pickup of students as part of the site programming process. Ms. Ferko stated that she struggles to

understand the how the town values the the white oak tree in the courtyard, and wondered how the
SBC would go about determining that. She hoped that this aspect could be further explored.
Mr. Ulfelder stated that he could appreciate the attachment to the 1938 building, but found, given the
site constraints and need to support the educational program, it will be difficult to support the idea of
retaining both the 1938 building and the white oak tree. Mr. Gagosian added that the tree was not in an
ideal spot, would likely not survive the construction around it, and may crowd the building visually.
Mr. Hassanein suggested that the Committee study design options that include retention of the tree and
the retention of the 1938 building, and compare that to a new building configuration, and discuss what
opportunities might be lost and might be gained. The goal should be to build the best Hunnewell for the
students.
Mr. Soliva stated that keeping the tree would present many challenges, and the SBC should analyze
them. Mr. Kelley maintained that the tradeoffs must be identified and evaluated. Mr. Ulfelder said
parking spaces are critical, and designs should seek to maximize parking. Mr. Hutchins said he had been
involved in many such tree projects, and about half the time the tree ultimately dies, despite the high
cost of designing around it, and steps taken to protect it.
Mr. Soliva expressed a desire to see classrooms facing the east or south, or “quiet” sides. Mr. Hassanein
asked Ms. Quirk about the value of the “classroom neighborhood” configuration. Ms. Quirk responded
that the “neighborhoods” feature is one of the top priorities that have come out of the educational
visioning sessions, as both an enhancement to the learning environment and and an opportunity for
flexibility. Committee members discussed how to evaluate the options based on the best ways to meet
the educational program needs, including the potential of removing the tree to maximize the site and
create an optimal floor plan. Dr. Lussier supported the idea of removing the tree to create options that
would better serve the students.
Mr. Kelley stated that he would like to be able to consider a two-story addition/renovation option that
removes the tree. Mr. Soliva suggested that one design option with the tree also be examined in the
short list, for community interest.
Due to time constraints, Ms. Gray recommended that the project invoices be reviewed at the next
meeting on December 20.
Review Agenda for Joint Meeting
Ms. Gray said that she envisioned the agenda for the joint meeting with the School Committee and
Board of Selectmen to include a version of the discussion from this meeting, and a repeated
presentation of the long list of design options.
Adjournment
At approximately 7:20 p.m., upon a motion made by Dr. Lussier, and seconded by Mr. Ulfelder, the SBC
unanimously voted to adjourn.

Documents and Exhibits Used
Minutes of the 10/25/2018 SBC meeting (distributed)
Hunnewell Feasibility work plan
SMMA presentation of 12/13/2018

School Building Committee – DRAFT Minutes
January 31, 2019
Great Hall, Wellesley Town Hall
Present: Chair Sharon Gray, Vice Chair Thomas Ulfelder, Jane Andrews, Virginia Ferko,
Marjorie Freiman, Steve Gagosian, Joubin Hassanein, Matt Kelley, Matt King, David Lussier,
Ellen Quirk, Blythe Robinson, Heather Sawitsky, Jose Soliva; FMD Project Manager Dick Elliot,
FMD Project Manager Kevin Kennedy; Alex Pitkin of SMMA; Kristen Olsen of SMMA, Tim
Bonfatti of Compass Project Management and Jeff D’Amico of Compass Project Management.
Absent: Ryan Hutchins, Cynthia Mahr, Charlene Cook, Jeffery Dees.
Ms. Gray opened the meeting at approximately 5:30 p.m. She announced that the meeting was
being aired live by Wellesley Media and is being recorded for later viewing.
Citizen Speak
Catherine Johnson, speaking as a citizen and member of the Planning Board, thanked the SBC
for the recent public forum, but said she questions how the committee will evaluate the options
presented there. She said she understands that educational program is the most important
consideration, but she believes that in keeping with the core values she has seen referenced,
the entrance of the school must be welcoming to students and the scale should be
approachable from the front. She said the new construction options presented at the forum had
large, perhaps two-story exterior walls near the front entrance and she questions whether a
small child would want to go inside. She acknowledged that the building's floor plan needs to
work for educators and students. She said she is not advocating saving the 1938 portion of the
building for the sake of saving an historic building, but because the 1938 building expressed a
welcoming value.
SBC Business
Approval of Minutes
Mr. Ulfelder moved that the School Building Committee approve the minutes of 12/13/2018, as
amended to correct a typographical error, and the minutes of 12/20/2018 and 1/10/2019 as
distributed. Mr. Kelley seconded. The motion carried unanimously.
Member Reports
Ms. Gray distributed her written responses to three recent emails to the SBC and invited
feedback from committee members.
Ms. Gray reported that the SBC has been given the opportunity to submit a brief report to
Annual Town Meeting to be printed in the Advisory Committee book and suggested that the
Subcommittee on Outreach and Communication work on a draft report.
Hardy/Upham Project
MSBA OPM
Ms Gray reported that documents related to OPM selection are due to the MSBA by February 6
for the March OPM Panel meeting. FMD has negotiated with Compass Project Management on
behalf of the SBC and the negotiated financial terms were distributed for review. A draft contract
will be reviewed at a later meeting.

Mr. Elliot noted that the negotiated base fee for Compass Project Management is $394,000. The
fee negotiated for estimating services is $30,000, which is $10,000 more than was assumed for
the OPM estimating tasks due to industry cost escalation.
Ms. Gray clarified that the financial terms will be submitted as Attachment A to the MSBA. Mr.
King asked for a breakdown of the hours and tasks used to negotiate the financial terms. Mr.
Elliot and Mr. Gagosian confirmed that FMD has that information but not with them at the
meeting. Mr. Hassanein asked if it is possible to approve the terms contingent on a later review
of the requested breakdown by the committee. Mr. Kelley asked what effect a contingent vote
would have on the submission to the MSBA. Mr. Elliot said that before the MSBA OPM Panel
meeting in March, there will be opportunity for the SBC to revise its numbers if upon committee
review of the requested breakdown the SBC revises Schedule A. He anticipates, based on his
conversation with the MSBA, that there will be a period of back and forth. The requested
information will be distributed to the committee and responses should be directed to Mr. Elliot.
Mr Ulfelder moved that the School Building Committee vote to support the selection of Compass
Project Management as the Owners Project Manager for the Hardy/Upham Project, described
as the Ernest F. Upham Elementary School, and to submit documents related to the OPM
contract to the MSBA. Mr. Hassanein seconded. The motion carried unanimously.
Mr Ulfelder moved that the School Building Committee vote to support the scope of work
described in the Request for Services for a total fee of $424,785 subject to additional due
diligence by members of the committee. Ms. Freiman seconded. The motion carried
unanimously.
Hunnewell Project
Review Updated Shortlist Options
Mr. Pitkin said that since the SBC voted a tentative short list of four options on January 10, he
has talked in more detail with educators about the educational organization of each option. He
said there has been less comfort with a three-story option and a desire for a two-story building if
possible. The Addition/Renovation Option 5 was the only three-story option and it had the
gymnasium in the back. He said that the goal of making community use spaces more accessible
was expressed.
Mr. Pitkin presented a refined Addition/Renovation Option 4a/5. This option is two stories,
maintains the front of the 1938 building, could possibly maintain the oak tree, improves the
loading area location and includes more program area toward the back of the building than
Option 4a provided. The entrance and administration space is in the 1938 building. The
cafetorium and gymnasium are side by side near the front of the building and could be closed
off after hours. There are some cluster plan classroom neighborhoods, which seem to be the
general preference expressed in the draft educational plan, but also a more linear plan for some
of the classrooms. The approximate building footprint is 48,000 square feet and an initial
calculation of lot coverage is approximately 28.1%.
Mr. Pitkin presented some three-dimensional images of Option 4a/5 to illustrate massing.
Mr. Kelley asked what elements in Option 4a/5 are preferable to Option 4a. Mr. Pitkin said that

upon review he recognized that program space immediately at the front of the building in Option
4a was tight since it included the warming kitchen, art, STEAM, music, administration and
custodial. Option 4a/5 pushes some of those spaces back into the building.
Mr. Soliva said that Option 4a/5 might lend itself well to three stories, possibly eliminating the
need for setback relief and could allow classrooms to be larger if that was desired. He noted
that it will be a question for the community whether it is a priority to keep a two-story scheme
which requires setback relief or to have a three-story building.
Dr. Lussier said he is is concerned about the location of the gymnasium and cafetorium in
option 4a/5. Egress to the playground at the front of the building is a security concern for
students.
Mr. Hassanein said that there are a number of issues with a three-story building beyond cost,
which is a factor. It may be hard to integrate even the two-story option with the 1938 building.
Ms. Olsen said that this is an iterative process to determine if we are going in the right direction
to keep the existing building and to strive to keep the tree in the addition/renovation options.
Ms. Gray asked if there is a more compact option that removes the tree and retains the 1938
building. Mr. Pitkin said that was worthy of study in the next round.
Mr. Hassanein said that he struggles to see that Option 4a/5 is an improvement on Option 4a
and what is gained in the merger of 4a with 5.
Ms. Andrews said that she does not want to eliminate option 4a from continued study.
Mr. Pitkin said that 4a and 4a/5 could both be looked at.
Mr. Ulfelder said that the challenge remains to relocate the location of the gymnasium to the
south side of the building as the educators have prioritized but to keep the footprint of the
building within the blue line as much as possible for permitting purposes.
Ms. Quirk said that it is important to have classrooms on the quiet side of the building. She said
exploring how all the options line up with the educational plan will be critical. She said that the
location of the administrative space needs to be closer to the center of the school and the
gymnasium needs to have egress to the play space. She said it is not educationally optimal to
have only classrooms on a third floor disconnected from other spaces.
Mr. Gagosian suggested that it would be safe to give direction to the architect to make the
building two stories in light of the feedback. We should figure out what the optimal solution is for
the educational program first and then make the case to the town for any relief.
Mr. King asked for clarification of what “quiet side” refers to. Dr. Lussier replied that it refers to
the area of the building that does not face out to outdoor activity that is distracting to students.
There was continued discussion of the challenge of locating the gymnasium where there is easy
egress to play space for students and appropriate site lines from the cafetorium for security, but
also where after-hours access to the rest of the building may be limited.
Mr. Pitkin presented a modified New Construction Option 5a. This is a two-story option that
turns the building massing toward the neighborhood rather than Washington Street, increases

the length of a car queue line, moves the loading location to the library side but not accessed by
a common driveway. The entrance and administration is moved back into the site and the
classroom neighborhoods are oriented toward the back. Mr. Pitkin said that part of the open
space in the front of the building could be used for the car line but closed off as play space
during the school day. The lot coverage is approximately 26.3% and the building footprint is
47,000 square feet.
Mr. Pitkin presented some three dimensional images of Option 5a to illustrate massing.
He said that the open plaza space as an entrance could be beneficial. Pitkin said that
preliminary feedback from the library trustees who saw this option was positive to the orientation
of the building away from the library side.
Mr. Pitkin presented a modified New Construction Option 6. The loading area is improved and
the entrance is now in the front. Lot coverage in this option is approximately 26.2%.
A version of this option without the tree could be configures in a “T” shape rather than an “L”
shape as shown.
Mr. Pitkin said that Library Trustees were not positive about the connection of the parking area
to the driveway used for library access, expressing a concern about congestion.
Mr. Pitkin presented some three dimensional images of Option 6 to illustrate massing. Tall
facades are turned toward the play areas to the south.
Ms Quirk said the original Option 5 had the gymnasium placed horizontally along Cameron
Street but in the new designs the long wall between gymnasium and cafeteria would make the
cafeteria too long and narrow. In both new options, the administration area feels more a part of
the building.
Dr. Lussier would like to see the “shoulder” of this option flipped. Mr. Hussein thinks this option if
flipped would be much more attractive.
Ms. Sawitsky asked why the classroom neighborhoods look like fingers out the back and
wondered how the outside space would look and if any grass would grow there. Mr. Pitkin said
that was to provide more daylight to each classroom but that it might be possible to tighten that
up a bit.
Recap of Recent Meetings
Public Forum - January 29, 2019
Ms. Gray reported that the Public Forum was well attended and that Mr. Pitkin did a good job
presenting the tentative options and explaining the opportunities and constraints of the site.
Participants broke into small groups to review the options and discuss elements that they liked
and did not like. Mr. D’Amico circulated a “Hunnewell Community Forum Feedback Review”
summarizing comments and questions. Ms. Gray summarized some of the comments. She said
some participants had a strong interest in saving the oak tree, some said do not limit design to
meet educational program in order to save the tree and some said find a way to memorialize the
tree if it needs to be removed. There was interest in studying the tree further. There was an
expressed preference for a two-story building, an interest in daylighting, site orientation and
energy efficiency. There was interest in making the building welcoming to the community and in
outdoor learning spaces and classrooms facing Cold Brook and Fuller Brook. Some expressed
an interest in keeping the 1938 building.

Permitting Review meeting – January 25, 2019
Mr. D’Amico reported that the updated options were presented to representatives of the NRC
and the Wetlands Protection Committee (WPC).
Mr. D’Amico said that the NRC was appreciative of the opportunity to provide early feedback.
Ms. Gray noted that the NRC controls Simons Park and also has written to the SBC to ask that
the oak tree be saved if possible.
Ms. Gray noted that the WPC oversees permits for encroachment on the riverfront setback. Mr.
D’Amico said that representatives of the WPC said they would require an alternative analysis to
prove why any encroachment is merited and there are limits to how much encroachment may
be allowed. Mr. Pitkin said that generally replication of the area already disturbed within the
riverfront setback is allowed. Ms. Gray suggested that the team circle back with WPC for further
feedback.
Mr. D’Amico said that meeting participants expressed interest in engagement of the Fuller Brook
area in the design, dark sky compliant lighting and in a two-story building.
Library Coordination Meeting – January 31, 2019
Mr. D’Amico reported that the updated options were presented to representatives of the
Library Trustees. There was a preference expressed for the revised New Construction Option 5
with a distinct school entrance separate from the shared driveway used by the library. There
was concern about the connectivity between the school site driveway and the shared driveway
shown in New Construction Option 6. There was continued discussion about parking and a
request that any outdoor play space proximate to the library parking lot control for stray balls,
etc.
Hunnewell PTO – January
Ms. Gray reported that she and Mr. Kelley attended this regularly scheduled School Committee
outreach meeting with the PTO on behalf of the School Committee. Mr. Ulfelder and Mr. Bonfatti
also attended.
Ms. Gray said that parents who attended were very interested in the details of the project. She
said that Principal Ellen Quirk eloquently described the project mission and spoke about
educational programming. There was an interest among parents in swing space, an opportunity
for expression of concerns and a discussion the School Committee’s prior guidance on swing
space. Swing space options were not available to present that evening. Ms. Gray noted that
SBC received three letters from Hunnewell parents today.
Finalize Short List Options
Mr. Ulfelder asked for a clarification of the options on the proposed short list. Mr. Pitkin said that
he will now include a version of the Addition Renovation Option 4a and a modification of Option
4a/5 that takes away the tree if necessary and attempts to move the gymnasium and cafetorium
to the south side of the building. New construction options include Option 5a and 6.
Mr. King asked when we will look more closely at queuing and traffic. Mr. Pitkin said that the
next refinement of the options will take a closer look at those considerations.

Mr. Ulfelder said there was a recent Green Collaborative meeting that included a presentation
about increased use of school buses. A transportation subcommittee of that group is
considering ways to increase school bus use in Wellesley.
Mr. Ulfelder moved that the School Building Committee approve a short list consisting of the
Addition/Renovation Options 4a and 4a/5 and the New Construction Options 5a and 6. Mr.
Soliva seconded. The motion carried unanimously.
Parking Options Overview
Mr. Pitkin reviewed existing parking area and said there are 61 existing spaces for school use
and we should assume the need for 80-85 spaces for the new building.
Mr. Pitkin presented an overview of parking options. He said that if we assume approximately
20 on-site parking spaces and target the Cameron lot for the additional spaces, we will need
approximately 57 there plus the five spaces now used in the library lot.
Mr. Pitkin presented a parking deck option for the Cameron lot that he said could be created by
sinking the lot down to the level of the library underground parking entrance and adding a deck.
There is currently a berm between that entrance and the lot. This could increase the number of
parking spaces in the lot from 260 to 360 or 417 depending on whether green space is added at
Washington Street or if the whole lot is decked. Connection between Cameron Street and the
library underground entrance could be achieved.
Mr. Pitkin presented images illustrating examples of decked parking and images of various
types of photo voltaic arrays over parking lots and a potential photo voltaic plan for the site.
Mr. Pitkin said that building parking fully underground on the site, under the gymnasium and
cafetorium, will be studied but that option would be very expensive and there have been
expressed security concerns. In response to a question by Mr. King, Mr. Pitkin said none of the
parking options encroaches on the flood plain. Mr. Ulfelder noted that the challenge of
waterproofing the underground parking would significantly add to cost.
Mr. Ulfelder said that the Board of Selectmen has not specifically discussed this decked parking
option but noted that there are significant benefits to increased Cameron lot parking to the retail
district and to the Library, as well as the potential solar array to generate energy.
Ms. Andrews asked what the process and timing for development of the Cameron lot option
would be. Ms. Freiman said that the Board of Selectmen would need to decide to coordinate a
Cameron lot plan with school construction. Ms. Gray said that the Board of Selectmen would
need to authorize the SBC to continue to explore decking of the Cameron lot as an option and
Ms. Freiman agreed.
Mr. Ulfelder said that ideally a decked parking project would go to Town Meeting for approval at
the same time and would be built at the same time as the school project. In response to a
question by Ms. Ferko, Mr. Ulfelder said that Town Counsel has confirmed that SBC has the
authority to use Hunnewell feasibility study funds to study the decked parking option. Additional
and separate authorization would be required for design funds.

In response to a question by Dr. Lussier, Mr. Pitkin said that construction of a decked lot would
likely take less than 12 months.
Mr. Hassanein suggested that there might be an opportunity provided by prepping the lot to a
lower elevation to use that lot for modular classrooms during the school construction. Ms.
Freiman said there would be a concern about taking the Cameron lot off line for businesses,
commuters and shoppers, especially if another project in Wellesley Square impacts parking at
the same time.
Mr. Soliva asked about the permitting mechanism related to parking for projects on two separate
lots. Mr. Gagosian said that a town bylaw allows the use of some public parking lot spaces
located within 600 feet of a project to satisfy onsite parking requirements. The number of spaces
needed in this case may require zoning relief.
Mr. King asked if there was potential to use any of the Cameron lot for school related queuing.
Mr. Pitkin said that could be looked at. Ms. Quirk said that currently parents park without cost in
the lot during a window of time for school pickup.
Schedule and Next Steps
Ms, Olsen said that after today’s narrowing to an approved short list of options there will be
further adjustments to the floor plans, development of rough cost information, a look at car
queuing, traffic and parking. There will be work on energy models to discuss with the SEC and
WLP.
Swing Space Overview
Mr. Pitkin referenced the School Committee’s Swing Space Guidance to the SBC (August 2017)
and reviewed the swing space options SMMA has been studying.
Hunnewell site: Modulars will not fit.
Cameron Lot: The Board of Selectmen, so far, have deemed the Cameron lot unacceptable for
swing space modulars.
“Space mining” or modulars at multiple elementary sites: Sprague and Schofield are preferred
initial sites for full- or half-school schemes with the Sprague generally preferred. Mr. Pitkin said
the school administration and school staff have expressed a preference for keeping the school
on one site. The Bates field is not under school jurisdiction, the Fiske site is too restrictive, and
use of the Hardy or Upham site are potentially in conflict with the Hardy/Upham t study.
Alternate sites: Recent conversations with the Village Church have clarified that only the
basement space/multipurpose room would be available there, which significantly impacts the
viability of this option. Ms. Gray expressed appreciation to the Village Church for their
willingness to try to help solve the swing space problem. St. Paul’s was studied in 2016 and
deemed cost prohibitive.
Wait until the Hardy/Upham project is complete: The cost of waiting until the Hardy or Upham
project is complete to use one of those sites for swing space will be assessed.
In response to a question by Mr. King, Ms. Freiman said that the Board of Selectmen has not
discussed the use of the North 40 as swing space.

Mr. Pitkin presented modular school plans for a single site and for two sites. The goal will be to
limit impact on the host school by providing as much of what is needed for the existing
Hunnewell program within the modular. If two sites were used, there would be duplication of
some spaces and increased cost.
Mr. Pitkin presented an image showing potential placement of a full-school modular at the
Sprague site showing the modular structure on the current parking lot and temporary parking
and play area on the grass field. The Sprague site has an activity and use limitation zone (AUL)
for waste disposal area that limits development on the fields.
Mr. Pitkin presented an image showing potential placement of a full school modular at the
Schofield site showing the modular structure on the fields. There might be opportunity to expand
off the current permanent modular corridor. Some NRC controlled land and existing parking
arrangements with Temple Beth Elohim would need to be considered.
Mr. Pitkin presented images showing potential half-school modular placement at both Schofield
and Sprague.
Mr. Soliva asked if there could be a two-story modular structure option to reduce footprint. Mr.
Pitkin said that would increase cost due to stairways and elevator.
Mr. Pitkin reviewed images of stacked modulars on the Hunnewell site and the limited use of
modulars on the Cameron lot. Mr. Hassanein asked if the Cameron lot could accommodate
some modulars in a phased construction option that keeps part of the school operational and
provides temporary parking on the school site. Mr. Pitkin said that a phased construction
approach would be extremely challenging given the location of the boiler and other services.
Ms. Andrews asked if interaction or shared play space with the host school would be
anticipated. Dr. Lussier said that the Sprague site, due to its proximity to Hunnewell, would be
the better site. The concern is that Sprague is very busy now, so it would be hard to
accommodate two school populations in any shared building space or play space. He said that
the site is congested, and there might need to be exploration of additional egress. Ms. Quirk
said there would need to be busing of Hunnewell students to Sprague.
Dr. Lussier said that the Sprague softball diamond and grass field used for soccer would not be
available for those uses for the duration of the project. Mr. Pitkin mentioned that there would be
potential to replace the grass field with artificial turf at the completion of the project.
Dr. Lussier said that he thinks the Sprague site is a viable option with some issues that are
worth resolving when weighed against the cost escalation of a late Hunnewell plan.
Ms. Quirk said there is momentum and positive energy around the project going forward, and a
willingness within the community to get through two years of swing space in modulars.
Mr. D’Amico said next steps include further evaluation of logistics and cost. They will also look
closely at what can be done on the no-build zone on the Sprague site.
Ms. Gray noted that the option of waiting until the Hardy or Upham project is complete also
involves an evaluation of logistics. She asked when an estimate of escalation costs associated
with waiting will be available. Mr. D’Amico said that cost information will be available in a couple
of months.

Mr. Soliva asked why Hardy was not included as a site for modular swing space given the
Town’s acquisition of parcels providing access to Route 9. Mr. D’Amico said that the potential
footprint and construction schedule for a project at Hardy, if that site is selected for the MSBA
Project, limit its usefulness for this purpose.
Arborist Proposal
Mr. D’Amico said that SMMA solicited a proposal for an assessment of the oak tree by an
arborist who did a 2006 study of the tree.
Ms. Olsen said that the proposal is for two tasks: A health and risk assessment of the tree by
the arborist who will be accompanied by SMMA’s landscape architect and a report with
recommendations on strategies, schedule and associated costs of reducing construction impact
on the tree.
The cost for the arborist’s services and the services of SMMA’s landscape architect for these
tasks is expected not to exceed $3200.
The committee expressed general support for going forward with these tasks and an
amendment to the SMMA contract will be presented for approval at a later date.
Project Invoice
Mr. Kennedy distributed a project invoice from SMMA for work in December 2018.
Mr. Ulfelder moved to approve the SMMA project invoice #50130 in the amount of $74,860. Mr.
Kelley seconded and the motion carried unanimously.
Adjournment
At approximately 8:15 p.m., upon a motion by Dr. Lussier and a second by Ms. Freiman, the
Committee unanimously voted to adjourn.
Documents and Exhibits Used
Minutes of the 12/13/2018 SBC meeting
Minutes of the 12/20/2018 SBC meeting
Minutes of the 1/10/2019 SBC meeting
Project Budget – Hardy Upham
Attachment A to base OPM Contract
Email correspondence Ms. Gray/Rebecca Burstein
Email correspondence Ms. Gray/Michael Tobin
Email correspondence Ms. GrayAugust Ventimiglia
SMMA Presentation of Concept Options, Parking and Swing Space 1/31/2019
Hunnewell Community Forum Feedback Review
Arboriculture Services Proposal: Tree Assessment and Protection During Construction
Recommendation
Project Invoice: #SMMA 50130 ($74,860)

School Building Committee – DRAFT Minutes
February 27, 2019
Kingsbury Room, Wellesley Police Station
Present: Chair Sharon Gray, Vice Chair Thomas Ulfelder, Jane Andrews, Virginia Ferko,
Marjorie Freiman, Steve Gagosian, Matt Kelley, David Lussier, Ellen Quirk, Heather Sawitsky,
Jose Soliva; FMD Project Manager Dick Elliot, FMD Project Manager Kevin Kennedy; Alex
Pitkin of SMMA; Kristen Olsen of SMMA, Jeff D’Amico of Compass Project Management.
Absent: Joubin Hassanein, Ryan Hutchins, Matt King, Blythe Robinson, Cynthia Mahr,
Charlene Cook, Jeffery Dees.
Ms. Gray opened the meeting at approximately 5:30 p.m. She announced that the meeting was
being aired live by Wellesley Media and is being recorded for later viewing.
Citizen Speak
No one came forward for Citizen speak.
SBC Business
Approval of Minutes
Mr. Kelley moved that the School Building Committee approve the minutes of 1/17/2019. Mr.
Gagosian seconded. The motion carried unanimously.
Member Reports
Ms. Gray announced that given Executive Director Blythe Robinson’s departure, a position is
open on the SBC. Her position will need to be filled by the School Committee and the Board of
Selectmen in accordance with MSBA rules. Ms. Gray said that the SBC has appreciated Ms.
Robinson's contributions and wishes her well.
Ms. Gray reported that the School Committee began a discussion of redistricting that will be
required as part of the MSBA project process. SC tentatively plans to lay the groundwork this
spring to gear up for the process in the fall. The groundwork will include determining a process,
including checking in with the MSBA to further understand their requirements.
Ms. Gray distributed her written responses to recent emails to the SBC and invited members of
the committee to share any feedback with her. She noted that that Mr. Ulfelder assists with
responses to SBC correspondence.
Ms. Ferko reported that at the last meeting of the Subcommittee on Communication and
Outreach the members reviewed Ms. Gray's draft SBC report to Annual Town Meeting. She said
a Sprague parent attended Citizen Speak to encourage the SBC to communicate more widely
with the school community when issues for discussion affect schools other than the HHU
schools.
Hardy/Upham Project
MSBA Update
Mr. Elliot distributed a Designer Selection Timeline for the Hardy/Upham Project
and a draft Request for Designer Services (RFS).
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Mr. Elliot said that a draft RFS will be shared with the MSBA and the MSBA’s comments will be
shared with the SBC at its March 21 meeting. Mr. D'Amico suggested that SBC member
comments regarding the RFS be sent to Mr. Elliot within one week so that a draft may be
delivered to the MSBA in time to receive timely feedback. Mr. Kelley suggested that any
feedback from the MSBA be shared with the SBC prior to the March 21 meeting. Ms. Gray
clarified that edits to the RFS may be made by the SBC at the March 21 meeting and submitted
to the MSBA for its final approval.
Mr. Elliot further reviewed the Designer Selection Timeline. Mr. Elliot noted that the timeline
presumes a May 21, 2019 MSBA Designer Selection Panel (DSP) Meeting date with interviews
conducted by that panel, if necessary, at its June 4, 2019 meeting.
Mr. D'Amico said that the OPM will provide more detail on the designer selection process at the
next SBC meeting. He noted that the MSBA's DSP will rank designer proposals and if the
rankings are close it may schedule interviews. If there is a clear winner based on rankings the
DSP may not conduct designer interviews. Ms. Gray clarified that the SBC will need to decide
at its next meeting which SBC members will serve on the DSP and asked what further process
the SBC should engage in to provide input on the designer selection. Mr. D'Amico said that the
OPM will further advise on that process. Mr. Gagosian noted that he believes that a
representative of the Town's Chief Executive Officer (Board of Selectmen in this case) is one of
the prescribed SBC representatives to the DSP. Mr. Ulfelder said that the BOS is aware and
would address this requirement in a timely manner.
.
Ms. Gray said that she, Mr. Gagosian and Mr. Elliot will attend the MSBA OPM Panel Selection
meeting on Monday March 4.
Ms. Gray reported that, in response to questions at the last meeting concerning the terms of the
OPM contract, supporting information was provided to the SBC by FMD. Mr. Gagosian reported
that members of the PBC have copies of the contract for review. When the contract is finalized,
the Board of Selectmen will authorize its chair to sign on behalf of the Town.
Hunnewell Project
Project Invoices
Mr. Kennedy distributed an invoice from SMMA for work in January 2019 which he reported has
been reviewed by Mr. D’Amico and an invoice from Compass Project Management for work in
January 2019, which Mr. Kennedy has reviewed.
Mr. Ulfelder moved to approve invoice #50285 payable to SMMA in the amount of $20,640. Mr.
Kelley seconded and the motion carried unanimously.
Mr. Ulfelder moved to approve invoice #CPM 69-07 payable to Compass Project Management
in the amount of $15,530. Mr. Kelley seconded and the motion carried unanimously.
SMMA Contract Amendment
Mr. Kennedy distributed proposed Amendment No. 2 to the SMMA contract in the amount of
$3,200 for arboriculture services to assess the large white oak tree on the Hunnewell site. Ms.
Gray suggested that it would be helpful to have the results of this assessment prior to the next
SBC meeting.
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Mr. Ulfelder moved to approve the Additional Services Amendment # 2 in the amount of $3200
for a total revised SMMA contract fee of $553,200. Mr. Kelley seconded and the motion carried
unanimously.
Updated Design Progress with Site Plans
Mr. Pitkin said that SMMA has been working to advance four design options. They have been
relabeled with letters for clarity: Addition/Renovation Options A/A1 and B and New Construction
Options C and D.
Mr. Pitkin briefly reviewed the recent meetings that SMMA representatives have conducted,
including a meeting with the Sustainable Energy Committee (SEC), a meeting with
representatives of the Facilities Management Department (FMD), a meeting with SMMA’s cost
estimators and a meeting with the project’s architecture task force.
Ms. Olsen reviewed some of the slides from the meetings with FMD and SEC. She said the
focus of the meeting with FMD was on system types the FMD recommends that SMMA move
forward with as it develops its energy model.
Ms. Olsen noted that although the SBC is not pursuing LEED certification for this project, SMMA
is tracking the LEED scoresheet as the feasibility study progresses. Four certifications were
reviewed at the meetings with SEC and FMD and Ms. Olsen said she expects the project will
incorporate aspects of each given that sustainability is a priority.
Ms. Olsen said that SMMA has begun preliminary energy modeling on the four design concept
options. She reviewed a slide outlining some of the preliminary assumptions that will be used in
that modeling including window to wall ratios, plug loads, site lighting, light power density and
preferred HVAC systems.
Ms. Olsen noted that the RFS for this project included a EUI goal of 30. She presented a EUI
breakdown for a Renovation/Addition model with a predicted EUI of 26-30 and one for a New
Construction model with a predicted EUI of 23-27. She noted that for both models 32% of the
predicted EUI is for miscellaneous equipment which is plug load. She said that this involves how
the building is actually used and may be managed in a variety of active and passive ways.
Ms. Olsen presented a slide displaying what she described as first pass preliminary numbers on
the KW of PV needed to offset the project. The slide showed that an estimated facility energy
use @EUI 28-30 would require 800-860 KW of PV/80,000-86,000 SF of PV. Preliminary
estimates include a 20% contingency. Potential PV options on site (school roof, Cameron St. lot,
Library roof) amount to an estimated 75,000 SF. She said that next steps in the analysis would
be a detailed look at the roof areas to determine how much is actually viable for photovoltaic
panels. That analysis will occur during schematic design.
In response to a question by Mr. Gagosian about options if enough rooftop square footage is not
available for PV, Ms. Olsen said that SMMA will model geothermal gain in the next energy
model. She noted that the most effective use of geothermal energy is in its application to year
round energy use and it is not clear at this point how much year round use the Hunnewell
building will have. Dr. Lussier noted that the schools near fields are now the ones used most in
the summer and that deep cleaning of the buildings is required in the summer. He said there
might be some summer rental use of Hunnewell. Ms. Olsen said that a Project Owners
Requirements Document is being produced that will clarify projected building use.
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In response to a question by Ms. Andrews, Mr. Pitkin explained that the difference in estimated
EUI for the Addition/Renovation model and the New Construction model is due to increased
square footage needed for the Addition/Renovation model and to the fact that there is a limited
amount of insulation that could be added to existing walls in the renovated space, which will
increase energy use somewhat there as a result.
Mr. Pitkin presented slides showing progress on the Addition/Renovation Options A & A1 and B.
He said that he is working to address the question often asked: When will we know if we can
use the original portions of the 1938 building in front of the larger modern aspect of the new
portion of the building in a cohesive architectural plan? He has employed the strategy of trying
to give the modern portion of the building a slightly different site reference than the existing
1938 structure. He said that he is convinced that the building entrance would need to be in the
1938 portion of the building if that is retained. He believes this would allow for a welcoming
entrance and for pushing the administration space further into the building as has been
requested.
The Addition/Renovation Option B retains the oak tree and a portion of the 1938 building and
the 1950’s wing. In this option the classroom neighborhoods work their way around the building
and there is potential egress from the cafetorium to a play area in the back of the building or to
the existing play area on the southeast side of the building. If the tree is not retained, that space
on the western corner could be used as a sheltered play area. Ms. Gray asked and Mr. Pitkin
clarified that the arborist retained to assess the tree would have a sketch of exactly where the
building would be sited in relation to the tree.
Ms. Gray said that the front hallway in this option looks very narrow. Mr. Pitkin said there is a
Palladian window in this area and options to make the front hall secure and larger and more
welcoming.
Mr. Pitkin said that lot coverage calculations for all options are still a bit high but not in a
concerning way at this preliminary stage. He said it is likely that approximately 15 parking
spaces will be available on site.
Mr. Pitkin presented a slide depicting the massing of Option B and the parking area.
Mr. Pitkin said that he is thinks there will be a lot of free roof area for PV, even on with the
addition/renovation options.
Mr. Pitkin presented a floor plan of Addition/Renovation Option A without the 1950 music room
addition. Some additional new square footage is shown for the service area. He said that a
problem with this option remains the entry that bifurcates the gymnasium and cafetorium,
requiring entrance to the building between those two spaces.
Mr. Pitkin then presented a floor plan of Addition/Renovation Option A1 that disconnects the
gymnasium and cafetorium, placing the cafetorium at the rear of the building. A problem with
this option may be the placement of the classrooms that wrap around the library lot side of the
building. Dr. Lussier said that a positive aspect of having the cafetorium as placed in this option
is the sight lines from the cafetorium to the outdoor play spaces. Ms. Quirk said she liked the
clear sight lines from the cafetorium to the play space and the gymnasium on the quiet side, but
she was concerned about the visual distraction for the classrooms on the library lot side of the
building. Mr. Kelley asked if Dr. Lussier or Ms. Quirk viewed the distance of the 2nd and 3rd
grade classrooms from art of music rooms and the nurse to be an issue. Ms. Quirk suggested
that this floor plan might create a dead end and bottleneck at that spot in the hallway that could
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create a distraction for other learning spaces. Dr. Lussier wondered about the security of afterhours access to the cafetorium in this option. Mr. Pitkin said there could be a hallway lock down.
Mr. Gagosian pointed out that the separation of the cafetorium and gymnasium is a new design
element here and it is important that the school department make clear whether than is
programmatically acceptable.
Addition/Renovation Option A1 does not retain the tree but maintains outdoor space in that area
to help maintain some visual separation between the 1938 building and the larger mass of new
construction behind it, which Mr. Pitkin thinks will be necessary.
Mr. Pitkin presented a slide showing examples of new construction additions behind smaller
older buildings, as would be the case if portions of the 1938 Hunnewell building were retained.
He noted that the Sprague School is an example of a new construction addition to a smaller
older building, but in that case the retained structure is on a higher elevation than the new
construction and therefore both sections of the school visually stand alone.
Mr. Pitkin said that an urban design approach is often to save only the façade of an older
building and to build behind it, but this building does not lend itself to that approach. Mr. Pitkin
expressed some reservations about pushing new construction too snuggly up against the old
building here.
Mr. Pitkin then presented slides depicting the development of New Construction Options C and
D.
New Construction Option C would remove the 1938 building and the oak tree. The building
entrance and massing are oriented toward the neighborhood. As currently drawn this plan would
require setback relief, but Mr. Pitkin said those issues might be resolved as the design is further
developed and further calculations are made.
Mr. Kelley ask Dr. Lussier and Ms. Quirk if they prefer the cafetorium or the gymnasium to open
directly to outdoor play areas and he asked Mr. Pitkin if the location of the gymnasium and
cafetorium could be swapped in this option. Mr. Pitkin said it might be possible but that there
would be an impact on the location of the media center on the second story which he has
currently placed above the cafetorium. He said that nothing would be built over the gymnasium.
Dr. Lussier said he likes this option but would still like to see direct access and site lines from
the cafetorium to the outdoor play spaces.
Mr. Gagosian said there is a strong conceptual organizing geometry to this option’s design. The
vertical aspects tie into the civic buildings nearby and the soft bend of the building relates to the
street and the neighborhood.
Ms. Andrews said that the strength of this option is the orientation facing the woods and the
brook.
Mr. Ulfelder said that the orientation of this option is a strong foundation for the type of
sustainability goals we are trying to achieve.
Dr. Lussier said that the car circulation plan as drawn is very close to the cafetorium egress.
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Mr. Pitkin said those lines are preliminary and could be reworked to a gentler bend, similar to
what is there now.
Mr. Gagosian askd if the curb cut could be moved further south and Mr. Pitkin replied that there
are some mature trees there but it is possible to explore, noting the existing playground could
move. He did not think there are grade issues there.
Ms. Quirk said she would prefer to avoid the deep circular drive.
Dr. Lussier asked if the gym could be moved forward in this option with the cafetorium behind it.
Mr. Pitkin said that would create a U-shaped plan. He will look at that.
Mr. Pitkin presented slides depicting New Construction Option D and noted that this option
features a lot of open space on the west side of the site, whether or not the oak tree may be
retained there. He noted that this option does not provide the preferred visibility from the
cafetorium.
Mr.D’Amico asked for guidance as to what the SBC would like from SMMA to further illustrate
the massing of a new construction addition behind a renovated 1938 building in an Addition/
Renovation option. Mr. Gagosian suggested, and the committee generally agreed, that it would
be most helpful for Mr. Pitkin to further illustrate the massing for the A/A1 Option since that
option presents the most challenge.
Mr. D’Amico said that at the next SBC meeting there will be an initial discussion of cost
estimates. Currently the cost estimating is in the SMMA contract. Mr. D’Amico asked if the SBC
would like Compass to pursue a proposal for a parallel set of estimates so that at the end of the
feasibility study we have two sets of numbers to define the cost estimate before going to Town
Meeting for design funds. He noted that for the Hardy/Upham project, the MSBA will require the
second set of estimates. Mr. Gagosian said he thought it was worth it to authorize Compass to
come back to SBC with an amendment for second cost estimates for the building. Mr. D’Amico
asked if SBC would also like second estimates for the Cameron St. parking improvements and
swing space. Mr. Ulfelder and Ms. Freiman said that both would be useful to have before
Annual Town Meeting since questions may be asked about the numbers included in the TownWide Financial Plan. Mr. D’Amico said that given the general expression of agreement he would
proceed at risk for now with the second estimates, understanding subsequent formal approval
will be required, and will have estimates to present at the March 21 SBC meeting.
Review Parking Concept Progress
Mr. Pitkin reviewed the existing parking available for Hunnewell School use noting that there are
61 total available spaces (36 on the Hunnewell lot, 5 in the Library lot and 20 in the Cameron St.
lot). He said that approximately 82 spaces will be needed in the future. Assuming approximately
15 spaces produced on the Hunnewell site and 5 in the Library lot, 62 spaces in the Cameron
St. lot would be needed. This would be almost half of the existing 137 Cameron St. lot spaces.
Mr. Pitkin presented a Cameron St. lot parking deck option with 224 parking spaces on two
levels. This option would include a buffer areas along Washington Street and be naturally
ventilated. PV coverage could be on a simple roof with a system to capture rain water.
Mr. Ulfelder suggested, to avoid confusion, that spaces in the main library lot no longer be listed
on graphics related to Hunnewell parking needs since those are not available for school use.
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Ann-Mara Lanza, a member of the Board of Library Trustees, said that the library needs all of its
available parking, and more, for its patrons.
Review Swing Space Concept Progress
Mr. Pitkin presented a single site modular school plan, including a multi-purpose space, and a
diagram of a potential layout of the plan on the parking area of the Sprague School site.
He noted that the stormwater retention system under that parking area would not preclude the
placement of modulars there, but that the placement of the foundation would need to be
thoroughly thought through. SMMA will carry the more expensive foundation option in the
budget estimates, but will evaluate whether the less expensive option of steel plates might work.
In response to an SBC request for examples of other situations in which two schools were
temporarily operated on one site, Mr. Pitkin showed the site plan of two Concord elementary
schools operated on one site during a construction project completed approximately 15 years
ago. He said in that situation a temporary special permit was obtained to access the site over
wetlands, there were staggered start and stop times for the two schools and students were
primarily bused.
Ms. Sawitsky asked if there are cost estimates for this swing space option and for the option of
delaying this project. Mr. Pitkin said that information is being developed.
Mr. Ulfelder asked if stock sizes could be used for the multi-purpose room to reduce cost. Mr.
D’Amico said they have shown SMMA’s plan to a modular supplier and are in the process of
determining which components fit within their stock sizes. They will then work with SMMA to see
if adjustments to the floor plan may be made to deliver the educational program using more
standardized components.
Mr. Pitkin confirmed that cost estimates would include all project costs including utility costs and
permitting.
Ms. Ferko asked if the School Committee and the school administration had discussed and
were comfortable with an assumption of mandatory busing as part of the logistical plan for swing
space. Dr. Lussier said there will need to be flexibility for any plan, and he believes the logistics
will work. He said it has been a working assumption that the entire Hunnewell community would
be bused to swing space. Mr. Kelley said that busing will be a feature of all the swing space
options.
Ms. Sawitsky asked for clarification as to whether the Sprague gym or cafeteria would be
available for use by Hunnewell students in this Sprague site swing space option. Dr. Lussier
said they would not as they are fully utilized by Sprague students.
Dr. Lussier asked if a separate working group on swing space is needed both for the practical
decision making process and for communications. Ms. Gray said that there is a SBC
Subcommittee on Swing Space and perhaps it is time to reinstate that subcommittee and
schedule some meetings.
Ms. Gray said that in response to a request by an SBC member and some members of the
community, the project team explored whether redistricting in advance of construction could
create a swing space option. She said that this idea would require adding modulars to Hardy
and Upham to make those 18-classroom buildings and the project team determined that site
constraints and the limitations of those buildings make this unworkable. Mr. Pitkin said that it
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would be complicated to add modulars to these sites as they are under consideration as sites
for the MSBA project.
Mr. Kelley noted that the SMMA slide has a bullet point indicating that redistricting would take 89 months but he said the School Committee does not expect that it would take that long.
Report of the SBC to Annual Town Meeting
Ms. Gray said that the purpose of the report is to share with Town Meeting members what the
SBC has been working on and where we are in the process. Given time constraints, Ms. Gray
suggested that the Subcommittee on Outreach and Communications finalize a draft. Mr.
Gagosian said that SBC members may send any comments to Mr. Kennedy. Ms. Gray noted
that the draft she distributed includes some edits by Mr. McDonough and therefore varies
slightly from the draft previously circulated. Ms. Sawitsky said it would be helpful to include a
review of any out of town sites the SBC has explored as swing space.
Mr. Ulfelder moved that the SBC authorize the Subcommittee on Communications and
Outreach to make the final review and edits to the SBC Report to Annual Town Meeting. Mr.
Gagosian seconded and the motion carried unanimously.
Adjournment
At approximately 7:20 p.m., upon a motion by Dr. Lussier and a second by Mr. Ulfelder, the
Committee unanimously voted to adjourn.
Documents and Exhibits Used
• Minutes of the 1/17/2019 SBC meeting
• Email correspondence Ms. Gray/Christine Youngren
• Email correspondence Ms. Gray/Mark Rigel
• Email correspondence Ms. Gray/Catherine Johnson
• Email correspondence Ms. Gray/Casey Bechtel
• Email correspondence Ms. Gray/Britt Estwanik
• Email correspondence Ms. Gray/Molly Bruni
• Email correspondence Ms. Gray/Niki Ofenloch
• Email correspondence Ms. Gray/Joanna Troy
• Draft Request for Designer Services (RFS) for Ernest F. Upham Elementary School
(2/27/2019)
• Designer Selection Timeline Upham/Hardy Elementary School Project
• SMMA Project Invoice: # 50285 ($20,640) and related Monthly Vendor Invoice memo
from Compass Project Management
• Compass Project Management Invoice # CPM 69-07 and related Invoice Review Memo
from Kevin Kennedy
• SMMA Additional Services Proposal Amendment #002 (2/27/2019) for Arboriculture
Services and related correspondence to Sharon Gray from SMMA
• SMMA Power Point Presentation to SBC 2/27/2019
• Draft SBC Report to Annual Town Meeting 2/25/2019

8

School Building Committee – DRAFT Minutes
March 21, 2019
Great Hall, Wellesley Town Hall
Present: Chair Sharon Gray, Vice Chair Thomas Ulfelder, Jane Andrews, Virginia Ferko,
Marjorie Freiman, Steve Gagosian, Joubin Hassanein, Meghan Jop, Matt Kelley, Matt King,
David Lussier, Ellen Quirk, Heather Sawitsky, Jose Soliva; FMD Project Manager Dick Elliot,
FMD Project Manager Kevin Kennedy; Alex Pitkin of SMMA; Kristen Olsen of SMMA, Jeff
D’Amico of Compass Project Management.
Absent: Ryan Hutchins
Ms. Gray opened the meeting at approximately 5:30 p.m. She announced that the meeting was
being aired live by Wellesley Media and is being recorded for later viewing.
Citizen Speak
No one came forward for Citizen speak.
SBC Business
Member Reports
Ms. Gray welcomed Executive Director Meghan Jop back to the SBC, noting that the Board of
Selectmen and the School Committee had both voted to approve her as a member of the SBC.
Ms. Gray circulated for committee member signatures the final Report of the SBC to Annual
Town Meeting.
Mr. Ulfelder reported that project team members recently made a presentation concerning
parking and the Cameron Street lot to the Board of Selectmen (BOS). He noted that the BOS
has control of the Cameron Street lot but has agreed to include it for consideration as part of the
Hunnewell project. Mr. Ulfelder said the BOS posed questions on space projections and other
matters that will need to be addressed, but had a positive response to the presentation. Ms.
Gray asked if a Cameron Street lot project would be a separate project from the Hunnewell
School project. Mr. Ulfelder said the BOS was evaluating options for bringing a project forward.
Hunnewell Project
Review Preliminary Full Project Schedules
Mr. D’Amico distributed a detailed Hunnewell Hardy Upham Schedule Comparison (Draft) and
displayed a slide showing project timelines.
Mr. D’Amico said that if design funding is approved for the Hunnewell project in Fall 2019, the
project schedule could be:
Winter 2019-Summer 2021 - Design, permitting and bidding
Summer 2021-Summer 2013 - Construction
Fall 2023 – School Open
Mr. D’Amico said that if design funding is approved for a Cameron lot project in Fall 2019, the
project schedule would be shorter with design/bidding in 2020 and construction in 2021.
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In response to a question by Mr. Kelley, Mr. D’Amico said that the Hunnewell and Cameron
construction schedules should not overlap too much but some overlap, for several months as
shown on the slide, could be accommodated.
Mr. D’Amico said that the schedule for the Hardy/Upham Project could be:
2020-2022 - Design, permitting and bidding
Summer 2022 - Summer 2024 - Construction
Fall 2024 – School Open
Mr. D’Amico said that if there is a “Late Hunnewell” project that utilizes as swing space the
building available after the completion of the Hardy/Upham project, the schedule could be:
2022-2024 – Design, permitting/bidding
Summer 2024 - Summer 2026 – Construction
Fall 2026 – School Open
Review Swing Space Concept Progress
Ms. Gray noted that swing space is a major challenge for school projects that typically take
about two years to construct. She reviewed a list of frequently asked questions about swing
space, including:
• What is swing space?
• Why not build a new school behind Hunnewell?
• Why not place modulars on the Hunnewell site?
• Why doesn’t the town rent the old St. Paul’s School?
• Why not wait until the Hardy/Upham project is complete?
• With declining enrollment, why not consolidate now and use the closed school as swing
space?
Ms. Gray then reviewed School Committee Guidance to the SBC (August 2017), which
included:
• •Limit disruption to students to the extent possible
• •Keep cohorts of students together. Ideally:
o Keep entire Hunnewell population together, or
o Break up into two groups of students, but keep grade cohorts together
• •Redistricting: Each child should face no more than one school community transition, if
at all feasible
• •Elementary school classrooms are currently fully utilized
o “Scattering” Hunnewell students across the District not supported by SC
o TLC program requires careful consideration
• •School Committee to revisit swing space guidance in early 2019
• •School Committee must review and approve any swing space option
Mr. D’Amico reviewed the swing space concepts that have been considered by the SBC and
former committees, all of which have been reviewed and re-evaluated by the project team in this
phase of the project.
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The swing space options considered but found to be not viable include:
• Building School Behind Hunnewell or Placing Modular Classrooms on Hunnewell site;
Mr. D’Amico Said that previous presentations by SMMA have shown that the size of the lot, the
200-foot riverfront setback and 100-year flood plain limit buildable space behind the school or
space to accommodate modular classrooms and construction laydown requirements on site
during construction.
• Phased Hunnewell construction;
Mr. D’Amico said that the shape of the current school does not lend itself to being broken down
in sections that would allow for efficient phased construction that would not dramatically extend
the duration and increase the cost of construction.
• Use of Warren Building;
Mr. D’Amico said that this building could not accommodate the entire Hunnewell population,
would require displacement of Town departments and zoning restrictions limit on-site parking.
• Use of Hillside School in Needham;
Mr. D’Amico said Needham is using this school for swing space and is not amendable to making
it available for this project.
• Borrowing space from nearby colleges and private schools;
Mr. D’Amico reported that inquiries to colleges and private schools about use of buildings or
land has not had a positive response.
• New School on Cameron Street Lot;
Mr. D'Amico said that the narrow lot would require a long, linear school that is not in keeping
with the desired educational layout and having streets on three sides of the school would create
issues for access to fields and for pickup and drop off of students.
• Renovating St. Paul’s School;
Mr. D’Amico noted that ADA issues would require substantial renovation to a building the town
does not own and a Chapter 30 lease would require a lengthy permitting process.
• Using classrooms at Village Church;
Mr. D’Amico said that only one floor was available and would accommodate less than half of the
students. Additionally, there are challenges with circulation, access and security.
• Modular school at North 40 or Morses Pond;
Mr. D’Amico said that pending master planning on the North 40 makes that site unavailable and
substantial upfront costs would be incurred for utilities at either of these sites to support a
modular assembly. Additionally, Morses Pond's months of use overlaps with some school
months.
• Modulars at Cameron Street Lot;
Mr. D’Amico said that modulars could fit on the Cameron lot but that parent pick up and drop off
and deliveries would result in difficult traffic issues
• Modulars at Fiske/Bates;
Mr. D'Amico said that all elementry school sites were investigated as potential modular sites.
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Space and circulation issues at Bates and Fiske made those sites not viable.
• “Scattering” students to fill spaces around District;
Mr. D'Amico said this option of placing students individually in other elementary schools during
construction would result in a loss of Hunnewell school identity and is not favored by the school
committee.
• Middle and High School classrooms;
Mr. D'Amico said there is not sufficient capacity at these schools.
Mr. D'Amico said that the swing space options currently under consideration are:
• Modular School/Classrooms at Sprague Site;
Mr. D’Amico said that there is room to place modulars on the current parking lot; parking could
occur on the grass field.
• Modular half schools at Sprague & Schofield;
Mr. D’Amico said that there are logistical challenges related to traffic and parking involved in
locating a half modular school at Schofield.
• Waiting until Hardy/Upham opens: Two Schools on one site;
Mr. D’Amico said that this option would use the vacated school on the site of the new Hardy or
Upham for Hunnewell swing space. There would be logistical challenges to be worked out after
the design of the new building is determined. Additionally, this option would result in a three
year delay in the opening of a new Hunnewell, which would open in 2026, and result in
escalation costs of approximately $10M of which $9M is based on an average school cost of
$55M escalated up by 5% on construction costs and a lesser multiplier on soft costs. The
additional $1M is the escalation cost associated with pausing the H/U MSBA project during the
swing space use of the old building on site and resuming work after the new Hunnewell is
complete (for demolition, abatement and remaining site work).
• Waiting until Hardy/Upham opens: Redistrict plus mods on closed Hardy or Upham site;
Mr. D’Amico said this option assumes redistricting would go forward when the H/U MSBA
building opens and the mothballed school would be used for swing space. Approximately 6
rented modulars and associated site preparation and removal would be required at a total
escalated cost of $12M.
In response to questions by Mr. Kelley, Mr. D’Amico said these cost estimates do not include
busing costs or other district operational costs. The MSBA typically likes to close projects rapidly
and he does not know what their response would be to pausing completion of the H/U project to
allow for use as swing space. It could potentially jeopardize funding for the abatement and
demolition phase of the project.
Mr. Soliva asked if swing space modulars behind Hardy had been considered. Mr. D’Amico said
this option would result in a delay of one year in the H/U project if Hardy is selected for the
MSBA project due to an overlap in construction schedules. If modulars were placed on the site
sooner it could impact options for designing a new building on the Hardy site and create an
unreasonably congested site during construction there.
4

Mr. D’Amico displayed a slide detailing potential schedules, as described earlier in the meeting
but also showing a potential Town Meeting and debt exclusion vote for “Early Hunnewell” in the
Spring 2021 and Spring 2024 for “Late Hunnewell”. If modular are selected as the swing space
option for “Early Hunnewell”, the design, permitting and bidding for them would occur Fall 2019Sept 2021.
Dr. Lussier pointed out that “Early Hunnewell” would open more than four years from now and
“Late Hunnewell” would open seven years from now. Not modeled in the estimates are the
investments in the existing Hunnewell building that will be required until a new school opens.
Mr. D’Amico noted that the “Late Hunnewell” option presents similar issues with maintaining the
closed school needed for swing space.
Ms. Jop asked if the $7-8M cost estimate for modulars as swing space at Sprague for two years
included any adjustment for costs that could be recouped at the end of their use. Mr. D’Amico
said that the costs he reported assumed a lease and that he had not done a cost/benefit
analysis for purchasing modulars. He said that he was told the salvage value might be low
unless there was a buyer with the same specific needs.
Mr. D’Amico presented a slide showing a potential layout of modulars to accommodate
approximately 256 Hunnewell students on the existing Sprague School parking lot. He noted
that finding a configuration of modulars to create a large open area to serve as a multipurpose
room for use as a cafeteria, gymnasium and indoor recess area is challenging. Modulars have
low ceilings so some activity would be restricted. He next presented a slide showing a potential
siting of the modulars long with a circulation pattern and parking on the existing grass field
which would be returned to a grass field at the end of the project. The field would not be
available for sports for two years. Ms. Gray said that the Playing Fields Task Force will provide
information about that impact as well as the impacts of temporarily losing the use of fields at
Hardy or Upham if those sites are used in a swing space option.
Mr. D’Amico said that if either swing space option that involves operating two schools on one
campus is chosen there should, ideally, be separation of parent pick-up and drop-off, either
accessing different roads or different traffic loops on site. He displayed a slide showing the
layout of co-located schools from another project SMMA was involved with.
Mr. D’Amico said that in a three school “Late Hunnewell” swing space option the new MSBA
H/U school would be used to accommodate 280 students in 12 classrooms with an additional 2
classrooms for the TLC program, old Hardy would accommodate 240 students in 12 classrooms
and Old Upham would accommodate 210 students in 12 classrooms. The cost of this would be
approximately $10M.
Mr. D’Amico said that a two school “Late Hunnewell” swing space option would require
redistricting. The new MSBA H/U school would be fully utilized to accommodate 365 students in
18 classrooms and either the old Hardy or Old Upham would accommodate 365 students in 12
existing classrooms and 6 modular classrooms. The cost of this would be approximately $12M.
($9 million escalation and $3 million for the modular classrooms and related site work).
Mr. D’Amico said that an additional option under consideration is exploring the use of existing
spaces in all elementary schools to determine if there is capacity to house Hunnewell students
in grade level cohorts and staff for two years.
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Ms. Ferko asked if operational savings associated with the two-school “Late Hunnewell” option
had been estimated. Mr. Hassanein said those cost savings would not be insignificant. Mr.
Ulfelder suggested it would be useful to have a thoughtful response from FMD about any
savings since there would still be costs associated with maintaining the mothballed school.
Mr. Soliva asked when a decision on the site of the H/U MSBA project would be made and if
once, that decision was made, if the site not selected could be another option for locating swing
space modulars. Ms. Gray said that the schedule assumes completion of the feasibility study in
Spring 2020. Mr. D’Amico said at some time after that the MSBA needs to approve the
preferred options to move forward to schematic design. Mr. Gagosian pointed out that waiting
until Spring 2020 would result in a delay in the design and permitting for an early Hunnewell
project.
Ms. Andrews asked if splitting the Hunnewell population between modulars at Sprague and
Schofield was still under consideration. Mr. Pitkin said that option increased the cost and it
would be a question for SBC if it wanted to pursue it further. Ms. Andrews said that this option
might reduce the traffic impact at any one site and asked if School Committee had thoughts on
it. Ms. Gray asked Mr. Pitkin to include that option in the next presentation along with
information on costs, including transportation. In response to a question by Ms. Sawitsky, Dr.
Lussier said that this option would still not allow for use of the host school’s gym and/or cafeteria
for Hunnewell students.
Mr. King suggested that costs of upgrading and extending utilities be included in cost estimates.
Ms. Gray noted that this discussion has been about viable concepts that are being developed
and there are no full proposals yet. More information will be presented at the next few meetings.
Ms. Andrews suggested it was important to identify a date for a public forum. Ms. Gray said that
the weeks after April school vacation were under consideration.
Review Updated Design Progress
Mr. Pitkin reviewed the design options under consideration.
Mr. Pitkin said that the Addition/Renovation options each have their unique challenges.
Option B, with the gymnasium on the Wellesley Free Library side of the building was not popular
with school users, after-school users and Wellesley Free Library representatives, all preferring
that the active gym zone as well as the cafeteria be closer to the play zones on the south and
east side of the site.
Option A has the gym and cafeteria sited closer to outdoor opportunities but the challenge of
how to build a large structure and attach it to the 1938 building remains.
Mr. Pitkin presented an updated version of Option A. This version pushes the new structure
back on the site, which he believes in an improvement architecturally. This version shows
retention of the oak tree but Mr. Pitkin said if the oak tree is not retained there would be the
opportunity for outdoor learning space to be created in that space. Mr. Pitkin said that the
retained 1938 structure would be the school main entrance and would be opened up to allow
more open, transparent circulation through the building, including an open commons/dining
area. This version pushes some of the academic learning areas back, but Mr. Pitkin believes
6

more work can be done to pull them back in a bit. In this option, the administration can be
located more deeply into the building, close to the gymnasium and cafetorium. Art, music and
STEAM are together close to the front door, more remote from the academic areas than is
desired. On the second floor the library is in the center of the floor plan and the academic
spaces are back toward the quiet side of the building. After- hours access to the gym could be
made secure and the loading location is similar to where it is now.
Mr. Pitkin explained that this version of Option A moves the structure into the setback and that
may be the compromise to retain the 1938 structure, with or without the tree. Lot coverage is
approximately 25%.
Ms. Gray asked how we would alter this option if setback relief is not available. Mr. Pitken
replied that some of the massing could be moved forward, probably not enough to be entirely
within setbacks but probably enough to meet disturbed area requirements.
Mr. Soliva noted that the fallback to this Addition/Renovation option, if relief is not granted in a
compromise to save the 1938 structure or the oak tree, would be entirely new construction.
In response to a question by Mr. Soliva, Ms. Quirk said that the location of art, music and
STEAM rooms in this option is not ideal because it does not minimize transition time. The
outdoor space at the front of the building is also not ideal for security and safety.
Mr. Ulfelder pointed out that other issues identified by educators with this option include concern
about classrooms facing the library lot, long distances between the administrative space and the
academic areas and that this option pushes back into the back play area and creates green
space in front of the building, which from an educational and safety perspective is not useful.
Mr. Pitkin next reviewed updates to New Construction Option C, which he said reflects work that
has been done to eliminate dead-end corridors and to be more aware of solar orientation. The
angle of the updated option results in more regularity to the shared spaces within the learning
commons and more classrooms with exposure on two sides. The location of the warming
kitchen and service area remain a challenge with some consideration being given to a second
area for limited food service related delivery. The main service dock, utilities and maintenance
would be on the north side, as Mr. Pitkin said, is appropriate. Mr. Pitkin said that this version
also maintains after-hours security and introduces the concept of a learning stair as another
gathering area. The media center, art, music and STEAM are on the second floor overlooking
the front of the building and adjacent to academic areas in back. This option may allow
mechanicals in a second floor penthouse, preserving roof space for photovoltaics.
Mr. Pitkin reported that lot coverage for this version of Option C is approximately 24%.
Ms. Gray asked the educators provide their response to the updates to this Option. Ms. Quirk
replied that she likes the site lines from the administrative area. She noted that the orientation of
the building toward the neighborhood is a positive and will allow an attractive entrance. She said
traffic flow within the building will be much improved with this option and access in an out of the
building will be easy. She is intrigued by location of the STEAM room next to the media center
and the location of art and music on the second floor. Mr. Pitkin reminded that there are options
and time to work on the location of these spaces.
Dr. Lussier said this orientation allows for inside/outside school community gatherings and easy
access for after-hours activities. He observed that this option is efficient and compact.
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Mr. Soliva returned to the Addition/Renovation option and asked what adjustments Mr. Pitkin
anticipates making. Mr. Pitkin replied that he would continue to explore moving the building
mass forward. He said open space exposed in front of the building could be defended by a wall
or fence.
Review and Approve February Invoices for Compass Project Management and SMMA.
Mr. Kennedy distributed a project invoice from Compass Project Management for work in
February 2019.
Mr. Ulfelder moved to approve invoice #CPM 69-08 in the amount of $15,530. Dr. Lussier
seconded and the motion carried unanimously.
Mr. Kennedy distributed a project invoice from SMMA for work from January 26, 2019- February
22, 2019. He said that he and Mr. D’Amico had reviewed and approved the invoice.
Mr. Ulfelder moved to approve SMMA invoice #5042430 in the amount of $56,940. Mr. Soliva
seconded and the motion carried unanimously.
Compass Estimating Amendment
Mr. Kennedy distributed Amendment No. 02 to the contract with Compass Project Management
to provide a second set of cost estimates and estimate reconciliation between SMMA and
Compass estimators numbers.
Mr. Ulfelder moved to approve the Owners Project Manager Proposal Amendment #02, total
value of the amendment is $14,520 for a revised total fee of $212,418. Ms. Jop seconded and
the motion carried unanimously.
Hardy/Upham Project
Transfers to Other Town Accounts
Mr. Elliot distributed two Departmental Transfer Memos for review and approval. The first was a
transfers to charge SBC $92.49 for food for the OPM interview meeting. The second was to
charge SBC $58.39 for Federal Express charges to return OPM responses that were received
late.
Mr. Ulfelder moved to approve transfers between town accounts, as described, in the amount of
$150.88. Mr. Hassanein seconded and the motion carried unanimously.
Compass Project Management Contract
Committee members received a copy of the contract electronically. It has been accepted by the
MSBA, reviewed by Town Counsel and the PBC. The Board of Selectmen’s approval and
signature of the BOS chair is required.
Mr. Ulfelder moved to recommend approval of the Compass Project Management contract for
the Hardy/Upham project. Matt King seconded and the motion carried unanimously.
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Designer Request for Services (RFS) and Review Selection Schedule
Mr. D’Amico said that the MSBA requested a longer period of time for designers to respond to
the RFS. An updated Designer Selection Timeline for the Upham/Hardy Elementary School
Project was distributed reflecting a response deadline of May 1, 2019.
The MSBA Designer Selection Board meeting is scheduled for June 4. If a short-list of
designers is selected at that meeting, interviews will be conducted on June 18.
Wellesley’s three representatives for this meeting will be discussed further at a future meeting.
A draft of the Request for Designer Services (RFS) for Ernest F. Upham Elementary School has
been provided to the MSBA for comment. MSBA will release its formal comments following
receipt of the signed OPM Contract. One substantive MSBA comment was that insurance limits
be no less than the MSBA requirement of $2M per occurrence/$2M aggregate.
Ms. Jop moved to accept the Request for Designer Services contingent on a change in the
insurance language to provide limits of $2M per occurrence/$3M aggregate. Mr. Ulfelder
seconded and the motion carried unanimously.
Adjournment
At approximately 7:50 p.m., upon a motion by Mr. Ulfelder and a second by Mr. King, the
Committee unanimously voted to adjourn.

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Documents and Exhibits Used
Final SBC Report to Annual Town Meeting
Compass Project Management and SMMA Power Point Presentation to SBC 3/21/2019
Wellesley Hunnewell Hardy Upham Schedule Comparison Scenarios- Draft for Review
and Comment
Compass Project Management Invoice # CPM 69-08 and related Invoice Review Memo
from Kevin Kennedy
SMMA Project Invoice: # 50424 ($56,940) and related Invoice Review memo from
Compass Project Management
Owners Project Manager Proposal Amendment #02 and related correspondence
Contract with Compass Project Management, Inc. for Project Management Services
Designer Selection Timeline Upham/Hardy Elementary School Project (updated)
Draft Request for Designer Services (RFS) for Ernest F. Upham Elementary School
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School Building Committee – DRAFT Minutes
April 4, 2019
Great Hall, Wellesley Town Hall
Present: Chair Sharon Gray, Vice Chair Thomas Ulfelder, Jane Andrews, Virginia Ferko,
Marjorie Freiman, Steve Gagosian, Joubin Hassanein, Ryan Hutchins, Meghan Jop, Matt
Kelley, Matt King, David Lussier, Ellen Quirk, Heather Sawitsky, FMD Project Manager Kevin
Kennedy; FMD Project Manager Dick Elliot. Alex Pitkin of SMMA; Kristen Olsen of SMMA, Jeff
D’Amico of Compass Project Management. Absent: Jose Soliva
Ms. Gray opened the meeting at approximately 5:30 p.m. She announced that the meeting was
being aired live by Wellesley Media and is being recorded for later viewing.
Citizen Speak
Catherine Johnson, Chair of the Planning Board said that the Planning Board expects to adopt
the Town Unified Plan in their next few meetings. The Cultural and Natural Resources chapter
of the Plan contains a statement that expresses what Ms. Johnson describes as a goal or
directive, perhaps aspirational, that residents wish to preserve, as much as possible, the Hardy
and Hunnewell facades. She said that the Planning Board is charged with implementing the
Unified Plan. She requests that SBC fold this information into its decision making process.
Ellie Perkins, a resident of Chestnut Street, spoke in support of a building option that preserves
the large Hunnewell tree. She said that the tree is in the heart of Wellesley and Wellesley is a
"Tree City". She said there is an opportunity to use this tree as a way to explain the importance
of trees to the environment.
Approval of Minutes
Mr. Ulfelder moved to approve the minutes of January 31, 2019 and February 27, 2019. Mr.
Kelley seconded. The motion carried. Mr. King, Ms. Jop and Mr. Hutchins abstained.
Report from Tripp Sheehan and John Brown on Town gym space considerations
Ms. Gray introduced Playing Fields Task Force vice-chair Tripp Sheehan and WHS Athletic
Director John Brown.
Mr. Sheehan presented information concerning indoor athletic space needs in town. He
recognized the constraints of the Hunnewell site and provided what he described as aspirational
recommendations for meeting some of those needs in this or other school facility projects.
Mr. Sheehan described some impacts on athletics of the transition to the new Wellesley High
School. The old high school had a main gym and a second building with upper and lower gyms.
The upper and lower gyms in old high school were utilized for the following:
• Basketball practice and games for freshmen and JV
o Currently utilize Sprague and Bates gyms
o Limited or no seating for spectators
o Bates gym 3 point line is so close to out of bounds line on baseline that a
3-point shot puts the player out of bounds
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•
•

•
•
•

Volleyball practice and games for freshmen boys and girls
o Currently utilize main gym for practice and games
Wrestling
o Currently utilize main gym for meets and cafeteria for practice
o No wrestling room at WHS due to need to repurpose the designated space to
expand the reduced fitness center design to adequately accommodate needs
Cheerleading
o Currently utilize cafeteria for practice
Gymnastics
o Currently utilize facility and equipment in Newton
Indoor track workouts and Indoor baseball and softball workouts in inclement weather
o Currently no dedicated comparable indoor space available

Limitations with the current WHS Gym configuration:
• Full court and side court cannot be used simultaneously due to main court placement
and curtain locations
Mr. Sheehan then described community needs for additional indoor gym space including:
•

Additional indoor gym space capacity for the WHS displaced sports he just identified.

•

Additional capacity to meet community needs for additional indoor gym space
o Wellesley Youth Basketball Program: WYBA sponsors multiple programs for
Wellesley community members
o Wellesley Hoops – 675 participants from 4th thru 9th grade
o 3rd Grade League – 150 participants
o 2nd Grade League – 90 participants
o Wellesley High School Recreation League – 100 participants from 9th thru 12th
grade
o Metrowest – 200 participants
o TOPS – 40 participants

WYBA utilizes all currently available school gym space and has to rent space at Meadowbrook,
Dana Hall and Rivers to meet the facility needs. Mr. Sheehan noted that other community sports
organizations would like to use town facilities but none are available.
Mr. Sheehan provided statistics related to High School and Middle School sports. He said there
are 99 athletic teams for 7th grade through 12th grade with more 1,300 discrete individual
participants out of the roughly 2,300 students from 7th grade through 12th grade. He presented
a detailed chart containing details about each school- or town-owned gym facility and said that
other than WHS, WMS and Sprague, the indoor gym space is not very serviceable for indoor
sports. He said the location of Hunnewell, with easy access from WHS via the Brook Path and
without crossing Washington Street would make it a good location to accommodate another
facility for high school athletics, although he again acknowledged the challenges with space at
the Hunnewell site.
Mr. Sheehan presented a request for facilities at Hunnewell or other facility:
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•

Include 50’ x 84’ basketball court with 6 adjustable baskets, recessed volleyball sleeves
and sockets, telescopic bleacher seating for 300 spectators, equipment storage closet
and ideally, in priority order:
1. Elevated Indoor Track
2. Retractable Batting Cage
3. Wrestling Mat Lifter

He estimated that 9,000 square foot gym would be needed to accommodate the foregoing and
said adding such a gym to the Hunnewell Elementary School would:
• help address the shortage of available indoor gym space
• increase practice/game scheduling flexibility and efficiency
• place gym in close proximity to the high school to allow for ease of access and reduced
foot and automobile traffic across Washington Street, as opposed to the Hardy or
Upham locations
Mr. Sheehan added that he believes this is an opportune and relatively cost-efficient time to add
additional gym space (including the fact that this would not be MSBA funded, constrained gym
space) to a planned construction project as there are likely to be few suitable opportunities to
add additional gym space in the near or intermediate term future.
Mr. Brown also acknowledged the issues with the Hunnewell site but said this request reflects
gym space needs and a hope that gyms similar to Sprague in size could be built.
Mr. Ulfelder said that he appreciated that Mr. Sheehan acknowledged site constraint but also
that he did not tailor his presentation to those, but clearly presented the needs.
In response to a question by Ms. Andrews, Mr. Pitkin said the gym in current options is
programmed to match the MSBA standard of 6000 sq. ft, just under the Sprague gym size. It
would not have the bleacher set or the full sized cross courts. He said that it would
accommodate a regulation 50' x 84' court.
Ms. Gray asked about the timing required to add some of the described additional elements. Mr.
Pitkin said during the feasibility study the size is most important to know. Other elements can be
worked out later.
Mr. Hassanein asked what the request for bleachers for 300 spectators was designed to
accommodate. Mr. Sheehan said that would be JV or freshman games rather than varsity for
most sports. He said the Sprague gym has bleachers for 200.
Ms. Jop asked Mr. Pitkin how parking requirements are impacted by the number of spectator
seats provided. He said there would need to be analysis as to how many cars would be
generated. Ms. Jop said parking availability could be limited for spectators if the town does not
go forward with structured parking.
Ms. Gray asked Mr. D'Amico what would be involved if in the Hardy or Upham project the town
wanted to build a gym larger than MSBA standards. He said it would involve a negotiation with
the MSBA and the Town would pay incremental cost. In his experience MSBA will not consider
community gym needs but only educational needs. Mr. Pitkin noted a recent example of MSBA
limiting a town to a gym sized to their standards.
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Review updated Hunnewell design and parking options
Mr. Pitkin said that he has spent time since the last meeting working on the challenge of putting
a large addition on the 1938 structure that still respect the quality of that building. The building is
sculptural and not easy to add onto. He suspects that the previous additions to the building
pushed back from the original for this reason, not just because of the tree. But he acknowledged
that the resulting travel distances within the current building and with this courtyard scheme are
educationally challenging.
Mr. Pitkin reviewed the following considerations for adding onto the older building:
1. Dual Context –1938 portion responds to its village environment and…Larger addition should
respond to the site’s natural features: a building on the edge of a park
2.Addition would respect the building’s form not just “façade” He noted that the structure is three
dimensional with the cupola and hip roof, so hard to tuck in, and needs the addition to stay
behind.
3.The addition might utilize a matching brick in size and color/range
4.Crafted and materially rich yet technological and sustainable – “of its time”
5.The upper story might utilize a textured rainscreen system in the context of reaching a NZE
building envelope
6.Fenestration patterns and sizes more reflective of its natural setting
Mr. Pitkin presented the site, floor and program diagrams for the Addition/Renovation Option A.
He said he worked to move the addition massing closer on the site to the 1938 structure to
minimize travel distances, but the result is not as compact as the new construction option. The
floor plan features a more open front entrance and clear south/north and east/west circulation
pattern. Concerning the educational program plan, Mr. Pitkin said he has continued to pull the
learning commons closer to the centralized programs. Music. art and STEAM are located in a
cul de sac in the 1938 building, taking advantage of the ceiling height there and near the
cafetorium. The concern of educators remains the distance between the learning commons and
the special and administrative spaces. He said the second floor has opportunities for overlooks
onto the beautiful parts of the site.
Mr. Pitkin reviewed considerations for Hunnewell parking, which include:
• Larger Hunnewell School requires additional parking spaces (+21 spaces)
• Open Space requirements reduce Hunnewell site parking (-21 spaces)
• These additional parking needs will reduce available spaces at Cameron Street Lot
• Existing Traffic and Parking Report indicates additional parking need for library use
during peak period –overlaps with Hunnewell peak needs
• Anticipating net loss of 42 spaces on Cameron Street Lot with status quo
Mr. Pitkin then showed diagrams of existing Hunnewell parking and future parking scenarios for
Addition/Renovation Option A.
Scenario One includes 15 spaces on site with loading and service areas and a car queue line
no less than it is today. Estimated lot coverage for that scenario is +/-24.8%.
Scenario Two includes 57 +/- spaces on site, at the front of the building, not utilizing additional
spaces in the Cameron lot in the event it is not decked. Estimated lot coverage for that scenario
is +/- 29.3%.
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Mr. Pitkin showed some images of older buildings with new additions and noted that most
successful options are like the Sprague school that terrace down a hill and create separation
between old and new.
Mr. Pitkin presented images to illustrate massing, scale and street views of the
Addition/Renovation Option A and some depicting how different materials on an addition might
look.
Mr. Hassanein asked how this addition would tie into the other civic buildings in the area. Mr.
Pitkin said in schematic design things like materials and roof pitch could be considered as they
relate to existing buildings.
Ms Gray noted that the footprint of Option A extends beyond the disturbed area line. Mr. Pitkin
said for this option he does not see a way to move the whole structure within that line if 2
stories. In response to a question by Ms. Jop, Mr. Pitkin said that this option does not extend
into the flood plain.
Mr. Ulfelder noted that this building is being designed for an increased number of students than
presently attending but the available outdoor space for play or learning would be decreased with
this option.
Mr. Pitkin then reviewed New Construction Option C site and floor plans. This update shows a
service area near the cafetorium for limited food and trash related activity, over which the school
administration has a great deal of control. Other deliveries and mechanical functions would be
at a front service area.
Parking scenarios for the New Construction option C were reviewed.
• Scenario One includes 15 spaces on site. Estimated lot coverage is +/-24%.
• Scenario Two includes 28 spaces on site. Estimated lot coverage is +/-25%
• Scenario Three includes 57 spaces on site. Estimated lot coverage is +/-30.7%
Mr. Lussier inquired about the curved porch that was shown on previous images of Option C.
Mr. Pitkin said moving the gym forward in this version resulted in that changing but there may
be opportunity to include it again as design progresses.
Discussion: Wellesley Historical Commission
Ms. Gray introduced Grant Brown, Jan Gleysteen, members of the Wellesley Historical
Commission, and Josh Dorin, who is serving as the Historical Commission’s liaison to the
project. Ms. Gray noted that although this is the WHC’s first formal presentation to the SBC they
have been involved in the process throughout. She noted that the Historical Commission
discussed the Hunnewell project extensively at their March 11, 2019 meeting.
Mr. Brown said that the Historical Commission has audited the process since 2013 and in 2014
voted that the 1938 portion of the Hunnewell building is historic. Mr. Brown acknowledged that
the primary goal of the school building is to enhance the learning experience of students and the
related needs of teachers and administrators. He said that the Historical Commission
encourages that the 1938 portion of the building be saved. He noted that the Town's 2007
Comprehensive Plan says the town must act to preserve our character. He said that the current
Unified Plan states as that it is a town goal to maintain the character of its historic buildings and
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to preserve iconic town owned buildings and structures and to promote renovations and retrofits
to maintain historic character. Mr. Brown said that the Unified Plan specifically states that we
should preserve as much as possible of Hardy and Hunnewell.
Mr. Brown said that the Historic Commission has approached the Hunnewell project with a goal
of collaborating with the SBC in order to accommodate the school's programming needs and
site challenges. He encourages thinking of the school from a child's perspective. He said the
current school is approachable, inviting and presents on a small scale. The
Addition/Renovation option preserves the 1938 entry. The new construction is opposite, with
students met with a fairly massive front facade. Mr. Brown encourages full 3D renderings of
both new and renovation option exteriors to understand the experience of each from children's
point of view.
Mr. Gleysteen said he is a member of the architectural advisory group for the project and he
previously served on the WHS Facilities Advisory Committee. Mr. Gleysteen said he is
impressed by the Addition/Renovation Option A that was shown, describing it as using the
existing structure as a head house with the learning pods and functional spaces behind. He said
that whatever option is chosen, this is a good diagram of a school. The question is, what will be
the character and legacy of the school.
Mr. Gleysteen noted that open space can be used to pull together different architectural styles
on one campus. Whether the oak tree stays or not, he said that he finds the front open space in
this option to be very inviting. Mr. Gleysteen acknowledged that new construction is more
efficient and compact and allows more solutions to problems of parking and delivery and that
this is a very complex site with many variables that affect play space and educational program.
He reiterated that the Wellesley Historical Commission strongly advises SBC to preserve the
1938 Hunnewell building.
Mr. Brown said that the Hunnewell School has been a part of the Town's fabric for 81 years.
Many other historic assets in Wellesley Square have been lost. Mr. Brown said that this is a time
to be thoughtful about the history we have a chance to preserve for future generations.
Mr. Brown said it appears that the Addition/Renovation and the New Construction options are
feasible. He encouraged the SBC to look at each option with the tree and without the tree rather
than to narrow in on an Addition/Renovation with the tree that is less compact with more impact
on setbacks as a result.
Mr. King wondered if putting a new structure immediately against an old structure makes sense
architecturally. Mr. Gleysteen replied that connection could be made with a buffer of glass. Mr.
Brown said that having contrasting new and old elements could be effective.
Ms. Gray asked Mr. D'Amico to clarify the goal of the feasibility study. He said it is to whittle
down options and get to one specific recommended option. Mr. Brown reiterated that he hoped
the SBC would evaluate the Addition/Renovation option and the New Construction option with
the same approach to the tree, either with it or without it.
Mr. Hassanein said that he understood other factors than the tree led to the decision to push the
new construction back from the old structure. Mr. Pitkin said that the location of the gymnasium
and cafeteria were a factor. He said if the tree is removed the building could be pulled forward
from the blue line from the east but with this plan it is not likely he could move it much more to
the north.
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Mr. Gagosian said the charge of the committee is to engage the architect to create the optimal
architectural solution. He does not see moving the mass of new construction up against the old
building would be as visually pleasing and architecturally sophisticated as the Option A shown
today.
Mr. Brown reiterated that the Unified Plan says that the town wishes to preserve as much as
possible of Hunnewell and there is an option to do that. Mr. Kelley said some members of the
community who attended a workshop expressed that point of view, and it is one data point, but
to him it is not a conclusive statement of what the town wants.
Review Updated Swing Space Options
Mr. D'Amico reviewed swing space options currently under consideration, and provided
preliminary cost estimates. Options include:
Modular School/Classrooms at Sprague Site: $7M Hunnewell opens 2023
Modular half schools at Sprague & Schofield: $8M+ Hunnewell opens 2023
Considerations include:
• Cost
• Loss of fields (at Schofield and on the grass field at Sprague) for multiple seasons
• Permitting time and challenges
• AUL below fields at Sprague
• Adjacent 40B Housing project to Sprague
• 2 schools, 1 site (Traffic)
• Variability of Mods
• Supporting lunches
• Busing and Transportation
• Socializing and gaining acceptance (Schools, Neighborhood, Town)
Waiting until Hardy/Upham opens: $10M Two schools on one site: Hunnewell moving
into old Hardy or old Upham on same campus as new school. Hunnewell opens 2026
Considerations include:
• Escalation Costs
• Permitting time and challenges
• 2 schools, 1 site (Traffic)
• Variability of Mods
• Supporting lunches with larger school population
• Busing and Transportation
• Expected maintenance cost of existing Hunnewell
• Shared fields scheduling
Ms. Andrews asked if the 5% escalation used was appropriate. Mr. Hassanein said 5%
escalation or even more is seen in the current market in this area, much related to shortage of
labor. Ms. Gray said a detailed report on costs would be available at the next meeting.
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There is a question about whether MSBA would agree to wait to close out this project and how
reimbursement would be impacted under this scenario.
Waiting until Hardy/Upham opens: $12M. Redistrict plus mods on closed Hardy or
Upham site: Hunnewell opens 2026.
Mr. D'Amico said this option has many of the same considerations as the other late Hunnewell
option including escalation costs. Modulars would be needed, and accommodations for the
larger population would be required as would busing and transportation.
Ms. Ferko asked that operational savings related to reducing to six schools under this scenario
be included in the calculation of cost for this option.
Internal Swing Space: Exploring "cohort/internal" swing space options, including the
possible use of existing spaces in all 6 elementary schools, to determine whether the
Hunnewell students can be accommodated.
Mr. D'Amico said more on this option would be presented at the next meeting.
Ms. Freiman asked if there would be an opportunity for parents with children in multiple grades
to have children at one school and Dr. Lussier said that would probably not be possible under
this scenario. Ms. Jop noted that busing could allow this to work effectively. Dr. Lussier said the
school department is still looking at the details.
Ms. Sawitsky asked that cost information be shared with the committee before the forum.
Review Schedule and Milestone Deadlines
Mr. D'Amico reviewed the current schedule and meeting focus as follows:
April 25 - Swing Space, Sustainability, Costs, preparation for public forum
May 2 - tentative preferred building solution and understanding of parking. which includes an
alternate approach if a parking deck is not successful.
May 16 - Swing Space
May 23 or 30: Joint BOS/SC meeting- finalize preferred solution
Ms. Ferko asked if a public forum would be possible before a final preferred option is selected if
more information is developed after the April 30 Forum and there appears to be a need for more
community feedback. Mr. D'Amico said that typically a forum in June would present to the
community the solution that will be presented to Town Meeting in the fall.
Discussion/Vote: Review and Approve March invoices for SMMA ($56,940) and Compass
Project Management ($15,530)
Mr. Kennedy distributed a project invoice from Compass Project Management for work in March
2019 and a project invoice from SMMA for work from February 23, 2019 - March 22, 2019.
Mr. Ulfelder moved to approve SMMA invoice #50495 in the amount of $56,940. Mr. Kelley
seconded and the motion carried unanimously.
Mr. Ulfelder moved to approve invoice #CPM 69-09 in the amount of $15,530. Mr. Kelley
seconded and the motion carried unanimously.
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Discussion: Proposal #3, Cameron Street Parking
Ms. Olsen said that the Existing Conditions Report measured peaks, ebbs and flows of parking
on the lots around Hunnewell. The study showed the Cameron lot exceeding capacity at peak
time in the afternoon. She asked if SBC was interested in an 11 hour one-day face-to-face
parking survey with questions for users to determine destination, frequency of use and duration.
Ms. Jop suggested waiting for data analysis being done by Traffic and Parking Operations to
better inform the survey questions. Mr. Ulfelder and Ms. Freiman agreed.
Mr. D'Amico said should more Cameron lot spaces be needed for the Hunnewell project than
currently assigned, it would be useful to have data detailing which users would be displaced.
Mr. D'Amico said the cost of the described study, data analysis and presentation at a meeting
would be approximately $11,000.
Mr. Ulfelder said he thought the likelihood of success of this survey does not justify the expense
at this time. There was a consensus not to go forward at this time.
Hardy/Upham Project
Designer selection process overview
Mr. D'Amico said the Designer RFS was approved by the MSBA and published on April 3.
Proposals are due on May 1. Mr. D'Amico said that about 10 proposals would be typical for a
project such as this.
Mr. D'Amico distributed and reviewed a synopsis of MSBA Designer Selection Procedures.
The MSBA Designer Selection Panel is comprised of 13 appointed members plus 3 members
representing the district.: A School Committee representative, the School Superintendent or
representative and the CEO of the Town or representative. At the Designer Selection Panel
meeting the designer submissions are reviewed and ranked and 3 finalists selected. Interviews
are then scheduled unless one designer is overwhelmingly preferred. For the interviews,
project-specific questions are developed. After the interviews designers are ranked and the
town negotiates a contract with the first ranked designer or if not successful, moves to negotiate
with the second ranked firm. By the end of June a contract should be awarded.
Adjournment
At approximately 8:15 p.m., upon a motion by Ms. Andrews and a second by Ms. Sawitsky, the
Committee unanimously voted to adjourn.
Documents and Exhibits Used
• Facilities Project Gymnasium Recommendation Power Point presentation by Tripp
Sheehan, Wellesley Playing Fields Task Force and John Brown, Athletic Director,
Wellesley High School
• Compass Project Management and SMMA Power Point Presentation to SBC 4/4/2019
• Wellesley Historical Commission Power Point Presentation 4/4/2019
• Compass Project Management Invoice # CPM 69-09 and related Invoice Review Memo
from Kevin Kennedy
• SMMA Project Invoice: # 50495 ($56,940) and related Invoice Review memo from
Compass Project Management
• Synopsis of MSBA Designer Selection Procedures
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School Building Committee Minutes
April 25, 2019
Great Hall, Wellesley Town Hall
Present: Chair Sharon Gray, Vice Chair Thomas Ulfelder, Jane Andrews, Virginia Ferko,
Marjorie Freiman, Steve Gagosian, Joubin Hassanein, Ryan Hutchins, Meghan Jop, Matt
Kelley, David Lussier, Ellen Quirk, Heather Sawitsky, Jose Soliva, FMD Project Manager Kevin
Kennedy; Alex Pitkin of SMMA; Kristen Olsen of SMMA, Martine Dion of SMMA, Jeff D’Amico of
Compass Project Management. Absent: Matt King
Ms. Gray opened the meeting at approximately 5:30 p.m. She announced that the meeting was
being aired live by Wellesley Media and is being recorded for later viewing. She announced that
the feasibility study is expected to be completed in approximately four weeks and the intent is
for SBC to recommend next steps for a new or rebuilt Hunnewell School. She noted that the
location of the May 9th Public Forum has been changed to the Wellesley Middle School
Auditorium.
Citizen Speak
Emma Andler and Gabrielle Gormley, kindergarten students at Hunnewell School, spoke in
favor of preserving the tree. They said they think of the tree as family.
Elizabeth Lange attended Hunnewell School and is a parent of a Hunnewell student. She said
that the tree is a way for people at Hunnewell to connect with nature, which, she said, is
important as the town considers improving support for mental health. She said that if the tree
cannot be preserved it should be repurposed. She suggested that there be a picture of the tree,
a plaque with details about the tree and maybe a bench made from the tree.
Ann-Mara Lanza, member of the Wellesley Free Library Board of Trustees said that the
Trustees would like another meeting soon to discuss current plans. She asked about the
proposed use and impact on library patrons of a driveway connecting the school site with the
library lot that is shown in recent slides. She also commented on plans discussed at the last
SBC meeting for the gymnasium, suggesting that due to parking challenges the other planned
new school would be more appropriate for a large gymnasium. She expressed concern about
the impact of spectator parking on library patron parking, which is already challenging. Ms.
Lanza said that without solving the parking problem this project is not feasible. She believes that
the redevelopment of the Cameron Street lot is beyond the scope of the SBC, and needs a
broader process including all relevant constituents.
Josh Dorin spoke as the liaison to the project from the Wellesley Historical Commission (WHC).
He said that the WHC has an issue the design direction for the addition/renovation options as
depicted on February 27 and April 4. He said that the April 4th version corrected an issue raised
by the SBC related to the gymnasium/caferteria connection on February 27 but also features the
oak tree, while previous versions did not, and moves the classroom wing much further back on
the site. He said these changes create a sprawling floor plan that extends into the play space
and encroaches more into the 200-foot riverfront. He said that Mr. Pitkin said these changes
were related to the aesthetics of the building addition. Mr. Dorin said that, given the site
constraints and programmatic needs and the expressed interest in a compact design, the
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optimal solution for the addition/renovation design should respect these conditions. He said he
believes there are aesthetic issues with the new construction option facade. Mr. Dorin
distributed a floorplan image labeled "Requested scenario configuration" for the
addition/renovation option. He said this handout depicts what the WHC would view as the
optimal architectural solution for the addition/renovation option and the WHC would not consider
the feasibility study complete without an exploration of this option.
Phyllis Theermann spoke representing Sustainable Wellesley. She said she is grateful that the
SBC continues to evaluate a net zero building. She cited issues with gas pressure and leaks
and asked that SBC consider a transition away from fossil fuels.
Niki Brinkman-Ofenloch, a Hunnewell parent, spoke in support of the Internal Swing Space
option. She notes that there are concerns about transportation but believes if bus times could be
reduced to 30-40 minutes the Hunnewell community could get behind the plan. She also
addressed the issue of the tree and said if all else were equal she would support saving the tree
but we have a responsibility to prioritize building the most effective and efficient school for
students. Keeping the tree does not allow us to reach that goal.
Janie Penn of Bemis Road urged an option be selected that gives the 89-year-old tree a chance
to survive. She said if we cannot get everything we want in the building design, that result is
okay for the community.
Approval of Minutes
Mr. Ulfelder moved to approve the minutes of March 21, 2019. Mr. Kelley seconded. The
motion carried. Mr. Hutchins abstained.
Review Schedule
Mr. D'Amico distributed and reviewed a Feasibility Study Work Plan with a schedule describing
desired outcomes and agendas for the next five SBC meetings and the public forum.
SBC Meeting 4/25 - desired outcomes are to understand: the approach to sustainability/net zero
and photovoltaics; the process to conclude the study; additional information needed to make an
informed decision; relative costs and the internal swing space option.
SBC Meeting 5/2 - desired outcomes are to understand: parking to be resolved with Board of
Selectmen and other town boards; School Department opinion on building solution and swing
space. If comfortable, vote a tentative building solution.
Public Forum 5/9 -agenda to include presentation of schedule and process, review design
options and parking site plans; swing space, next steps and questions and answers.
SBC/Board of Selectmen/School Committee Joint Meeting 5/16 - desired outcomes are: to
understand community feedback, including the public forum and Board of Selectmen re: parking
resolution strategy and School Committee re internal swing space option; to agree on design
solution for the building and swing space option.
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SBC Meeting 6/6 – desired agenda to include: review draft report; discuss and vote on funding
request for fall Special Town Meeting and review schedule through Town Meeting.
Mr. Gagosian said that PBC needs to buy into any final funding request to Town Meeting and
will need firm proposals from the consultants. Ms. Gray said the SBC should gain clarity on
when the handoff to PBC occurs and wondered if an SBC recommendation rather than final
funding request would be more appropriate.
Ms. Andrews said that the information she needs most prior to a decision is community
feedback and said that there should be a large amount of time at the public forum dedicated to
receiving feedback.
Ms. Sawitsky said that the matrix discussed at earlier meetings that lists and ranks the values
and considerations used by the SBC to arrive at decisions would be helpful for us to complete.
She said it would help us make decisions and explain them to the public. Mr. D'Amico said that
he intends to distribute that matrix prior to the next meeting.
Review Cost Estimates
Mr. D'Amico distributed a document entitled Hunnewell Building Solution Conceptual Project
Budget Summary reflecting an estimated $56,000,000 for the addition/renovation option and
$56,400,000 for the new construction option, not including the feasibility study cost of $1.0
Million. He said that these feasibility stage estimates are based not on actual design but on
narratives from the design team and historical data. The numbers assume a 12% building
construction contingency, a 5% change order contingency and 0.5% soft cost contingency, 2 1/2
years of escalation and use of a construction manager at risk. He noted that costs for
photovoltaics include only the arrays on the school building site, not on adjacent sites, and is
larger for the new construction option due to larger roof area to install them on.
Mr. D'Amico distributed a document entitled Swing Space Options: Conceptual Project Budget
Summary comparing costs for Internal Swing Space ($4 Million, which includes the potential for
2 modulars and some site and design work to accommodate extra buses), Modular Full School
at Sprague ($8 Million), Modular Half School at Sprague and Schofield ($9 Million), Late
Hunnewell with no redistricting ($10 Million), Late Hunnewell with redistricting ($11 Million).
Each scenario includes operational and staff costs for busing. The two late options assume a
4.5% escalation of building costs, which in an effort to be conservative, has been reduced from
the prior estimate of 5.0 percent.
Mr D'Amico noted that the Late Hunnewell/No Redistricting option assumes a $1 Million cost
associated with delayed demolition of the old structure on the new HU school site due to its use
for swing space. Mr. Hassanein asked if the potential cost of an MSBA penalty on the HU
project reimbursement, due to delay in closing out that project as a result of a swing space use
on site, had been factored in. Mr. D'Amico said that any potential costs associated with that
possibility have not been factored in and no conversations have been had with MSBA about
that.
Ms. Gray asked Ms. Jop what permitting issues might arise from the operation of two schools on
one site as would be the case with one of the Late Hunnewell options. Ms. Jop said that it is
likely there would need to be a temporary stay of some zoning requirements contingent upon
the demolition of the school used for swing space after new Hunnewell is open and the
completion of the HU project site work. There would need to be accommodation of parking and
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traffic circulation for both schools. Mr. D'Amico noted that busing of Hunnewell students is
assumed for all the options but that some parents will drive and that needs to be
accommodated.
In response to a question by Ms. Ferko, Mr. D'Amico said that if a late Hunnewell option is
selected there would be no need now for SBC to recommend one of the two late swing space
options.
Discussion: Internal Swing Space
Dr. Lussier introduced Deane McGoldrick, WPS Director of Transportation, Cindy Mahr,
Assistant Superintendent for Finance and Operations and Ellen Quirk, Hunnewell Principal to
discuss the internal swing space option.
Dr. Lussier explained that students and staff need to be off site for two school years during
Hunnewell construction. A "Late" Hunnewell that waited until the HU building is complete to
begin construction would open in 7 years. An "Early" Hunnewell, if a viable swing space option
is found, would open in 4 years. He said an early Hunnewell is important given the existing
building deficiencies and the fact that three classes of students would not benefit from the new
building under the "Late" Hunnewell scenarios. Dr. Lussier said that the Internal Swing Space
option may cause some disruption, but it is educationally viable. He said staff at Hunnewell is
ready to go with it and have identified many positives.
Dr. Lussier described Internal Swing Space as an option that leverages space at the other 6
elementary schools to host Hunnewell students for two years while the new Hunnewell is being
built. The key considerations in evaluating this option are:
• Maintain a Hunnewell identity
• Limit student transitions
• Support the TLC program
• Offer no-cost transportation, four scenarios and costs for each to be presented
• Impact of additional classes at host schools
Dr. Lussier said that the Internal Swing Space concept begins with the notion that there may be
spaces available at other schools. He presented WPS internal enrollment projections that show
declining enrollment at all elementary schools except Schofield, for a projected elementary
enrollment decline of 164 students in SY21-22 and a total decline of 255 students by SY 22-23,
for a total elementary population of 1920. Dr. Lussier noted that 10 years ago the elementary
school population was 2,500.
Dr. Lussier said at Hunnewell there are projected to be about 240 students in SY 21-22 and SY
22-23. He said that an estimated 33-44 students or two classrooms per grade level to be placed
at each host school. He said that by SY 22-23 the decline at each school is projected as follows:
Bates -51; Fiske - 48; Hardy -19; Hunnewell -16; Schofield +2; Sprague -78 and Upham -45.
Based on this there appears to be space for the Hunnewell students. He said is is possible there
would be an opportunity to put four Hunnewell classrooms at one school and none at Schofield
given that school's enrollment numbers.
Dr. Lussier explained how the Internal Swing Space option would work:
• Each of the six elementary schools would host one Hunnewell grade level (2 classes
each unless one school was able to double up)
4

•
•
•
•

Students would remain as distinct Hunnewell sections at these schools (not placed
within the host school’s existing sections)
At the end of each year, the students remain and the Hunnewell teachers move across
schools, limiting student transitions
A smaller version of the TLC program would be created at each of the elementary
schools
All available classroom and specialized spaces would be evaluated

He said that all elementary school principals are on board with this option to allow a new school
to come online earlier.
Discussion: Add/Reno Option
Mr. Pitkin presented a timeline detailing how the current addition/renovation option was
developed.
November 2018- five variations were presented
December 2018 – Options were narrowed to three with the following shortlisting characteristics
identified:
• Save most valued (front) portion of 1938 building and evaluate two-story and three-story
options and an attempt to save the oak tree
• Variations on classroom neighborhood configuration
• Core educational environment on quiet side of the site
• Community use and access options
• Main entrance identity
• Service entrance location
Early January 2019 – the three-story option was still under consideration but there came clear
direction that a two-story option was educationally preferred. There was also much discussion
of the need to have the gymnasium and cafetorium on the west side of the site adjacent to
active outdoor areas. The second shortlisting included:
• Consolidation of Options 4a and 5
• Preference for a two-story option
• Study removal of 1950’s music wing
• Study without the oak tree (noting the existing stress to the tree and questions about
survivability)
Late January 2019 – Option 4a/5 was presented but concerns were expressed about the
location of the gymnasium and cafetorium and the configuration of the common spaces in the
learning neighborhoods was not favorably received.
February 2019 – options were evaluated that encroached less on the setback and continued
attempts were made to configure the entrance and to locate the cafeteria with access to active
outdoor zones.
March 2019 • Options re-named to A & B
• Option A disapproved of the entry into cafeteria space and separation of gym and
cafeteria
• Option B disapproved of gym and cafeteria on northwest side of building/site
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•
•

Option B disapproved of the geometry and location of the third neighborhood common
Introduced hybrid to resolve the above factors
Studied option with and without the oak tree

In February 2019 - Option A was refined to:
• respond to expressed interest by educators to tighten the floorplan
• respond to the concern that the massing of the addition was crowding the sculptural
qualities of the 1938 building
• respond to the request for a larger gymnasium
• allow with or without the oak tree, limited impact on footprint if the massing premise
approved
April 2019 –
Option A was reviewed again with educators and if this option is selected by SBC there will
need to be more work to tightened up the floorplan and to find the right distance for the addition
behind the 1938 building if the tree is preserved in the plan. The fire department has required an
access road around the circumference of the building.
Ms. Andrews asked why the February version of Option A/A1 was altered since it seemed more
compact. Mr. Soliva replied that the entrance with circulation that bifurcated the gym and
cafeteria in that plan needed to be resolved, and the desire of the educators to move the gym
and cafeteria to the brook side both triggered the modification of the plan.
Sustainability Presentation and Recommendation
Martine Dion of SMMA presented an update on sustainability. She reviewed some key
considerations related to sustainability and mechanical systems for school design that
differentiate it from design for other building types including:
• Ventilation requirements;
• Northeast climate, requiring heating dominant energy use and a cooling season;
• Study, design and construction duration of about 4 years. The energy code will change
in that time frame narrowing the gap between the energy stretch code and net zero
ready;
• User variability for a building with a life expectancy of 50 years
• Public bidding procedures;
• Complex zoning requirements; and
• More technology impacting electrical usage.
Ms. Dion then reviewed:
Hunnewell specific Net Zero Ready design strategies which include:
• Maximize envelope insulation and air tightness;
• Maximize mechanical system efficiency;
• Efficient lighting system;
• Limit or eliminate gas fuel systems for heating and cooking;
• Maximize space available for Solar PV on school rooftop; and
• Plug load reduction and management, which includes training users to optimize energy
reduction.
Systems Approaches including:
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•
•

Heating/cooling sources, heating/cooling applications and ventilation sources and
applications.
The recommended base system for heating and cooling is a VRF air source heat pump.
Analysis of an all-electric building will continue through the schematic design phase.

Ms. Dion presented a preliminary energy performance summary comparing a Net Zero Ready
New Construction option and a Net Zero Ready Addition/Renovation option. She displayed
results of preliminary energy model results that reflect a predicted energy use intensity (EUI) for
the new construction, assuming a VRF HVAC system, of 26.4 for new construction and 28.4 for
the addition/renovation option. She noted that there could be opportunity in schematic design to
fine tune and reduce the EUI even further. She noted that the Request for Services for this
project contained a goal EIU of 30. By way of comparison she said that ground source heat
pumps would cost more and due to the energy required for pumping would result in a higher
EIU, 30.5 for new and 31.0 for addition/renovation. A boiler chiller at stretch code level of
performance for early Hunnewell would result in EUI of approximately 42. Ms. Dion noted that a
late Hunnewell would need to meet a later stretch code.
Ms. Dion said that the EUI mentioned above for the new and add/renovation options could
change for each as designs are refined. She noted that the range of predicted EUI for new
construction is 23-27 and the range for add/renovation is 26-30.
Ms. Dion presented a preliminary assessment of solar photovoltaics comparing the solar PV
offset required and the solar PV area required for both the new construction (73,484 SF) and
the add/reno options (78,531SF); roof area available in the new construction (30,000 SF) and
the add/reno options (25,000SF); additional roof area required for the new construction (48,484
SF) and the add/reno options (53,531SF); and preliminary cost estimates for school roof only
array for the new construction option ($1,185,000) and the $987,500) and the
addition/renovation option ($978.500). She noted that the estimates are for school roof arrays
and that further area may be identified for PV’s on adjacent properties such as the Cameron
Street lot.
Ms. Dion reported that the final study report will include:
• Owners Project Requirements, developed working with FMD
• LEEDv4 Recommendations
• Preliminary Energy Performance Goals
• Planning for Solar Photovoltaics
In response to a question from Ms. Andrews, Ms. Dion said there is a 2-point gap between the
predicted EUI for the new construction versus the add/reno option mainly due to the building
enclosure of the existing portion of the building. Ms. Andrews noted that Ms. Dion’s presentation
slides also showed an additional energy cost associated with the add/reno option. Mr. Soliva
said he thinks that the EUI delta between add/reno and new construction is not substantial
enough to differentiate the two options on this basis.
Mr. Ulfelder said that the work on the sustainability for this project has been remarkable and
forward thinking especially in light of the changing energy codes that will apply. He thanked the
Sustainable Energy Committee and Green Schools for their advocacy efforts at the beginning of
this process.
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Adjournment
At approximately 8:15 p.m., upon a motion by Dr. Lussier and a second by Ms. Andrews, the
Committee unanimously voted to adjourn.

Documents and Exhibits Used
• Handout (2 pages, dated April 25, 2019) provided by Josh Dorin, Historical Commission
Liaison to SBC. The first depicting the Addition/Renovation options presented to SBC on
Feb. 27th and April 4th, the New Construction option of April 4th and a December 20
depiction of various zones on the site (quiet, active, welcoming, civic and Library
relationship). The second depicting a "Requested scenario configuration" for the
Addition/Renovation option.
• Hunnewell Elementary School Feasibility Study Work Plan (Updated April 24, 2019)
• Hunnewell Building Solutio : Conceptual Project Budget Summary (Compass Project
Management)
• Memo from Tim Bonfatti of Compass Project Management to SBC Re: Cost Impact of
Waiting for MSBA Project (April 23, 2019)
• Swing Space Options: Conceptual Project Budget Summary (Compass Project
Management)
• Wellesley Public Schools Hunnewell Project Internal Swing Space Proposal Power
Point Presentation to SBC 4/25/2019
• Compass Project Management and SMMA Power Point Presentation to SBC 4/25/2019
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School Building Committee –Minutes
May 2, 2019
Great Hall, Wellesley Town Hall
Present: Chair Sharon Gray, Vice Chair Thomas Ulfelder, Jane Andrews, Virginia Ferko,
Marjorie Freiman, Steve Gagosian, Joubin Hassanein, Ryan Hutchins, Meghan Jop, Matt
Kelley, Matt King, David Lussier, Cynthia Mahr; Ellen Quirk, Heather Sawitsky, Jose Soliva,
FMD Project Manager Dick Elliot, FMD Project Manager Kevin Kennedy; Alex Pitkin of SMMA;
Kristen Olsen of SMMA, Tim Bonfatti of Compass Project Management and Jeff D’Amico of
Compass Project Management. Absent: Charlene Cook, Jeffery Dees.
Ms. Gray opened the meeting at approximately 5:30 p.m. She announced that the meeting was
being aired live by Wellesley Media and is being recorded for later viewing. She announced that
the SBC Public Forum on May 9th at Wellesley Middle School will be aired live.
Ms. Gray noted that the SBC has recently received many emails from members of the
community and that she has acknowledged receipt and informed senders of the details of the
upcoming Public Forum.
Citizen Speak
Casey Bechtel, a parent of students at Hunnewell, spoke in opposition to the Internal Swing
Space proposal calling it disruptive and complicated. She favors a plan that keeps Hunnewell
students under one roof with transportation that is simple and short.
Martha Pott, a resident of Martin Road, spoke in opposition to any plan to remove the large oak
tree at Hunnewell. She said that trees contribute to a healthy environment. Referring to
information she received from a biologist colleague, she said that removing the tree will disrupt
ground soil and disturb the natural habitat. She is a developmental psychologist and she said
anxiety and stress are increasing at all ages and the tree is an important gathering place for
socialization of children.
Hardy/Upham Project
MSBA Process update
Mr. D’Amico reported that six firms responded to the Request for Designer Services. Compass
will perform reference checks and the MSBA Designer Selection Panel, which will include three
SBC representatives, will review and select a short list of designers on June 4 and conduct
interviews and select a designer on June 18. No pre-deliberation by the SBC is allowed; all
debate must occur at the MSBA panel meeting.
Discussion/Vote: Review and approve project Invoice
Mr. Elliot distributed a project invoice from Compass Project Management for work in March
2019.
Mr. Ulfelder moved to approve the SMMA project invoice CPM 74-01 in the amount of
$12,888.00. Mr. Kelley seconded and the motion carried unanimously.
Hunnewell Project
Sustainability Approach
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Mr. Ulfelder said that the committee appreciates the work of SMMA on the approach to
sustainability and the update to the public at the last meeting about the work being done to date.
Mr. Pitkin reported that the SMMA team is working on a lifecycle analysis for presentation on
May 16.
Review parking options
Mr. Pitkin reviewed considerations for Hunnewell site parking as follows:
 82 spaces are currently projected or desired for a new Hunnewell.
 20 spaces are currently allocated to Hunnewell staff in the Cameron lot.
 5 spaces are currently allocated to Hunnewell staff in the Library driveway lot.
 57 net new spaces are required.
The Addition/Renovation Option site plan currently shows an estimated 36 (+/-) spaces
accommodated on site, which would require 21 additional new spaces in the Cameron lot or
elsewhere.
The New Construction Option currently shows 28(+/-) spaces accommodated on site, which
would require 29 additional new spaces in the Cameron lot or elsewhere.
Mr. Pitkin explained that if more parking spaces need to be accommodated on-site, the
percentage of open space on the site will be reduced. He presented a chart that showed the
impact of accommodating various numbers of parking spaces on site on open space, assuming
a total of 82 spaces. That number (82) is based on a preliminary simple proration of the number
of spaces on the current Hunnewell site, based on estimated number of staff in the new
building.
Addition/Renovation:
 24 (+/-) spaces on site would result in approximately 24.8% lot coverage
 36 (+/-) spaces on site would result in approximately 25% lot coverage
 57 (+/-) spaces on site would result in approximately 29.3% lot coverage
 82 (+/-) spaces on site would result in approximately 31.8% lot coverage
New Construction:
 28 (+/-) spaces on site would result in approximately 25% lot coverage
 57 (+/-) spaces on site would result in approximately 30.7% lot coverage
Mr. Ulfelder said that the BOS agreed to allow the Cameron lot to be studied as part of the
feasibility study but noted that the lot serves commuters (80% of commuter permits are held by
residents) and retail district patrons, and the needs of both must to be balanced along with the
needs of the school. The $10-11 million estimated cost of decking the lot was a surprise and is a
lot of money for an unanticipated capital project. There is an existing process for capital projects
in town and absent exigent circumstances, the BOS does not think it is reasonable to ask the
town to consider a deck outside of that capital planning process.
Mr. Ulfelder said that Police Department data on the general use of the Cameron lot revealed
that the lot is full enough that it would not be easy to give up more spaces to school use, but not
full enough to justify an analysis that there are exigent circumstances that justify asking Town
Meeting to authorize the expenditure of $10-11 million. He said that the BOS does not yet have
enough information to commit to a parking solution that affects Cameron Lot parking. In
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response to a request by Mr. Kelley for clarification, Mr. Ulfelder said that a late Hunnewell
project would give the BOS more time to go through an analysis of parking generally in this part
of town in light of the potential Tailby and Railroad lots projects and to satisfy the Town’s capital
project process before asking Town Meeting for an expenditure.
Ms. Jop said there is no zoning standard for the number of parking spaces required for schools
and suggested there could be some potential avenues to pursue when permitting this unique
site. Sufficient off street parking must be provided.
Mr. Hassanein described an idea of coupling the use of the Cameron Lot as swing space with
interim parking provided on the Hunnewell site during construction. At that point, the Town could
decide if it will deck the Cameron site. Mr. Ulfelder said he did not think the BOS is interested in
the Cameron lot becoming the location for modulars.
Mr. Gagosian said that going to three stories will not reduce the footprint of the school
significantly.
Ms. Gray said that she thinks the SBC should put forward its recommended package for
Hunnewell and continue to work on the issues related to open space and parking.
Ms. Sawitsky asked if the Tailby project might add sufficient additional parking spaces in
Wellesley Square to offset additional Cameron lot spaces allocated to Hunnewell. Ms. Jop said
that some negotiation may be possible but the RFP for that project called for maintaining the
existing parking and only a nominal increase in net parking is expected.
Mr. King asked if the SBC would be asked to recommend a solution irrespective of the
availability of the Cameron lot for parking. Mr. Ulfelder clarified that it is hard for the BOS to
respond to a speculative request for a range of parking spaces at the Cameron lot. There are
many variables including whether an early Hunnewell option is available based on swing space
and whether different lot coverage zoning assumptions may be developed. The BOS would
respond to a presented package.
Review Design Options
Mr. Pitkin displayed slides comparing the site, circulation and floor plans for the
Addition/Renovation and New Construction options.
He noted that the New Construction option features: a strong “Main Street”-style circulation
plan; public elements (gym and cafeteria) in the front of the building; art, music and STEAM/19th
classroom grouped together on the second floor; and an orientation of the building toward the
neighborhood.
The Addition/Renovation option features: a circulation plan that includes the academic areas on
one side of the building to the rear and public elements (gym and cafeteria) on the other side
and to the rear, behind the 1938 portion of the building; art, music and STEAM/19th classroom
grouped together in the 1938 portion of the building; and a courtyard orientation with the
entrance in the 1938 building. Mr. Pitkin noted that the survivability of the oak tree remains
uncertain in this option. This option could afford more opportunity for on-site parking.
Mr. Pitkin said that both options feature administration near the front entrance, a media center
on the second floor and a 100-seat gym, if that is desired. Tightening both plans would be the
intention during the design phase.
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Ms. Gray reviewed the process that was used to develop the educational plan that has informed
building design. She noted that the key design patterns identified in that process include:
 Neighborhood learning communities/flexible space
 Indoor/outdoor connectivity
 Safety and security
 Sustainability
 Community use and access
 Compact design
Dr. Lussier reported that the Hunnewell staff has extensively discussed both options.
Ms. Quirk summarized some key feedback from educators about the options:










Learning neighborhoods in the New Construction option provide the synergy with special
education spaces that is preferred.
The location of the 19th classroom close to learning neighborhoods on the second floor is
preferred to its more remote location in the Addition/Renovation option.
Long travel time between classrooms and art, music and administration space is a
negative feature of the Addition/Renovation option. She noted that the administration
space includes not only the principal but the nurse and psychologist and others with
direct student contact.
The Addition/Renovation option has outdoor connectivity in front of the building, which is
a security concern and provides less private play space in the rear. This option also has
some classrooms near the front of the building which is not preferred. The New
Construction option has classrooms in the rear, which is preferred.
The New Construction option provides more natural light.
The long, narrow cafeteria in the Addition/Renovation option will feel congested.
The Main Street circulation plan of the New Construction is preferred, with every
classroom off that main corridor. The long corridor from the 1938 building to the
classrooms in the Addition/Renovation option seems very long for children to travel
before seeing anyone.

Dr. Lussier added that there is a preference for community assets such as the gym and
cafeteria to be at the front of the building, as in the New Construction option, as opposed to
deeper into the building as in the Addition/Renovation option.
Heather Haskell, a Hunnewell teacher, said that staff reviewed multiple models and the learning
neighborhood configuration in the New Construction option lends itself best to the team
approach to learning that is preferred.
Ms. Quirk said that getting into the new space as quickly as possible is best for the children and
the adults in the building.
Mr. Soliva asked if the components and adjacencies Ms. Quirk identified can be reconciled with
the Addition/Renovation option. Mr. Pitkin said that some issues could be addressed during the
design phase, but saving the portion of the 1938 building requires that some program be located
there, distant from the learning neighborhoods.
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Mr. Soliva asked if the Addition/Renovation option would be detrimental to the delivery of
education, proposing a need to balance educational values with community values related to the
1938 building.
Mr. Lussier said, and Ms. Quirk agreed, that either option would be fundamentally better than
what we have today, but that the New Construction option maximizes ability to meet program
goals. Dr. Lussier said that the choice educationally is not even close.
Ms. Andrews said that she supports the New Construction option for the reasons educators
have expressed but also because it provides an opportunity for the town to look forward and
take advantage of the opportunity for a future-oriented design.
Mr. Gagosian said that the overall organizing geometry of the building is key to consider, not
whether there may be tweaks to address specific issues. The educators have been clear as to
which option solves the problem, which in this case is delivery of program. He said that this
constrained site fights the Addition/Renovation option and will not allow a solution similar to
what was developed for the Sprague School.
Mr. Hutchins said that based on his experience in the construction industry, the renovation of an
existing building is about compromise and sacrifice. New construction allows us to create a plan
for today’s world.
Mr. Soliva said that the decision involves an assessment of whether the value of saving the old
building merits the sacrifices in the educational program.
Ms. Ferko noted that positive features of the site are maximized by the New Construction option
that provides more useable outdoor space while the Addition/Renovation option includes
outdoor space in the front courtyard that is not useable.
Mr. Hassanein said the fundamental question is: what is the best possible school we can build
from an educational standpoint? Other considerations are secondary. He prefers the option
educators think will provide the best environment to teach our children.
Mr. Ulfelder asked about the aesthetics of the loading door on the north corner of the building.
Mr. Pitkin said the berm created by the change in elevation will screen that corner and during
the design phase, massing issues may be addressed. Mr. Gagosian noted that this is not a true
loading dock but a grade-level double door, as is included at other elementary schools.
Ms. Gray noted that Mr. Pitkin has done a very good job in an effort to fit the educational
program into a plan that includes the fixed 1938 building but the New Construction option is
superior.
Ms. Freiman said that if all things were equal, it would be great to save the tree and the 1938
building but the forced location of the 1938 building requires the school to be set up in a way
that, according to educators, is not ideal. She was impressed on the visit to the Anger School by
the way students interacted in that classroom configuration that houses each grade in its own
alcove and by the amount of natural light that there was between the alcoves.
Ms. Jop asked how the plans would be modified if all of the school’s parking needs were to be
provided on site. Mr. Pitkin said that in the Addition/Renovation option, more parking would
likely be placed in the courtyard area. In the New Construction option, there is concern about
5

turning the entire front of the building into a parking lot, but parking should be kept proximate to
the Cameron lot. Mr. Pitkin said he does not think 82 spaces could be accommodated on site in
this option, but 57 spaces are achievable. Mr. Pitkin said that the 82 space number included
projections of spaces beyond those needed by staff and should be further reviewed. In
response to a question by Mr. Ulfelder, Mr. Pitkin said that approximately 55-60 spaces will be
needed for school staff. Mr. Soliva said it would be helpful to see the parking laid out on the site
plans.
Ms. Gray asked Mr. Pitkin to review permitting issues associated with each option. He said that
the existing Hunnewell building extends over the side setback a bit and that the plans peg that
side of the building to that existing nonconforming use in order to protect as much open space
as possible to the south and east. Both options would exceed the interpretation for the footprint
of the building.
Ms. Gray noted that the Library Trustee’s representative has expressed concern about parking
for after-hours gym use. Mr. Kelley noted this gym usage would occur primarily when staff is not
there.
Ms. Sawitsky said that saving the oak tree does not make sense given what we know about its
likely survivability but it would be good to include a way to honor that tree and also to preserve
the grove of large trees near the playground.
Ms. Gray noted that the Community Preservation Committee might be able to fund some efforts
to honor the tree and to preserve some elements of the historic structure in the building design.
Ms. Ferko asked if the SBC would revisit the evaluation matrix as a way of illustrating the SBC’s
analysis to the community. She suggested that the six design features identified in the
Educational Program be listed separately on the matrix to better represent the relative weight
given to educational programing in the decision process. She suggested that impact on the
Wellesley Free Library be included among the criteria on the matrix and that the matrix draft be
amended to show that the New Construction option is “less advantageous” in its
acknowledgment of historical aspects rather than “neutral”.
Ms. Andrews suggested that security be separately included in the matrix.
Mr. Gagosian said that school future growth should not among the criteria since the site would
not support it.
Mr. Hassanein said that flexibility and adaptability of space should be a factor.
Ms. Sawitsky said that a rough prioritization of criteria on the matrix would be helpful.
Mr. D’Amico said that an evaluation matrix is a more useful tool when categories of evaluation
criteria are kept broader.
Swing Space
Ms. Gray reported that the SBC has received many emails concerning the internal swing space
option. The administration has developed some refinements to that option to present at this
meeting.
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Ms. Quirk said that she has heard and discussed with members of the Hunnewell community
concerns about the internal swing space option. She said at this point, the effort is to determine
if the option is feasible. If the decision is made to go with this option the administration will rely
on parents to help on a planning team to work out details. She applauded teaching staff and the
principals at other schools for their willingness to make this option work.
Dr. Lussier, Cindy Mahr, and WPS Transportation Coordinator Deane McGoldrick presented
updates to the Internal Swing Space plan related to transportation and to issues for families with
children in multiple grades.
A hybrid transportation model would involve a staging area in the Hunnewell attendance zone
for one bus to Fiske and one bus to Schofield for the students in the grade levels assigned to
those schools. The buses would go directly to those schools resulting in about a 15 minute ride.
Students in grade levels assigned to each of the other four schools (Sprague, Hardy, Bates and
Upham) would board a bus in their neighborhood zone (there are six neighborhood zones in the
Hunnewell attendance zone). The bus would travel to each of the four schools with ride times
ranging from 8-12 minutes to 35-38 minutes. These ride times are within the range of existing
ride times for other elementary schools in the district. The hybrid bus model would cost
approximately $1.4 million over two years, including costs for the buses, bus monitors and
before school supervision at Sprague, Hardy and Fiske where the students might arrive early
enough to warrant it. Dr. Lussier noted than Upham has space constraints that might mean it is
not included in the internal swing space plan and if so, ride time for Hunnewell students would
be reduced since the neighborhood buses would go to only 3 rather than 4 schools. Mr. Kelley
asked and Mr. McGoldrick confirmed that supervision will be needed for kids waiting for the bus
at the end of the day at some schools. Mr. McGoldrick said that the current Hunnewell bus drive
time is 22-25 minutes.
Dr. Lussier said that an option for families with children in multiple grades who are assigned to
multiple schools would be to enroll all of their children in one school via the open enrollment
process. In response to a question by Ms. Ferko, Ms. Quirk said that one-third of the Hunnewell
students have at least one sibling at the school.
Dr. Lussier noted that some families will elect to drive students or to carpool. Mr. Ulfelder asked
if there is a way to assess how many families will use the bus. Dr. Lussier said because the
swing space would be used so far in the future, it would be hard to assess now with a survey.
He noted that given the declining enrollment at the elementary level it is possible that any extra
car trips resulting from Hunnewell parents driving their children will not result in car circulation
levels above what the other schools currently experience.
Mr. Hassanein raised the possibility of expediting construction. Dr. Lussier said that mid-year
moves are difficult at the elementary level. Ms. Quirk said she thinks the community could rise
to that challenge if presented.
Ms. Sawitsky asked if the St. Paul School option could be revisited. Ms. Gray said the project
team will look at it again including developing a schedule. Renovation to the St. Paul School
would be a town project that needs to follow the usual town process.
Mr. Hutchins said that he left the last meeting with an understanding that there was support for
the Internal Swing Space option among Hunnewell parents and he was grateful that Hunnewell
parents had subsequently expressed their concerns, which were largely unsupportive. Mr.
Ulfelder said that community sentiment had not been previously misrepresented, but that the
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details of the internal swing space option, including the transportation times presented, had just
been developed shortly before that meeting. Ms. Gray noted that there was tentative support
expressed by Hunnewell parents at a meeting at the school in early April but as details have
evolved over time further feedback from parents has been important.
Mr. King noted that there will be a certain level of pain in the process but the end result school
will be worth it and exploring the internal swing space option is well worth the effort.
Ms. Andrews asked how the other school communities are reacting to the Internal Swing Space
idea and Dr. Lussier said he was in the process of scheduling meetings at each school. Ms.
Quirk said it is important to remember we are all one school district community but
acknowledged that parents at those schools will have questions.
Public Forum Planning
Ms. Gray said that the plan for the forum was to provide a presentation covering the building
options, the sustainability approach, costs, parking and swing space followed by questions and
comments from the community. Various members of the project team and SBC will be available
to field questions.
Adjournment
At approximately 8:15 p.m., upon a motion by Mr. Gagosian and seconded by Mr. Kelley, the
Committee unanimously voted to adjourn.
Documents and Exhibits Used
 Project Invoice: Compass Project Management CPM 74-01 ($12,888.00)
 Compass Project Management and SMMA Power Point Presentation to SBC 5/2/2019
 Evaluation Matrix Draft for Discussion updated 5/1/2019
 Wellesley Public Schools Overview of Hybrid Transportation Model Power Point
Presentation to SBC 5/2/2019
Approved June 6, 2019
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School Building Committee Minutes
May 16, 2019
Great Hall, Wellesley Town Hall
Present: Chair Sharon Gray, Vice Chair Thomas Ulfelder, Jane Andrews, Virginia Ferko, Marjorie Freiman,
Steve Gagosian, Joubin Hassanein, Meghan Jop, Matt Kelley, David Lussier, Cynthia Mahr; Ellen Quirk,
Heather Sawitsky, Jose Soliva, FMD Project Manager Kevin Kennedy; Alex Pitkin of SMMA; Kristen Olsen
of SMMA, Martene Dion of SMMA, Bill Maclay of Maclay Architects; Tim Bonfatti of Compass Project
Management and Jeff D’Amico of Compass Project Management. Absent: Ryan Hutchins, Matt King,
Charlene Cook, Jeffery Dees.
Ms. Gray opened the meeting at approximately 5:30 p.m. She announced that the meeting was being
aired live by Wellesley Media and is being recorded for later viewing.
Citizen Speak
Elizabeth Lange, Pembroke Road spoke on behalf of herself and some other Hunnewell kindergarten
parents in attendance to express support for an early Hunnewell. She said if the St. Paul’s option results
in delay, she prefers other swing space options that would allow early Hunnewell.
Sue Mangiacotti, Leighton Road, Co-President of the Hunnewell PTO, asked the SBC to follow the lead of
the educators in developing options for swing space and to consider the recent fire and the column that
crumbled at Hunnewell and support Internal Swing Space and an early Hunnewell.
Amy McCarron, Lawrence Road, spoke in support of a late Hunnewell plan. She said the early plan does
not provide adequate swing space or parking. Additionally she urged the members of the SC and BOS to
vote to appoint Betsy Roberti to the SBC as the Advisory Committee’s representative despite the fact
that Ms. Roberti has expressed an opinion on the HHU matter since, in her opinion, other members of
the SBC have by their previous votes, expressed an opinion on HHU.
Niki Ofenloch, Sabrina Road, Co-President of the Hunnewell PTO spoke in favor of Internal Swing Space.
She said even those Hunnewell parents who are not enthusiastic feel they can make it work.
Ashley Quates, Benvenue Street, expressed support for Internal Swing Space and the belief that
Hunnewell parents will do what it takes to support an early Hunnewell given the condition of the
building.
SBC Business
Approval of Minutes
Mr. Soliva suggested an amendment to page 6 of the draft April 25, 2019 minutes to expand his
comments concerning Option A/A1 revisions by adding the following language “and a desire to relocate
the gym and cafeteria to the Brook side”.
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Mr. Ulfelder moved to approve the minutes of April 4, 2019 and April 25, 2019, as amended. Mr. Kelley
seconded. The motion carried. Mr. Soliva abstained as he was absent on April 4.

Discussion: SBC Public Comment policy
Ms. Gray distributed a draft SBC Policy on Public Comment for review. Mr. Kelley said that School
Committee and Board of Selectmen each have public comment policies. This draft is similar to those and
based on a draft circulated by Town Counsel. Key features include:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Comment period at or near beginning of the meeting;
Comment limited to matters in the SBC’s purview;
People who comment are asked to identify themselves;
Comments to be directed to the chair and not for individual members to respond in the
moment;
Chair may limit comment period to 15 minutes total, 3 minutes per speaker;
Prohibits disruptive or abusive comments or conduct.

Ms. Freiman asked if comments on agenda items should be heard at the beginning of a meeting or at
the point in the meeting when they are discussed. Mr. Kelley said efficiency might dictate hearing all
comments at the beginning.
Hardy/Upham Project
Discussion/Vote: Review and approve project Invoice
Mr. Kennedy distributed a project invoice from Compass Project Management.
Mr. Ulfelder moved to approve the project invoice CPM 74-02 in the amount of $12,888.00. Mr.
Gagosian seconded and the motion carried unanimously.
Hunnewell Project
Mr. Kennedy distributed a project invoice from Compass Project Management.
Mr. Ulfelder moved to approve the project invoice CPM 69-10 in the amount of $26,178.00. Mr.
Gagosian seconded and the motion carried unanimously.
Mr. Kennedy distributed a project invoice from SMMA.
Mr. Ulfelder moved to approve the SMMA project invoice 50648 in the amount of $56,940.00. Mr.
Hassanein seconded and the motion carried unanimously.
Update Hunnewell Fire
Dr. Lussier and Ms. Quirk provided a brief update on the recent fire at Hunnewell.
Dr. Lussier said strong indications are that the fire was electrical, originating in one of the fourth grade
classrooms, damaging that classroom and an adjacent room. All building systems have been tested, as
have surface and air quality. The school will re-open on Monday.
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Public Forum Recap
Ms. Gray reported that the SBC has received and is taking into account emails and other feedback that
has recently been received, including comments received at the May 9th public forum. She reported that
following presentations by committee members and the project team there were comments and
questions from members of the community. Speakers expressed a variety of disparate opinions
concerning early and late Hunnewell and swing space options, sustainability and other issues.
Dr. Lussier said that two points require clarification to the public:
• The Upham/Hardy project is going as fast as it can through the MSBA process and is not related
to the Hunnewell project.
• Feasibility studies are about bringing options forward that may later be ruled out.
He said that it is his responsibility to push for an early Hunnewell to best support children.
Mr. Hassanein said there has been distortion of information about Internal Swing Space and how it
would work. More details should be communicated.
Ms. Andrews said she was pleased by the engagement of the community and Mr. Ulfelder said emails
and comments present an opportunity to better communicate and to improve the process.
Discussion: Parking
Christopher Heep from Town Counsel’s office provide a brief overview of the Dover Amendment and
how it might apply to a school building project. Mr. Heep explained that a state statutory provision
known as the Dover Amendment offers some flexibility with respect to application of the dimensional
requirements of the zoning bylaw if compliance would unreasonably restrict an educational use of a
property. A particular dimensional regulation could be found to be unreasonable if its application
substantially diminishes or detracts from the usefulness of a proposed educational structure, or impairs
the character of the institution’s campus without appreciably advancing the municipality’s legitimate
concerns, or if it will impose excessive costs on the educational use without significant gains to the
municipality.
The Zoning Board of Appeal (ZBA) could be asked to engage in a fact based analysis to determine if
specific dimensional requirements of the Zoning Bylaw are reasonable as applied to this school use.
Factors that might pertain to that analysis include educational program requirements or environmental
constraints of the site. Also considered could be the burden on the educational use to comply. The ZBA’s
analysis would be guided by a large body of case law.
For the Hunnewell project, the analysis would include whether exceeding lot coverage requirements by
a small amount, approximately 5%, due to the need to provide parking on site, is reasonable. Ms. Jop
was of the opinion that a solid argument to the ZBA could be made in support of this determination,
which would be requested during the permitting phase.
Mr. Pitkin reviewed the existing parking areas on the Cameron lot and the Library driveway noting that
the school currently uses 25 spaces there. The school administration has predicted a need for a total of
65 spaces, requiring 40 spaces on the Hunnewell site. He showed a comparison of a potential layout of
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40 spaces for both building options resulting in lot coverage estimates of 28.9% for the
Addition/Renovation option and 29.5% for New Construction, both higher than the 25% lot coverage
zoning requirement . Mr. Pitkin noted that there will be refinements of these numbers during the design
phase.
Ms. Lanza, representing the Library Trustees noted that the total number of spaces is not much more
than currently available and asked if the pickup line would be addressed. In response to this question
and one by Ms. Ferko, Mr. Pitkin said that parent parking and pickup would be further analyzed in the
design phase. Ms. Quirk said she would need to manage the drop-off and pick-up for the expanded
school population.
Mr. Ulfelder noted that Mr. Pitkin has shown that there is capacity with both the design options to park
a sufficient number of vehicles on the site to meet the building needs, and Town Counsel has provided
information that allows us to go forward with confidence that either of the design options could be
permitted.
Discussion: Energy modeling cost analysis
Ms. Dion reviewed the preliminary energy modeling for the New Construction and Addition/Renovation
options that was previously presented to the committee in detail. She said that Bill Mcclay and his team
analyzed the financial impact of proceeding with a plan for a net zero ready building.
Mr. Mcclay presented a comparative analysis of the 30-year cumulative capital, maintenance, energy
and finance costs with solar (PV) for the New Construction and Addition/Renovation options if the
project is either:
• Stretch Code compliant (current);
• Net Zero Ready;
• Partial Net Zero (40-60%, based on projected PV on the roof); or
• Net Zero (assumes additional structure or ground mounted PV).
Mr. Mcclay said the cost and EIU associated with the Addition/Renovation option were slightly higher
than the New Construction option.
Mr. Mcclay then presented a cost and EIU comparison of the existing Hunnewell building at 36,000 sf
(with and without enclosure replacement) to the new Construction option at 76,000 sf (2020 Stretch
Code and Net Zero Ready all electric). The energy costs associated with the old small building are
approximately the same as costs for the substantially larger new building. EIU for a new stretch code
compliant building would be only about half of the EUI of the existing building. EUI for a Net Zero Ready
building is dramatically lower, at about a quarter of the EUI of the existing building.
Mr. Ulfelder noted that the difference in construction cost for the Net Zero Ready vs. Stretch Code
compliant building is estimated to be $490,000, adding just 1% to the cost of the building. He also noted
that conversion to all-electric energy at a later point would be costly.
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Discussion/Vote: Hunnewell Building Option
Mr. Pitkin briefly reviewed the design elements in the Educational Plan:
• Neighborhood learning communities/flexible space
• Indoor/Outdoor Connectivity
• Safety and Security
• Sustainability
• Community Use and Access
• Compact Design
Mr. Pitkin then showed slides depicting the site and floor plans and characteristics of the Addition
Renovation Option:
• Save only the most valued (front) portion of the 1938 building (option not dependent upon
attempt to preserve the Oak tree)
• Classroom neighborhood learning commons configuration less optimal
• Core educational environment at the quiet side of the site less optimal
• Cafetorium & Gym link to outdoor play environments
• Maximize outdoor play area at back of site
• Access to community uses less optimal
• Main entrance(identity)
• Safety & Security
Mr. Pitkin then briefly showed slides depicting the site and floor plans and characteristics of the New
Construction option:
• Classroom neighborhood learning commons configuration
o Compact closely organized “community” of spaces
o Locate core educational environment at quiet side of site
• Orient building entrance to face the neighborhood
• Cafetorium & Gym link to outdoor play environments
• Maximize outdoor play area at back of site
• Access to community uses
• Service areas less optimal
• Main entrance(identity)
• Safety & Security
Mr. Soliva referenced the Wellesley Historical Commission’s request for modifications to the
Addition/Renovation option and asked if there was opportunity for SMMA to provide a design iteration
that includes these modifications for review.
Mr. Gagosian and Mr. Ulfelder noted that the current Addition/Renovation option is the solution SMMA
presented as the best way to incorporate the 1938 building and meet educational program demands.
Mr. Pitkin said that he thinks the plan for the Addition/ Renovation option could be tightened a bit, but
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he does not think that the modifications suggested by the WHC would fit on the site or meet the
educators’ expressed concerns.
Dr. Lussier reiterated that there was unanimous reaction from the Hunnewell staff that the New
Construction option would best meet the educational needs of the students going forward.
Ms. Andrews and Ms Ferko expressed doubt that additional time to consider WHC’s proposed
modifications to the Addition/Renovation option would be useful.
Mr. Hassanein said that our charge is to meet the educational needs of the students. The educators
have made a case for the option that best meets those needs and to spend time trying to mold the
Addition/Renovation option into a close enough compromise would be fruitless.
Ms Gray said that the SBC appreciates the WHC’s work to advocate for buildings they deem historic and
their efforts to push the feasibility study to find an equivalent option that preserves the 1938 portion of
the building. While the town has successfully preserved many of its historic buildings, it can be difficult
to reuse an old school building in a new school design, particularly on a constrained site.
Mr. Gagosian acknowledged Mr. Pitkin’s efforts to make the historical portion of the building work and
to create a visually appealing solution, but said it did not achieve what building users need. He said we
need to put forward the best solution for the users and the taxpayers.
Mr. Soliva acknowledged that educators are the primary stakeholders here but noted that there are
other stakeholders whose interests should be considered as we decide.
Mr. Ulfelder moved that the School Building Committee recommend the New Construction option for
the Hunnewell School including the sustainability package and parking options as shown and proposed.
Mr. Kelley seconded. The motion carried 11-1.
Discussion: Swing Space
Mr. Kennedy reviewed work that has been done to date to evaluate the St. Paul’s School and Parish Hall
as a swing space option. He reported that SMMA studied the buildings and reported to the SBC in March
2018 that the buildings could reasonably support 280 students. Project cost estimates at that time
presumed that the required work would be extensive enough to trigger ADA compliance and ranged
from $4.7 million for repairs to $7.2 million for a major renovation. Mr. Kennedy presented a project
timeline for work to lease and renovate St. Paul’s School as swing space based on the work SMMA
proposed. Key dates on that timeline include a request for design funding at the 2020 Annual Town
Meeting, a request for construction funding at the 2021 Annual Town Meeting and completion in July
2022 for use as swing space.
Mr. Kennedy reviewed variables and challenges associated with leasing and renovating St. Paul’s related
to availability, timing, investment in a non-public asset, and required approvals.
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Mr. Kennedy then outlined the next steps that would be involved in evaluating the St. Paul’s option
which include confirming interest by the Archdiocese, developing a scope of work and amending
SMMA’s contract to perform additional analysis, including a consideration of a limited scope of repair at
a cost that does not trigger full ADA compliance requirements. Mr. Kennedy said that renovations
costing more than $1.6 million would likely trigger ADA compliance requirements.
Mr. Bonfatti reported that a parish representative said there is active interest in the school by another
party and it is not clear what lease term the Archdiocese would require if the property is available.
Mr. Ulfelder noted that pursuing a lower cost repair project would not compromise safety. In response
to a question by Ms. Andrews, Mr. Gagosian said that the building would need to be made accessible at
the primary entrance and an ADA bathroom installed on that floor, but that work would be minimal
compared with the work required if full ADA compliance is triggered.
Dr Lussier noted that St. Pauls is an attractive option because it is a school building and is in the
Hunnewell attendance zone, but a challenge is that it would delay an early Hunnewell by a year,
although still allow that project to be complete 2 years faster than a late Hunnewell project.
Mr. Bonfatti reviewed other swing space options currently on the table. He reviewed issues with the full
school of modular units at the Sprague parking lot that have been previously discussed and noted also
that there remain buildability concerns related to the disruption of the existing storm water drainage
system.
Mr. Gagosian agreed that there are sub-surface issues at the Sprague site and suggested the SBC pass on
this option for now. Dr. Lussier agreed.
There was general discussion about the need for SBC to have a clear understanding of the late and early
Hunnewell options on a side-by-side comparison.
The Internal Swing Space options was discussed and there was general agreement that SBC should
continue to evaluate it as an option. Mr. Kelley said that the School Committee agreed to take this
option off the table in light of overwhelmingly negative feedback but recent feedback has been positive,
warranting reconsideration.
Mr. Hassanain said that having information about the option of an accelerated construction schedule
would enhance our ability to fairly vet swing space options. Some options may be more acceptable if
their duration were limited to a year or eighteen months.
Mr. Bonfatti said that next steps are a joint meeting with the Board of Selectmen and School Committee
concerning the building option and at the following SBC meeting more detail on swing space would be
presented.
7

Ms. Gray thanked Ms. Andrews for her thoughtful participation as Advisory Committee’s representative
on the SBC and for her dedicated service to the Town in many ways over the years, including as a
member of the School Committee. Ms. Andrews announced that she is moving to San Diego. She said
that her service on Advisory and the SBC has been an incredible experience and she will miss the many
people she has worked with on those committees. She particularly thanked David Lussier, Sharon Gray
and Matt Kelley for their persistence and effort over many years on the school building projects.
Adjournment
At approximately 8:50 p.m., upon a motion by Mr. Ulfelder and second by Mr. Kelley, the
Committee unanimously voted to adjourn
Documents and Exhibits Used
• Meeting Minutes of April 4, 2019 and April 25, 2019
• Draft Public Comment Policy (May 16, 2019)
• Project Invoice: Compass Project Management CPM 74- 02($12,888.00)
• Project Invoice: Compass Project Management CPM 69-10 ($26,178.00)
• Project Invoice: SMMA 50648 ($56,940.00)
• Compass Project Management and SMMA Power Point Presentation to SBC 5/16/2019
• Maclay Architects 5/16 draft - 30 Year Cumulative Capital, Maintenance, Energy and Finance
Costs with Solar
• St Paul’s School Timeline FMD Power Point Presentation to SBC 5/16/2019
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School Building Committee Minutes
June 6, 2019
Great Hall, Wellesley Town Hall

Chair and School Committee member Sharon Gray, Vice Chair and Selectman Thomas
Ulfelder, Superintendent David Lussier, Executive Director Meghan Jop, School Committee
Chair Matt Kelley, Selectman Marjorie Freiman, Hunnewell Principal Ellen Quirk, PBC member
Matt King, FMD Director of Design and Construction Steve Gagosian, Community members
Jose Soliva (left at 6:45 p.m.) and Virginia Ferko; Project Manager Kevin Kennedy of the
Facilities Management Department; Alex Pitkin of SMMA, and Jeff D’Amico of Compass Project
Management. Absent: community members Joubin Hassanein, Ryan Hutchins, and Heather
Sawitsky, and Hardy principal Charlene Cook and Upham principal Jeff Dees.
Ms. Gray opened the meeting at approximately 5:35 p.m. She announced that the meeting was
being aired live by Wellesley Media and is being recorded for later viewing.
Citizen Speak
Molli Bruni, Ingraham Road, a parent of students at Hunnewell, said she was not initially in favor
of the Internal Swing Space plan but after the fire, she and other parents realize that Hunnewell
needs to be rebuilt soon. She now urges moving forward with whichever swing space option
works.
Julie Bryan, Fuller Brook Road, said that three schools need attention and each is on a separate
timeline. Delay of Hunnewell will not accelerate Hardy or Upham. She supports a timeline for
Hunnewell that allows it to be rebuilt as soon as possible with whichever swing space option can
accommodate the early timeline. She urged consideration of the Warren Building as an option
for some swing space classrooms.
Emily Martin, Beechwood Terrace, is a parent of a Bates student and favors the late Hunnewell
plan and believes that plan will impact the least number of elementary students. She said she
would support Internal Swing Space if it were the only option, but swing space options
associated with late Hunnewell are acceptable. She urged presentation of a redistricting plan
before voters are asked to decide on building project funding.
Britt Estwanik, Tappan Road, is a Hunnewell parent. She said students and staff are negatively
impacted by the current building condition and she urged a swing space option that allows
Hunnewell renovation as soon as possible.
Marybeth Martello, Sustainable Energy Administrator, read portions of her letter written on
behalf of the Sustainable Energy Committee (SEC) commending the BOS, SC and SBC for
incorporating SEC recommendations into the project and paving a path for a highly sustainable
Hunnewell School. The entire letter was submitted for the record.
Fred Bunger, Curve Street, Member of the SEC, recognized the commitment of SBC members
to consider sustainability while addressing various aspects of the project.
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Mari Passananti, Oakland Street, urged the School Committee to share a redistricting map with
the community before there is a debt exclusion vote on any new schools. She said the
Hunnewell project should not move forward until the Hardy/Upham process is complete.
Aimee Bellew distributed a letter electronically signed by 110 Hunnewell families in support of
an early Hunnewell project and in favor of the best swing space option necessary to make that
possible as long as educators believe that benefits for children outweigh drawbacks.
Stephen Miller, Beechwood Terrace, said he is the parent of a Bates student and urged better
communication about district-wide impacts of swing space options and that information should
be communicated to all schools.
Elizabeth Cook, Midland Road, urged the town to move as quickly as possible to create the
educational facilities to which all children are entitled. Students in the older buildings have been
deprived of educational opportunities due to the condition of the facilities.
SBC Business
Approval of Minutes
Mr. Gagosian proposed amending the minutes of May 2 to correct a typographical error on page
two by deleting the number 36 and inserting the number 57 in the section outlining parking
space/lot coverage scenarios for the addition/renovation option, as follows:
36 57 (+/-) spaces on site would result in 29.3% lot coverage
Mr. Ulfelder moved to approve the minutes of May 2, 2019, as amended and the May 9, 2019
minutes. Mr. Kelley seconded. The motion carried. Mr. King abstained as he was absent on
May 9.
SBC Public Comment Policy
Ms. Gray briefly reviewed the proposed Wellesley School Building Committee Public Comment
Policy that was discussed at the last meeting and distributed. Ms. Gray said the approved
policy would be posted to the website.
Mr. Ulfelder moved to approve the SBC Public Comment Policy. Mr. Kelley seconded. The
motion carried unanimously.
Hardy/Upham Project
Mr. D’Amico reported that the MSBA Designer Selection Panel, which included three Wellesley
representatives, met on June 4 to review six design firm proposals. Three finalists were selected
to be interviewed on June 18: SMMA, HMFA and Tappe. The finalists will be ranked and the
town will negotiate a contract with the first ranked firm. The feasibility study will commence over
the summer with the investigation of the Hardy and Upham buildings.
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Hunnewell Project
Joint Session with SC and BOS
The Joint Session of the School Building Committee meeting convened at 6:05 PM. Those
present included from the School Committee – Vice Chair Melissa Martin, Secretary Linda
Chow, and member Jim Roberti; and from the Board of Selectmen – Chair Jack Morgan and
members Beth Sullivan Woods and Lise Olney. At approximately 6:05 PM, Jack Morgan called
the Selectmen to order. Matt Kelley called the School Committee to order.
Ms. Freiman made a motion to convene the joint meeting with the School Committee, the Board
of Selectmen and the School Building Committee. Mr. Kelley seconded and the motion carried
unanimously.
Ms. Freiman made a motion to appoint Ms. Gray as chair of the joint session. Mr. Morgan
seconded and the motion carried unanimously. Ms. Freiman made a motion to appoint Mr.
Morgan as secretary. Mr. Kelley seconded, and the motion carried unanimously.
Ms. Gray noted that the SBC has recommended a building option (new construction) for the
Hunnewell school, and is looking for the Selectmen and School Committee to affirm this
recommendation. Mr. Morgan noted that the Selectmen do not plan to vote during this meeting.
Mr. McDonough opened with a discussion of the history of the Hunnewell project. Committees
have been studying the Town’s elementary issues since 2012, when SMMA was hired to do a
conditions assessment of the Wellesley schools.
Fiske and Schofield have since undergone significant renovations, and middle school work is
ongoing. The HHU schools are the oldest and have the greatest need, and it has been
determined by multiple committees that they need major renovations/additions or replacement.
The Town began submitting Statements of Interest to the Massachusetts School Building
Authority in 2013.
Ms. Gray reviewed some guiding principles from the School Committee, based on the HHU
Master Plan Committee recommendation and adopted within the School Committee’s HHU
Position Statement:
•
•
•
•
•

New or substantially rebuilt facilities needed to meet educational needs
Maintain neighborhood school model
Rebuild two schools now with enrollment trigger for third school
Schools should be 19 classrooms each and meet MSBA standards
Build at Hunnewell and either Hardy or Upham, in an order to be determined after further
study

Ms. Gray reviewed key portions of the Charge to the SBC for the Hunnewell project:
•
•
•
•

Hire project team
Conduct feasibility study
Analyze swing space options, potentially independently
Involve SC and BOS along the way
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•

•
•

Perform outreach & public engagement
o General public, school community, neighbors
o Affected boards and organizations
Report to SC and BOS
Supportive votes from SC and BOS required to move forward

Mr. D’Amico provided an overview of the feasibility study process and timeline.
Mr. Pitkin noted that the educational visioning process began in early fall with a visioning
meeting that included educators, administrators, committee members, and parents. The concept
of learning neighborhoods – grade-level clusters that allow for easier teaming among educators
– came out of the visioning process.
Additional criteria resulting from the educational visioning included:
•
•
•
•
•

Flexible spaces
Indoor/outdoor connectivity
Safety and security
Sustainability
Compact design

Mr. Pitkin reviewed the sustainability approach and preliminary energy modeling strategies
during feasibility, and the goal of a “net-zero ready” new building.
He reviewed the specific components of the site, and how the new building relates to the quiet,
active, neighborhood, civic, and welcoming sides of the site. More than a dozen options were
discussed and considered.
The committee chose an all new building rather than an addition/renovation. The all-new
building is the one that the committee determined more clearly meets the educational program.
It also includes a Sprague-size gym for school and community use, with seating for up to about
100 people.
Mr. Pitkin reviewed the floor plans and various characteristics of the new building
recommendation, including orientation of the learning neighborhoods, loading dock locations,
the cafeteria/gym spaces, and art, music and library spaces.
Mr. Roberti asked whether a three-story option is still being considered, and Mr. Pitkin said after
some discussion, there was strong consensus around keeping the building to two stories.
Ms. Martin asked about the emergency vehicle access, and whether it would interfere with
children using the play areas. Mr. Pitkin said the access would not be open to regular traffic, and
loading dock use would only be during certain times of day.
Mr. Morgan asked to look at the final addition/renovation option, and Mr. Pitkin discussed some
of the aspects of that option and why the SBC considered it to be less favorable.
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Ms. Sullivan Woods asked about the long-term flexibility of the design plan, and the newness of
the learning neighborhood concepts. Mr. Pitkin said the benefit of the learning neighborhoods is
additional, flexible space within the grade level, combined with the opportunity to use individual
classrooms in a more traditional way.
Mr. Pitkin showed parking scenarios that would include from 72 to 85 total dedicated spaces,
including 25 on the Cameron lot and library spaces. The scenarios also included preliminary
pickup and drop-off plans for morning and afternoon.
Ms. Chow asked whether the new option meets the Town’s open space requirements. Mr. Pitkin
said the lot coverage for these parking scenarios would not allow for meeting the 75 percent
open space requirements outlined in the Town bylaws, and that it would be a town conversation
during the permitting process.
Mr. Roberti asked about the report to Town Meeting describing the need to study traffic and
parking options. Mr. Pitkin said that the SBC’s selection of the new option triggered the
opportunity to re-engage the Beta Group, the traffic consultant for the study, and that work is in
progress.
Mr. D’Amico reviewed cost estimates. Both the addition/renovation and new construction
options have come in with an approximately $56 million total project cost. A funding request for
design funds at a fall Town Meeting would be approximately $5 million.
Ms. Sullivan Woods asked about the parking needs at the site. Ms. Quirk said she had
calculated the future needs for staff with a larger Hunnewell at about 55 spaces. Ms. Sullivan
Woods asked where the parents would park. Ms. Quirk said parents often park in the Cameron
Street lot or along Cameron Street. Ms. Sullivan Woods asked about accommodating 100 more
students. Mr. Morgan pointed out that peak enrollment at Hunnewell previously was 368.
Mr. Kelley said Sprague has 100 spots, but one side of the parking lot is used to park vans for
specialized programs. Ms. Sullivan Woods asked if Bates and Sprague could be a model for the
parking needs at Hunnewell.
Ms. Olney asked about off-site parking opportunities for staff, as in urban settings, sometimes
that is necessary to meet parking needs. Mr. Pitkin said off-site parking is not something that
has been explored.

Ms. Martin said it is her understanding that the gym would typically be used in the evenings,
when all the parking at Hunnewell would typically be open, and there would likely be additional
space in the Cameron Street lot.
Mr. Roberti asked about how many cars the 100-person seating capacity at the gym would
generate. Mr. Pitkin said he thought the plans would accommodate the gym users and were
built on some of the evidence of how the Sprague gymnasium works.
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Mr. Roberti asked if the addition/renovation includes the tree. Mr. Pitkin said that while the
option included the tree, there is a recognition that the tree is distressed today and that the
addition in the 1990s resulted in stress to the tree.
Ms. Martin asked about the challenges of creating an addition/renovation option that would
allow for a more compact design. Mr. Pitkin noted that the parts of the building that need to be
one story tall and the fact that the classrooms should be stacked for efficiency, combined with
the location of the 1938 façade, drove the floor plan for the addition/renovation option.
Mr. Morgan asked about the schematic design process. Mr. Pitkin said there is further
educational planning that happens, as well as the development of the full model of the building,
massing, elevations and materiality. That process is overseen by the Permanent Building
Committee.
Ms. Frieman noted that the placement of the learning neighborhoods in the new option allowed
for more natural light. She also noted that the fixed location of the 1938 building added to the
challenge of designing an optimal addition/renovation option.
Mr. Roberti asked whether the three options promised in previous materials had been
developed. Ms. Gray noted that the SBC ended up having SMMA develop four options, two new
and two addition/renovation.
Mr. King described the detailed process by which the parking and circulation plans would be
developed through the design process under the PBC.
Ms. Sullivan Woods asked whether including the tree limited the development of options. Mr.
Pitkin said many different ways to retain the 1938 building were investigated, and that retaining
it would require saving the façade to be considered a top priority of the project.
Mr. Morgan mentioned that the HHU Master Plan Committee did an extensive survey that
included specific questions about the 1938 building and about the tree, and only limited
importance was given to either element of the site.
Ms. Gray said generally, most feedback has been positive for the new option. Mr. Gagosian said
retaining the 1938 portion is very limiting given the site constraints.
Ms. Olney expressed concern about the way the new building might connect to the community.
She said people care about character, and she would like to see a stronger case made for how
the new construction option might connect to and welcomes the community, especially if the
design does not include either the tree or the 1938 building.
Ms. Chow asked about whether a conceptual rendering was in the works. Mr. Pitkin said that
would be developed before town meeting. Mr. D’Amico said the budget includes a high level of
quality materials for the building.
The boards reached consensus to schedule votes for their next meetings.
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At approximately 8 p.m., Mr. Morgan moved to dissolve the joint meeting. Mr. Kelley seconded,
and the motion carried unanimously.
Mr. Morgan adjourned the Selectmen’s meeting.
Upon a motion made by Ms. Martin and seconded by Mr. Roberti, the School Committee
unanimously voted to adjourn at approximately 8:01 PM.

Discussion: Swing Space
Jeff D’Amico reviewed swing space options currently under consideration which include:
• Internal Swing Space
• St. Paul’s
• Delay opening to 2026
o Late Hunnewell - 2 schools on one campus
o Late Hunnewell – with redistricting using vacant Hardy or Upham with modulars
He said that more study is being done for each option including traffic studies of various swing
space scenarios.
Ms. Gray reported that the SBC has received a lot of feedback on swing space and some
members recently met again with the Hunnewell PTO. Many in the Hunnewell community have
expressed an interest in an early Hunnewell project.
Dr. Lussier said that the Internal Swing Space option needs to be understood in the context of
declining enrollment. The question is: may we use growing available capacity at other schools
as swing space for Hunnewell? He said that declining enrollment is not occurring evenly and
Schofield, for example, may not experience a decline. The School Department would look to
maximize available space where it exits for internal swing space, not create overcrowding at any
school. Now that the conversation has happened and continues with Hunnewell parents, next
steps will be communication with the other school communities in the fall.
Ms. Gray noted that there is interest in a parent task force at Hunnewell to discuss details of
swing space.
Ms. Quirk further explained that she and the PTO Presidents at Hunnewell have met to discuss
organizing a group of Hunnewell parents representing divergent views on swing space to flesh
out concerns and consider details over the summer.
Mr. Ulfelder reiterated that no decision has yet been made on swing space and the apparent
recent concentration on Internal Swing space is related to timing and the need to meet with
Hunnewell parents before school ends for the summer and to the relationship of that option to a
decision on whether to bring a project to a Special Town Meeting in the fall.
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Mr. Ulfelder said that an important task for the SBC this summer is to develop the late
Hunnewell scenarios in an open and transparent process with independent verification of the
numbers so that the community has access to the information and may fairly assess the various
swing space options. Plans identified for the late Hunnewell scenarios must be as realistic as
possible.
Mr. King suggested benchmarking costs against recent project costs.
Ms. Gray noted that the educational impacts and value of each option needs to be measured
and evaluated as well as the ways to mitigate impacts while getting students into appropriate
buildings as soon as possible.
Next Steps and Schedule
Ms. Gray asked Mr. King and Mr. Gagosian about the process for turning the Hunnewell project
over to the PBC, assuming the BOS and SC affirm the SBC’s recommended building option,
noting that the SBC has not yet identified a swing space solution or made the related decision
as to whether to recommend an early or late Hunnewell project.
Mr. King said that a feasibility study should identify the project the proponent wishes to put
forward. The Bylaw requires notice of the project to PBC and the Advisory Committee 120 days
before the Town Meeting that will consider a funding request. PBC will need to discuss whether
this may be considered a project for purposes of the bylaw without an identified swing space
option.
Adjournment
At approximately 8:30 p.m., upon a motion by Mr. Ulfelder and second by Mr. Kelley, the
Committee unanimously voted to adjourn.

Documents and Exhibits Used
• Letter from Marybeth Martello, Sustainable Energy Administrator, to the SBC dated June
6, 2019
• Letter delivered by Aimee Bellew and electronically signed by parents of current and
future Hunnewell students, with printout of electronic signatures.
• Meeting Minutes of May 2, 2019 and May 9, 2019
• Public Comment Policy (June 6, 2019)
• Compass Project Management and SMMA Power Point Presentation to SBC, SC and
BOS 6/6/2019
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School Building Committee Minutes
June 13, 2019
Kingsbury Room, Wellesley Police Department
Chair and School Committee member Sharon Gray, Vice Chair and Selectman Thomas
Ulfelder, Superintendent David Lussier, Executive Director Meghan Jop, School Committee
Chair Matt Kelley, Selectman Marjorie Freiman, Hunnewell Principal Ellen Quirk, PBC member
Matt King, FMD Director of Design and Construction Steve Gagosian, Community members
Joubin Hassanein, Ryan Hutchins and Jose Soliva, Project Manager Kevin Kennedy of the
Facilities Management Department; Alex Pitkin of SMMA, and Jeff D’Amico of Compass Project
Management, Kien Ho of BETA.. Absent: community members Virginia Ferko and Heather
Sawitsky, Hardy principal Charlene Cook and Upham principal Jeff Dees.
Ms. Gray opened the meeting at approximately 5:35 p.m. She announced that the meeting was
being recorded by Wellesley Media.
Public Comment
Beanie Spangler, Birch Street, member of the Hunnewell community supports "early Hunnewell"
but asks that the terminology be changed to reflect that what "early Hunnewell" means is new
schools that will support the town's educational, safety and environmental standards, as soon
as possible. In response to concerns she has heard expressed about the impact of swing space
options on the art and music program, she said her children's experience with art and music on
a cart was successful.
Approval of Minutes
Ms. Gray announced that the draft May 16, 2019 minutes have been posted on the town
website and distributed to committee members but will be presented for approval at the next
meeting.
Hardy/Upham Project
Review and Approval of Invoice for Compass Project Management
Mr. Kennedy presented an invoice that he has reviewed from Compass Management for work in
May.
Mr. Ulfelder moved to approve Invoice number CPM 74-03 in the amount of $12,888. Mr. Kelley
seconded. The motion carried unanimously.
Hunnewell Project
Review and Approval of Invoice for Compass Project Management
Mr. Kennedy presented an invoice that he has reviewed from Compass Management for work in
May.
Mr. Uldelder moved to approve Invoice number CPM 69-11 in the amount of $15,527. Mr. Kelley
seconded. The motion carried unanimously.
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Site Design
Mr. Pitkin presented an overview of the Hunnewell site noting that:
• During the 2000's Hunnewell had 362 students and operated as an 18-section school as
recently as 2002. The projected new school capacity is 365 students;
• The site is near where many students live and is in a highly walkable neighborhood with
adjacent pathways;
• Site acreage is well within state averages and on par with recent (and larger) schools in
peer communities.
• Nearby assets such as the Library and Cameron Street parking lot create the site's
“campus” quality
• Open space goals and protected area at the back of the site are a treasure and highly
desirable for schools
Mr. Pitkin addressed the question of why the total square footage of the building is doubling.
• Robust special education program, partially state mandated
• State mandated building code requirements
• Modern teaching practices (the critical core of the education plan)
• Real sized gym, cafeteria, media center (but does not translate into a proportionate
increase in staff and parking needs). He noted that if we were building a 12-section
school using MSBA standards for these common spaces, the size of these spaces would
not decrease very much
Mr. Pitkin showed a slide illustrating some refinements to the design of the north corner of the
building and said that many strategies will be available during schematic design to improve this
area and also the traffic circulation area in front of the building, to make it more plaza-like.
Review Parking, Site Circulation Plan and Traffic Memorandum
Mr. Pitkin reported that he has met with school administrators concerning traffic circulation
design. He noted that his objective is to provide a design that will be flexible over time. He
showed an illustration of a morning circulation pattern that depicted bus drop-off in the traffic
circle at the front entrance with car drop-off along the street, utilizing "lay-by" street cuts. The
afternoon pattern depicted buses utilizing the lay-bys and cars queuing in the traffic circle and
street.
Mr. Pitkin presented a comparison of two parking scenarios: A & B.
Scenario A features 47 (+/-) onsite parking spaces, for an estimated lot coverage for the
building and paved areas of 29-32%. 25 additional spaces are currently dedicated to Hunnewell
in the Cameron lot and Library driveway. 25 parking spaces on Cameron Street are frequently
used by school parents and visitors. The total of all these various spaces is 97 (+/-) of which 72
(+/-) are off-street.
Scenario B features 60 (+/-) onsite parking spaces, for an estimated lot coverage for the
building and paved areas of 32-35%. 25 additional spaces are currently dedicated to Hunnewell
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in the Cameron lot and Library driveway. 25 additional parking spaces on Cameron Street are
frequently used by school parents and visitors. The total of all these various spaces is 110 (+/-)
of which 85 (+/-) are off-street.
In response to a question by Ms. Gray, Mr. Bonfatti said that generally a project goes into the
design and permitting phase with the number of requested parking spaces pinned down. During
design and permitting that number may change.
Mr. King said PBC will look to affirm parking needs and goals of the building. On street spaces
can be considered.
Ms. Quirk confirmed that 55 parking spaces will be needed for staff.
Ms. Jop said on-street parking is under the jurisdiction of the Board of Selectmen. She clarified
that for school projects the parking needs to be accommodated do not include the short-term
pick-up/drop off by parent cars. On street parking is presumed for these purposes and requires
monitoring and enforcement over time.
Ms. Quirk noted that Hunnewell staff, parents and students are patrons of nearby businesses
and the library. They also use the parking for those activities.
Mr. Ulfelder said during the design and permitting the actual number of needed spaces will be
well vetted. If the scenario with the larger number of spaces is recommended, it is possible that
during permitting other factors will be considered and may reduce those spaces. In building
consensus around this project it may be best to present scenario B with a larger number of
spaces as the preferred option, assuming one option needs to be presented.
Mr. Kelley said that the project is feasible with the parking spaces that have been identified. He
suggested that a plan with the desired number of parking spaces be submitted for permitting
rather than a plan with the largest number of spaces and to let the permitting process play out to
determine how many will actually be required.
Ms. Gray suggested presenting a plan showing a range of 50-60 on-site parking spaces for a
total of 75-85 off-street spaces.
In response to a question by Ms. Freiman, Ms. Jop said visitor parking needs are determined by
applying national averages as well as local expectations and the information that all schools
have about visitor activity.
Ms. Jop suggested that all presentations show the full Hunnewell site to clarify that only about
1/3 of the site is proposed to be paved or built upon.
Mr. Gagosian suggested eliminating the spaces adjacent to classrooms that are shown on the
north strip of parking in scenario B. If parking is not extended to the area adjacent to the
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classrooms, Mr. Pitkin said there may still be a net of 10 spaces on that north strip (as opposed
to the 18 spaces shown there now).
Mr. Gagosian recommended that Mr. Pitkin make an effort to redraw the parking on the north
side to depict this revision. Mr. Pitkin agreed.
Mr. Pitkin introduced Mr. Kien Ho of Beta, SMMA's contracted traffic consultant.
Mr. Ho said that his firm has performed a comprehensive traffic analysis. The study area
consisted of 8 intersections, 3 or which are signalized and analyzed the periods of drop-off and
pick-up at the school.
The analysis presumes full enrolment of 365 students at Hunnewell, 109 more students and 67
more household vehicle trips than current. For the sake of this analysis only, it was presumed
that the additional students will be from an area where students now go to Sprague and might
be redistricted to Hunnewell. Mr. Ho said that the estimated number of vehicle trips is a
conservative number that does not assume students will walk to school even though
approximately 23% of Hunnewell families surveyed in 2016 reported that they walk. The
analysis presumes 85% will be driven and 15% will take the bus.
The traffic evaluation consisted of traffic analysis conditions for 2018 Existing, 2023 No-Build
and Build Early Hunnewell and 2026 No-Build and Build Late Hunnewell.
Mr. Ho displayed a Level of Service Summary for 2023 that he said shows the project will have
little impact on most intersections other than the intersection of Washington Street/Central
Street and Grove Street, in particular the Grove Street northbound approach. This intersection is
especially impacted by the well-used pedestrian signal cycle which adds 30 seconds in all
directions when activated. The Grove Street northbound approach to this intersection, which
has an existing level of service of "F", will experience additional delays of approximately 40
seconds in both the 2023 and 2026 build scenarios.
Mr. Soliva asked if there is opportunity to alleviate some of the traffic issues at this intersection.
Mr. Ho said there may be minor adjustments particularly in the afternoon but it would be
challenging to change the other signal times significantly to impact this one.
Dr. Lussier noted that the two areas most likely to be redistricted include many students who will
probably walk along the path. Mr. Ho said the conservative new trip estimates he presented
presume no walkers and the actual number of new trips will likely be fewer due to walkers.
Ms. Jop said that during the Project of Significant Impact review if a project meets certain
thresholds for new trip generation and intersections are negatively impacted as a result,
mitigation measures may be required. She said that often for a project like this which has
historically had the same amount of traffic generated, improvements in sight lines or pedestrian
access are the typical mitigation measures. In response to a question by Ann-Mara Lanza,
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Library Trustee, she said that background growth, including the new library traffic and general
annual increases in traffic, have been taken into account in the traffic analysis.
Discuss Project Handoff to Permanent Building Committee
Ms Gray said SBC needs to understand when and what it needs to present to the PBC and
whether complete information about swing space will be required at that time or may be
subsequently presented.
Mr. King explained that generally the proponent board(s), following their vote to go forward with
a project, present the feasibility study to the PBC.
Mr. King said the issues related to timing of the swing space component of the project will be on
the PBC agenda for discussion. He had a preliminary conversation with the PBC Chair
concerning the timing question. Their understanding is that a project must be presented to the
PBC at least 120 days before Town Meeting for PBC to make a presentation there in support of
a design fund request. If swing space is internal and does not involve PBC, then it need not be
presented along with the project. If the swing space option involves PBC because it is a vertical
construction project expected to exceed $500,000 in cost, the PBC would need a presentation
of a feasibility study for that swing space project 120 days before Town Meeting.
Ms. Jop said if Special Town Meeting were on December 9th, the project would need to be
presented to the PBC by August 9 to meet the 120 day requirement. Notice of the project to
Advisory Committee is also required by that date.
Schedule and Next Steps
Mr. Bonfatti reviewed a swing space evaluation timeline for the SBC which included
authorization of additional services for swing space evaluation at this meeting (June 13th),
review the results of the additional swing space evaluation and a draft feasibility report at the
next meeting (July 11) and review swing space options and the feasibility solution to proceed to
PBC and Advisory Committee at the July 25th meeting. Mr. Bonfatti clarified that an SBC
recommendation on swing space is also pending further work and outreach by the School
Department.
Review and Approve Swing Space Amendments
Mr. Bonfatti described four proposed amendments to the SMMA contract for additional services
related to swing space. He suggested that the two amendments related to St. Paul's be
approved with the understanding that they will be executed only if the St. Paul's option becomes
available for further consideration, based on the status of the Archdiocese's negotiations with
another party. The other two amendments are for further site planning and traffic analysis
related to the internal swing space option and the various late Hunnewell swing space
scenarios.
Mr. Ulfelder clarified that all viable late Hunnewell options will be evaluated.
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In response to a question by Mr. Soliva, Mr. Pitkin said that the general design assumptions
used for the Hunnewell building, (two-stories, 19 classrooms) would be employed for purposes
of this evaluation of late Hunnewell scenarios, understanding the feasibility study for
Hardy/Upham will determine those design features.
There was a general discussion of the timing of the SBC swing space decision. Ms. Gray noted
that a feasible building project could be presented to the PBC in time to meet their timing
requirements for preparing a Town Meeting request for design funds while the SBC does further
work on swing space in the fall.
Mr. Hassanein asked how we will capture the programmatic impacts of late swing space
options. Ms. Gray suggested it might be appropriate to revisit the swing space matrix earlier
developed by the SBC.
Mr. Ulfelder moved to approve SMMA Designer Services Proposal amendment 003 to perform
St. Paul reduced scope evaluation services as detailed in the scope of work for a lump sum fee
of $10,300. Dr. Lussier seconded and the motion carried unanimously.
Mr. Ulfelder moved to approve SMMA Designer Services Proposal Amendment 004 to perform
site planning analysis for swing space options as detailed in the scope of work for a lump sum
fee of $16,300. Dr. Soliva seconded and the motion carried unanimously.
Mr. Ulfelder moved to approve SMMA Designer Services Proposal Amendment 005 to perform
traffic consultant services for "Late Hunnewell" scenarios as detailed in the scope of work for a
lump sum fee of $24,200. Mr. Soliva seconded and the motion carried unanimously.
Mr. Ulfelder moved to approve SMMA Designer Services Proposal Amendment 006 to perform
traffic consultant services for the St. Paul swing space scenario as detailed in the scope of work
for a lump sum fee of $6,050. Dr. Lussier seconded and the motion carried unanimously.
Adjournment
At approximately 8:00 p.m., upon a motion by Mr. Ulfelder and second by Mr. Hutchins, the
Committee unanimously voted to adjourn.
Documents and Exhibits Used
• Compass Project Management Invoice number CPM 69-11 in the amount of $15,527
• Compass Project Management Invoice number CPM 74-03 in the amount of $12,888
• Compass Project Management/SMMA Power Point Presentation to SBC June 13, 2019
• SMMA Designer Services Proposal Amendment 003 dated 6/13/2019 ($10,300)
• SMMA Designer Services Proposal amendment 004 dated 6/13/2019 ($16,300)
• SMMA Designer Services Proposal amendment 005 dated 6/13/2019 ($24,200)
• SMMA Designer Services Proposal amendment 006 dated 6/13/2019 ($6,050)
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School Building Committee –Minutes
July 11, 2019
Great Hall, Wellesley Town Hall
Present: Chair Sharon Gray; Vice Chair Thomas Ulfelder; Virginia Ferko; Mary Gard; Steve Gagosian;
Joubin Hassanein; Meghan Jop; Melissa Martin; David Lussier; Heather Sawitsky; Jose Soliva; FMD
Project Manager Kevin Kennedy; Jeff D’Amico of Compass Project Management; Alex Pitkin of SMMA;
and Kien Ho of Beta Group.
Absent: Marjorie Freiman; Matt King; Ellen Quirk; Cynthia Mahr; Charlene Cook; and Jeffery Dees.
Ms. Gray opened the meeting at approximately 5:35 p.m. She announced that the meeting was being
aired live by Wellesley Media and is being recorded for later viewing.
Public Comment
Beanie Spangler, Birch Road, has been a Hunnewell parent for 11 years and is in full support of new
schools as soon as possible. She said the concerns about swing space can be worked out and there is a
need to build consensus in the community based on facts. She encouraged efforts to disseminate more
factual material about the school building projects.
SBC Business
Approval of Minutes
Mr. Ulfelder moved to approve the SBC minutes for May 16, 2019, June 6, 2019 and June 13, 2019. Mr.
Soliva seconded and the minutes were approved. Ms. Gard, Ms. Martin and Mr. Hutchins abstained
from the vote relative to the May 16, 2019 meeting. Ms. Gard, Ms. Martin, Mr. Ryan and Ms. Sawitsky
abstained from the vote relative to the June 06, 2019 minutes. Ms. Ferko, Ms. Gard, Ms. Martin and Ms.
Sawitsky abstained from the vote relative to the June 13, 2019 minutes.
General SBC Reports
Ms. Gray introduced and welcomed two newly appointed members to the SBC: Mary Gard representing
the Advisory Committee, replacing Jane Andrews; and Melissa Martin, Chair of the School Committee,
replacing Matt Kelley.
Ms. Gray announced that Compass Project Management has been asked to oversee the development
and maintenance of a separate website for the two school building projects. An amendment to the
Compass contract (s) will be presented to SBC for review and approval at a future meeting.
Hardy/Upham Project
Project Update
Ms. Gray reported that the MSBA Designer Selection Panel has selected SMMA as designer for the
project. The town will negotiate contract terms for approval by SBC. In response to a question by Ms.
Gray, Mr. Gagosian said that PBC will want to review the contract terms relative to schematic design.
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Mr. D'Amico said that inspections of both schools will be done in August and September. A kick-off
meeting with the MSBA will occur in mid-August.
Review and Approve Invoice
Mr. Kennedy presented a project invoice from Compass Project Management for services in June, 2019.
Mr. Ulfelder moved to approve Compass Project Management Invoice CPM 74-04 in the amount of
$12,891.00. Mr. Soliva seconded and the motion carried unanimously.
Hunnewell Project
Review and Approve Invoices
Mr. Kennedy presented a project invoice from Compass Project Management for services in June, 2019.
Mr. Ulfelder moved to approve Compass Project Management Invoice CPM 69-12 in the amount of
$8,658.00. Mr. Hutchins seconded and the motion carried unanimously.
Mr. Kennedy presented a project invoice from SMMA for services in May and June 2019.
Mr. Ulfelder moved to approve SMMA Invoice 51045R in the amount of $54,940.00. Mr. Hutchins
seconded and the motion carried unanimously.
Project Schedule Update
Mr. D'Amico presented a potential timeline for an early Hunnewell project which includes presentations
to Advisory Committee and PBC in late summer and early fall of 2019 and a Special Town Meeting for an
appropriation of design funds in December 2019. Schematic design, design development and permitting
would occur in 2020 and early 2021 with a request to Town Meeting and voters for construction funds in
the spring of 2021 if the internal swing space option is pursued. Swing space under this timeline would
be utilized for one and a half school years.
Mr. D'Amico said that if St. Paul's is the selected option for swing space, the retrofitting of that building
would need to occur in the first 9 months of 2021, requiring approval of funding for the project late in
2020. Mr. Ulfelder noted that the party currently in negotiations with the church has strengthened its
position by increasing the amount of space it seeks to lease. Mr. Ulfelder said it is probable that
negotiations between St. Paul's and the other party will be successful, but that the SBC will continue to
try to engage with St. Paul's if possible.
Mr. D'Amico explained that the request for construction funds would be based on a GMP, guaranteed
maximum price, rather than on bids in hand. This would allow some earlier work on trade packages and
an expedited start to the construction schedule, which could be condensed into approximately 17-18
months, with a building occupancy target of January 2023.
Ms. Gray asked what is the typical construction duration is for elementary school projects of this size in
Massachusetts. Mr. D'Amico said that it is usually 18-19 months but that the 17-month timeframe
presented here is reasonable since start of construction may be expedited by early trade packages.
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In response to a question from Mr. Soliva, Mr. D'Amico confirmed that funding based on a GMP is
acceptable under the General Laws and noted that the MSBA process for the other school project will
also require approval of construction funds in advance of bids in hand.
In response to a question by Mr. Hassanein, Mr. D'Amico said that the 17-month construction schedule
would be for a building that can be occupied in January 2023 but that final paving, plantings and grass
would need to be completed when the weather was appropriate.
Mr. D'Amico, in response to a question concerning cost estimates, said that there would be no
additional costs associated with completing construction in 17-18 months. Previous discussions at SBC
meetings about additional costs associated with an accelerated schedule related to shorter construction
durations, such as 15 months.
Ms. Jop said that a Special Town Meeting date of December 9, 2019 has been suggested and she has
done a schedule for the lead-up to that date.
Ms. Gray asked Mr. Gagosian to clarify what PBC requires 120 days prior to STM. Mr. Gagosian said PBC
will want to see a feasibility study report that presents a viable project that the proponents support
outlining project scope schedule and budget. The decision on swing space need not be presented at the
same time as the building design fund request.
Ms. Gard noted that submission to the Advisory Committee is also required and Ms. Gray said that she
had discussed the requirements with Town Counsel. Materials will be sent to Advisory at the same time
they are sent to the PBC, and Advisory may then schedule a date for a presentation as its schedule
allows.
Project Budget Update
Mr. D'Amico presented a conceptual project budget totaling $57,500,000, which is $1 million higher
than previous estimates as a result of the increase in gymnasium size from 6000 sq. ft. to 7000 sq. ft.
(the size of the Sprague gym with seating capacity of 100) and other estimated increased costs including
hazardous materials abatement.
The appropriation request for design and permitting, through bids in hand, is proposed for $4.6 million.
Mr. Ulfelder noted that there have been expressed concerns about gymnasium parking and the SBC
should determine first if the parking solutions discussed are adequate. Mr. D'Amico said that parking will
be fully vetted during the design and permitting process. Mr. D'Amico noted that not all gym seats will
be occupied by drivers since athletes also use them.
In response to a question from Mr. Soliva, Mr. Pitkin said that the parking analysis considered on-site
parking requirements for the school. He noted that the updated parking plan has 56 on-site spaces and
25 off-site for a total of 81.
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Mr. Hassanein noted that gymnasium parking needs are not directly related to the number of provided
seats since those who attend will stand if seats are not available.
Ms. Ferko asked what the incremental increase to the budget estimate was for the larger gymnasium, to
help assess the value of including a larger and more useful gymnasium. Mr. D'Amico said he could
attempt to provide that information. Mr. Gagosian said he thinks the increased size of the gym could be
considered a no-cost change in the budget at this macro level due to the fact the added per square foot
cost is an increment of the original square foot cost.
Ms. Martin asked how this budget compares to the cost of other recently built comparable schools. Mr.
Pitkin said the cost estimator has taken data on cost of other schools into consideration. He noted that
the budget here is escalated out to the mid-point of construction.
Ms. Gray asked Mr. D'Amico to discuss escalation cost calculations. Mr. D'Amico presented a graph
depicting two construction cost escalation indices (Turner and RLB) vs. consumer price index from 20142018. This comparison shows that the average change per year in consumer price index is much lower
(avg. 1.48%) than the average change in construction cost escalation (avg. 4.8%/year).
Mr. D'Amico said that for purposes of estimates for this project a conservative 4.5% per year
construction cost escalation has been assumed. He said there was no attempt to anticipate relative
purchasing power in 2021, but instead project cost estimates have been presented in today’s dollars.
Mr. Ulfelder added that the way the escalation calculations have been developed is in accordance with
industry standards. This will allow projects to be fairly compared and a good faith cost estimate
presented. Mr. D'Amico noted that Compass and SMMA have hired independent cost estimators to
predict costs.
Mr. Hassanein confirmed that the approach used is consistent with industry standards.
Review Draft Report - Executive Summary
Mr. Pitkin said that the Executive Summary draft incorporates feedback from members of SBC and FMD.
The entire draft report will be circulated prior to the next SBC meeting.
There was a discussion of potential edits to the Executive Summary.
Ms. Ferko suggested that the language describing SBC action on the final parking recommended plan be
clarified and asked if cost should be listed as a factor in the paragraph describing the evaluation of
building alternatives since it was not a differentiating factor among options considered. Mr. Ulfelder
and Mr. Soliva clarified that cost should be listed as a factor and it was a consideration even if in the end
the alternatives had similar estimated costs.
Mr. Hassanein suggested that the goals of the project be documented in the report and Mr. Pitkin said
he would incorporate the six educational design priorities into the document.
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Ms. Martin asked Mr. Gagosian to clarification the PBC's requirement for receipt of the Feasibility Study
Report by August 8. Mr. Gagosian said that PBC would like the final rather than draft report, but for the
pending section concerning swing space. He said the PBC would expect an SBC recommendation to
School Committee and School Committee, as project proponent, would accept the report and present it
to PBC.
Swing Space Update
Mr. Pitkin said that at this meeting Kien Ho of Beta Group will present traffic impact analysis for late
Hunnewell swing space options. Data related to the early Hunnewell internal swing space option will be
presented at a later meeting.
Mr. Ho noted that for the purposes of analysis some assumptions about potential redistricting scenarios
have been utilized, but cautioned that those scenarios do not reflect any decisions about redistricting.
Ms. Gray added that the redistricting scenarios Mr. Ho was presenting were the conceptual scenarios
previously used by the Master Planning Committee for HHU (MPC).
Mr. Ho outlined the options that Beta analyzed:
Option 1A Redistrict (without modulars)
New Upham and use both Old Upham and Old Hardy as swing space for Hunnewell students
Option 1B Redistrict (without modulars)
New Hardy and use both Old Upham and Old Hardy as swing space for Hunnewell students
Option 2A No Redistricting (without modulars)
New Upham, Old Hardy and use Old Upham as swing space for Hunnewell students
Option 2B No Redistricting (without modulars)
New Hardy, Old Upham and use Old Hardy as swing space for Hunnewell students

Mr. Ho reviewed a map of the study area showing sixteen intersections that would be impacted by the
Hunnewell families traveling northbound to the various swing space options. He explained that the
analysis at this stage was qualitative. A more detailed analysis would not be cost effective given the
large number of scenarios under consideration.
Mr. Ho said that expected vehicle trips were analyzed for each scenario. He noted, in response to a
question from Ms. Gray, that the current percentage of bus ridership was assumed (15%) and the
analysis did not account for increased bus ridership that may occur with a swing space plan. Dr. Lussier
noted that providing free transportation is contemplated in both the early and late Hunnewell swing
space options and would likely increase ridership.
Mr. Ho presented the following conclusions:
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pre-existing conditions operate with significant delay and queuing on Weston Road, Route 9 and
Kingsbury Street;
changes in traffic patterns will exacerbate conditions;
More intersections will be impacted if Hunnewell relocates to Upham;
Mitigation measures would include carpooling and buses.
Option 1A – redistricting traffic impacts will be more concentrated in the area of Upham School.
Additional impacts to Washington Street, Kingsbury Street and Route 9.
Option 1B - redistricting traffic impacts will be more concentrated along Weston Road.
Additional
Option 2A –Additional impact to Washington Street, Kingsbury Street and Route 9.
Option 2B - Weston Road at Route 9 interchange and Hardy Driveway at Weston Road
significantly impacted.

In response to a question from Dr. Lussier, Mr. Ho said that from a purely traffic perspective, there
would be less impact on traffic in the non-redistricting scenarios (2A and 2B).
Mr. D’Amico noted that 2 additional options that include the use of modulars were not studied since the
addition of modular units will not impact traffic analysis. More information about all six late Hunnewell
swing space options will be presented at the next meeting.
Adjournment
At approximately 7:20 pm, upon a motion by Mr. Ulfelder and seconded by Dr. Lussier, the Committee
voted unanimously to adjourn.
Documents and Exhibits used







Meeting Minutes of May 16, June 6 and June 13, 2019
Project Invoice: Compass Project Management CPM 74- 04 ($12,891.00)
Project Invoice: Compass Project Management CPM 69-12 ($8,658.00)
Project Invoice: SMMA 51045R ($54,940.00)
Compass Project Management and SMMA Power Point Presentation to SBC 07/11/2019
Executive Summary - Hunnewell Feasibility Study Report (Draft-- 07/11/2019)

Approved 7-25-2019
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School Building Committee –Minutes
July 25, 2019
Kingsbury Room, Wellesley Police Station
Present: Chair Sharon Gray; Vice Chair Thomas Ulfelder; Marjorie Freiman ; Virginia Ferko; Mary Gard;
Steve Gagosian; Joubin Hassanein; Matt King; David Lussier; Ellen Quirk; FMD Project Manager Kevin
Kennedy; FMD Project Manager Richard Elliott; Tim Bonfatti and Jeff D’Amico of Compass Project
Management; Alex Pitkin and Kristen Olsen of SMMA; Absent: Ryan Hutchins; Meghan Jop; Melissa
Martin; Heather Sawitsky; Jose Soliva; Cynthia Mahr; Charlene Cook and Jeffery Dees.
Ms. Gray opened the meeting at approximately 5:35 p.m. She announced that the meeting was being
aired live by Wellesley Media and is being recorded for later viewing.
Public Comment
No members of the public provided comment.
SBC Business
Approval of Minutes - July 11, 2019
Mr. Gagosian suggested correction of a typographical error on page 3 and the addition of omitted
language on page 4 as follows: “due to the fact the added per square foot cost is an increment of the
original square foot cost.”
Mr. Ulfelder moved to approve the minutes of the June 11, 2019 SBC meeting, as amended. Mr.
Gagosian seconded and the minutes were approved. Mr. King and Ms. Freiman abstained.
Hardy/Upham Project
Review Proposed Contract and SMMA Fee for Feasibility Study Phase
Mr. Elliott distributed for review SMMA’s fee proposal, including SMMA’s outline of reimbursable
consultants for the feasibility and schematic design phases of the Hardy/Upham project and his memo
summarizing costs and reflecting a total proposed fee of $1,073,085.
Mr. Bonfatti clarified that these documents contain the terms that will be incorporated into a standard
MSBA contract.
Mr. Elliott confirmed that the scope of services provides for complete feasibility studies on both the
Hardy and Upham sites, similar in scope to the feasibility study done for Hunnewell.
Mr. Gagosian, in response to a question from Ms. Gray concerning the relative roles of SBC and PBC in
approving design fees, suggested that SBC should approve the feasibility study fee and the PBC should
confirm the portion of the fee for schematic design.
Ms. Olsen explained that the schedule included in the proposal was extrapolated from one generated by
the Owners Project Manager in coordination with Facilities Management to meet MSBA required
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milestones and its presumed meeting dates based on its regular quarterly schedule. The proposed
schedule, subject to change, reflects submission of a preliminary design program (PDP) to the MSBA in
December 2019 and the preferred schematic design (PSR) to the MSBA in May 2020.
Ms. Gray confirmed that the SBC’s recommendation of a preferred site and solution and the subsequent
review and supportive votes on that recommendation by School Committee and Board of Selectmen, as
well as a presentation to Town Meeting, will occur prior to submission of the preferred design to the
MSBA.
In response to a question from Ms. Gray, Ms. Olsen confirmed that the site selection criteria and
questions proposed by the Sustainable Energy Committee and included in the appendix to the RFP will
be incorporated into the study and covered by the basic fee.
Ms. Gard asked where in the process addition/renovation vs new build will be considered and Mr. Pitkin
said those options would be evaluated as part of the preferred schematic design process.
Ms. Gray instructed members to submit any further questions to Mr. Elliott and said that the SBC will
vote on terms of SMMA’s proposal at the next meeting.
Mr. Bonfatti said that a more detailed schedule and explanation of the MSBA process will be presented
in late August or early September.
Hunnewell Project
Parking Plan options and recommendation
Mr. Pitkin presented updated parking and pick-up and drop-off scenarios. He reviewed the list of site
parking spaces for the project developed by Ms. Quirk that reflects the need for 65 striped spaces and
one non-striped space for the custodian. He noted that in the permitting phase that number will be finetuned.
Mr. Pitkin noted that 25 off-site parking spaces in the Cameron Street lot/ Library driveway are
presumed in each scenario. He said that an additional 25 on-street spaces have been identified but not
included in the parking numbers presented. He presented the parking scenarios as follows:
Parking Scenario A provides +/- 47 on-site spaces
Parking Scenario B provides +/- 60 on-site spaces
Parking Scenario B Revised provides +/- 55 on-site spaces for a total of 80 spaces.

Parking Scenario B Revised alters the loading zone design shown on previous drawings to reflect the
type of loading area actually used by town elementary schools. Ms. Gray said she responded favorably
to the revised Scenario B because it preserves a landscaped buffer between the school and the library
and does not extend parking into the area that abuts classrooms. Ms. Quirk said that she likes the
revised proposed drop-off and pick-up design that shows bus traffic in the traffic circle and space for car
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queuing in a new lay-by lane adjacent to the street. Mr. Pitkin said the revised design would make the
drop-off and pick-up plan the same in the morning and afternoon and allow emergency vehicle access
closer to the entrance of the school.
Mr. Ulfelder clarified that the SBC’s role is to present a parking plan that is feasible and may be
permitted but noted that the Town’s process for permitting is exhaustive and will result in considerable
evaluation of parking prior to approval of a final plan.
In response to a question by Ms. Gray about playground size, Ms. Quirk noted that because the
gymnasium also now serves as the cafeteria, three grade levels (6 classrooms) use the playground at one
time. She said in the new 18-section school with a separate cafeteria and gymnasium, a similar number
of students will use the playground at one time, two grade levels (6 classrooms).
Dr. Lussier noted that the targeted population for the new Hunnewell is similar to the number of
students Hunnewell has served at times in the recent past.
Mr. Pitkin said that the quality of active play zone design will be improved and that detailed playground
design work will occur in the next phase.
In response to a question from Mr. Hassanein, Mr. Pitkin pointed out the areas where outdoor
classrooms may be designed.
Mr. Ulfelder clarified that while there may be a slightly smaller area available for play space in the
current plan, better turf management and better space design are available to optimize use of the
space.
It was the consensus of the Committee that the revised Scenario B be included in the feasibility study
report.
Hunnewell Feasibility Study Report
Ms. Olsen said that most edits have been incorporated into the current draft of the report. Feedback
from Ms. Jop still needs to be included.
Ms. Ferko suggested more clarity is needed in the description of late Hunnewell swing space options.
She noted that the three scenarios being studied can be confusing to understand and suggested using
uniform terminology as it applies to each option would be helpful, in particular noting the number of
attendance zones that will exist under each option and noting which options would require operation of
two schools on one site.
There was a discussion of whether detail on the swing space options should be included in the Executive
Summary before a section on the swing space investigation is ready for inclusion in the body of the
report. Mr.Gagosian suggested a less detailed status report might be included instead. Mr. Ulfelder and
Mr. Hassanein expressed support for inclusion of the information about all of the swing space options
that are being studied.
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Mr. Kennedy noted that Ms. Jop suggests eliminating reference to a zoning variance in the report
because the expectation is that the town will not seek a variance but instead will seek a permit under
the Dover Amendment.
Mr. Pitkin said that images of site plans and concept plans, including the parking plan revision discussed
at this meeting, will be inserted in the final draft of the report.
Ms. Olsen displayed the section of the draft report that outlines the schedule leading up to a Special
Town Meeting on December 9, 2019. Ms. Freiman provided recent updates to that schedule for
inclusion in the final report and said that before the BOS agrees to open the warrant on October 21 she
believes the members will need to be fairly sure that the deadlines in the timeline will be met.
Ms. Gray said there was a question from one of the liaisons to the project about the characterization of
the difference in EUI for the new construction vs addition renovation option as “slight”. Mr. Kennedy
suggested that the difference be represented instead as a percentage and Mr. Pitkin said SMMA would
verify and include that number.
Ms. Gray said that on August 1st the School Committee will receive the Feasibility Study Report and any
project updates since the last joint meeting with the SBC on June 6th. The School Committee is expected
to further discuss the report at its meeting on August 6th and may vote to present it to the PBC by
August 8th to meet that committee’s deadline of 120 days preceding Special Town Meeting.
Ms. Gray noted that the feasibility study report provides comprehensive and informative data for the
community to understand the Hunnewell School and the building limitations that impact education, as
well as how the SBC got to the preferred solution.
Mr. Ulfelder moved that the SBC approve the Feasibility Study Report for the Hunnewell Elementary
School dated July 24, 2019 subject to further non-substantive edits by the chair, Sharon Gray, and
subject to the comments from Meghan Jop, specifically related to the Dover Amendment. Mr. Gagosian
seconded and the motion was unanimously approved.
Review SMMA and Compass Project Management Fee for design/bidding phases
Mr. D’Amico said that SMMA’s fee proposal will be distributed for discussion at the next SBC meeting
and suggested that the Compass proposal that was distributed for review at this meeting be held for
discussion until the next meeting as well.
Project Budget
Mr. D’Amico presented the Hunnewell project budget for review and noted that a change since the
SBC’s last review is an increase from $4.6 million to $4.7 million for the anticipated appropriation
request to Special Town meeting for costs during the design phase. The total project budget for
construction remains at $57,500,000.
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Mr. Ulfelder asked if any premium from acceleration of the construction schedule would be offset by a
reduction in the costs associated with general conditions on that accelerated schedule. Mr. D’Amico
said that could be the case. He noted that the largest components of general conditions costs are the
construction manager’s labor force including superintendent, assistant superintendent, project manager
and assistant project manager as well as overhead such as the cost of trailers, utilities and daily site
cleanup.
Mr. Ulfelder also asked if the guaranteed minimum price used with the construction manager at risk
model (CM at Risk) is likely to result in a higher price than the design, bid build approach. Mr. D’Amico
said that this model allows separate packages for early work to be separated and procured before
design is complete, allowing acceleration. There is a contingency fund for the CM at Risk that may
initially add to a perception that the initial price is higher than it would be with the design, bid, build
approach, but this contingency fund is typically not fully utilized and the remainder would be returned
to the town.
Mr. King noted that with the traditional design, bid, build model there are often many change orders
that end up increasing the cost. Having a CM at Risk helps avoid costly change orders. Mr. Gagosian
noted that CM at Risk is also helpful in prequalifying subcontractors.
Mr. Hassanein said that the CM at Risk model is one that shares risk with the project owner. The
contingency fund belongs to the owner but helps insulate the construction manager from certain risks.
In response to further questions about which model might result in a lower cost Mr. D’Amico said there
are too many factors that might result in one model costing more than another for him to provide an
accurate answer to that question at this point in the process.
Swing Space Status Update
Ms. Gray said that the swing space discussion would be deferred to the next two meetings.
Discuss next steps leading to Town Meeting vote
Ms. Gray said that the discussion of edits to the feasibility study report earlier in the meeting covered
next steps leading to the Town Meeting vote.
Adjournment
At approximately 7:10 pm, upon a motion by Mr. Ulfelder and seconded by Mr. Gagosian, the
Committee voted unanimously to adjourn.
Documents and Exhibits used



Draft Minutes for July 11, 2019 SBC meeting.
SMMA proposal for designer services for the Hardy/Upham Feasibility Study and Schematic
Design dated 7/23/2019, with attached memo from SMMA outlining the scope of services and
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budget for reimbursable consultants and attached memo from Richard Elliott of FMD
summarizing SMMA’s proposed fee.
Compass Project Management and SMMA Power Point Presentation to SBC 07/25/2019
Draft Hunnewell Feasibility Study Report and Appendices (07/24/2019)
Hunnewell Feasibility Project Budget (updated 7/22/2019)
Compass Project Management Proposal for services through design and bidding phases of the
Hunnewell Elementary School Project (7/23/2019)

Approved 9/5/2019
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School Building Committee –Minutes
August 1, 2019
Great Hall, Wellesley Town Hall
Present: Chair and member of School Committee Sharon Gray; Vice Chair and member of the Board of
Selectmen Thomas Ulfelder; Virginia Ferko; Marjorie Freiman; Mary Gard; Steve Gagosian; Matt King;
Meghan Jop; David Lussier; Cynthia Mahr; Ellen Quirk, Jose Soliva; FMD Project Manager Richard Elliott;
FMD Project Manager Kevin Kennedy; Tim Bonfatti of Compass Project Management; Alex Pitkin and
Kristen Olsen of SMMA; Deane McGoldrick, Director of Transportation for Wellesley Public Schools.
Members of the School Committee who convened and joined the meeting at 6:20 pm: Vice Chair Linda
Chow; Matt Kelley; Jim Roberti
Absent: Joubin Hassanein; Ryan Hutchins; Melissa Martin; Heather Sawitsky; Charlene Cook; and Jeffery
Dees.
Ms. Gray opened the meeting at approximately 5:35 p.m. She announced that the meeting was being
broadcast live and recorded by Wellesley Media for later viewing. She said that the Wellesley School
Committee would join the meeting at or after 6:00 pm.
Public Comment
No member of the public provided comment.
SBC Business
Approval of Minutes.
Ms. Gray announced that the July 25, 2019 minutes would be presented for approval at the next SBC
meeting.
SBC Administrative Job Posting
Ms. Gray distributed a draft job posting for a temporary, part-time administrative assistant to assist the
SBC with minutes, scheduling and communications. Ms. Gray said that Gayle McCracken, Director of HR
for the Wellesley Public Schools has offered to help guide the search and to benchmark hourly rates for
similar administrative positions. Ms. Gray invited other committee members to volunteer to help review
resumes.
Ms. Jop asked if the position would be funded from both SBC projects proportionately. Ms. Gray said
she would seek clarification but given that the Hunnewell feasibility study is nearly complete perhaps
funds should come from the Hardy/Upham project, which SBC will be working on for the next year.
There was a discussion about the range of hours/week to post. Ms. Jop suggested reviewing expected
tasks to help more accurately estimate the hours needed. Dr. Lussier suggested that the range of weekly
hours be sufficient to account for greater complexity of tasks as the process continues.
Mr. Ulfelder moved to approve the job posting for an administrative assistant for the SBC subject to
confirmation of a range of hours per week. Mr. Soliva seconded and the motion carried unanimously.
1

Hardy/Upham Project
Review and Approve SMMA fee and contract for the feasibility study phase
Mr. Elliott distributed a draft Contract for Designer Services for the Hardy/Upham project feasibility
study and SMMA's Designer Services Proposal dated July 23, 2019, including a summary of reimbursable
consultant services. The total proposed fee is $1,073,085.
There was a discussion of the schedule and milestone dates set out in the proposal. In response to
questions from Ms. Jop and Mr. Ulfelder, Mr. Bonfatti clarified that the December 18, 2019 item
described as "Submit Preliminary Design program to MSBA" does not presume site selection by this date
but instead the submission of an educational plan, documentation of existing conditions at both schools
and a long list of options that will be considered.
In response to a question from Ms. Freiman, Mr. Bonfatti explained that the item on the schedule for
May 6, 2020 "Submit Preferred Schematic Design to MSBA" refers to conceptual plans to meet the
approved educational plan on a particular site. Schematic design will follow.
Ms. Gray noted that the PBC also needs to review and approve this contract and Mr. Gagosian said he
would arrange to put it on the PBC agenda.
Mr. Ulfelder moved to approve the SMMA fee and contract for the feasibility study phase of the
Hardy/Upham project. Mr. Soliva seconded and the motion carried unanimously.
Hunnewell Project
Review and Recommend SMMA and Compass Project Management fees for design and bidding
phases
Mr. Kennedy distributed SMMA's revised proposal dated 7/25/2019, for services through the design and
bidding phases of the Hunnewell Elementary School project; and Compass Project Management's
proposal dated July 23, 2019, for services through the design and bidding phases of the Hunnewell
Elementary School project. He said that both had been extensively reviewed by the Facilities
Management Department and that he recommends approval.
Mr. Ulfelder moved to approve and recommend to the PBC the SMMA fee for the design and bidding
phase of the Hunnewell project. Mr. Gagosian seconded and the motion carried unanimously.
Mr. Ulfelder moved to approve and recommend to the PBC the Compass Project Management fee for
the design and bidding phase of the Hunnewell project. Mr. Soliva seconded and the motion carried
unanimously.
Feasibility Study Report
Ms. Olsen presented edits that SMMA has incorporated into the Feasibility Study Report since the last
SBC meeting.
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Mr. Soliva suggested that the lists of pros and cons for each option the SBC considered could be
perceived as a comparison among options and suggested modifications to bullet points related to the
main entrance, accommodation of current and future curriculum, and the survivability of the oak tree.
Ms. Gray said that based on Mr. Soliva's comments she included an edit to clarify that the orientation of
the main entrance toward the neighborhood and Brook Path was considered by the committee to be a
positive attribute of Option C (new construction).
Ms. Olsen said that the bullet points were meant to describe the merits of particular options and not to
highlight points of comparison among them.
Joint Meeting with School Committee
Ms. Gray introduced her fellow School Committee members: Linda Chow (Vice Chair), Matt Kelley, and
Jim Roberti.
Ms. Chow called the School Committee meeting to order at approximately 6:20 pm. She reiterated that
the meeting is being recorded by Wellesley Public Media.
Schedule and Next Steps
Ms. Gray reviewed a schedule of upcoming meetings and proposed action:
August 2 - Submit Feasibility Study Report to PBC and Advisory Committee
August 6 - School Committee vote to approve Feasibility Study
August 8 - Presentation of Feasibility Study to PBC
TBD - School Committee present Feasibility Study and discuss project with Advisory Committee
December 9 - potential Special Town Meeting to request design funds (pending work on swing space)
In response to a request by Mr. Kelley for clarification, Ms. Gray said that School Committee will be the
proponent of the project. Mr. Ulfelder said the Board of Selectmen would vote on the project as a
whole, including swing space, when it is ready to go to Town Meeting.
Swing Space
Ms. Gray said that the project team has been working to provide more detail on the early and late
Hunnewell swing space options. She said that the only early Hunnewell swing space option, allowing a
school to open in 2023, is internal swing space. The St. Paul's School option is no longer under
consideration because the church is working to finalize a lease with another party for that property.
Mr. Kennedy presented information about the internal swing space option. This plan would use existing
space in the district's other elementary schools for Hunnewell students during the 18-24 months of
construction (3 or 4 school semesters). Additional classroom space for Hunnewell students will be
created, in order of priority, by:
 Class consolidation made possible by projected declining enrollments within the host schools,
 reclaiming former classrooms,
 converting space into a classroom, or
3



using either music or art rooms.

Each grade level at Hunnewell would be hosted at one school, kept together and taught by Hunnewell
staff. Students would remain at that school for the entire period of construction (3 or 4 semesters) to
minimize student transitions.
Dr. Lussier noted that the district has often used internal space to meet temporary needs. PAWS
classrooms have used elementary school classrooms and specialized spaces such as art and music rooms
have been repurposed to accommodate enrollment. He added that classroom consolidation would
occur due to declining enrollment and the class size guidelines (18-22 for K-2nd grade and 22-24 for 35th grade) would remain. Dr. Lussier emphasized that the lowest priority would be to use art or music
rooms for classrooms but even if those spaces are temporarily repurposed, the art and music curriculum
will still be delivered, as the Spanish curriculum is now delivered to all elementary students in their own
classrooms rather than in specialized rooms.
Mr. Kennedy and Dr. Lussier presented a chart showing projected enrollment and sections per school for
the upcoming school year and the two years of construction to demonstrate how declining enrollment
may free up internal swing space.
Dr. Lussier noted that Schofield enrollment is not projected to decline, and in fact may slightly increase,
which will make it challenging to host swing space there. Upham, due to its small size and the space
needs of the Skills program, may also be unable to host swing space, though it is too early to make a
determination. Based on projected enrollment decline at Bates, Fiske, Hardy, and Sprague, those
schools should be able to host swing space, and Sprague and Bates might each accommodate two grade
levels of Hunnewell students. The exact details of the swing space plan will not be finalized until the
winter of 2021.
Ms. Chow asked if the Warren School was under consideration. Dr. Lussier said that classrooms hosted
there would not have access to school infrastructure that is available in WPS buildings (nursing, OT/PT as
examples) creating isolation and operational inefficiency.
In response to a question from Ms. Gard, Dr. Lussier said given the existing school infrastructure it
would not be possible to redistrict into 6 schools now.
Dr Lussier said that many Hunnewell parents expressed support for an early Hunnewell project,
including internal swing space. There is a plan to talk with all elementary school communities in
September about swing space and redistricting.
Mr. Ulfelder noted that there has been extensive and detailed work done since last spring to develop
the internal swing space option which supports the conclusion that it is in fact viable.
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Mr. Kelley pointed out that a reduction in the number of sections at many schools will occur as a result
of declining enrollment, whether or not that school hosts internal swing space.
Mr. Roberti asked how internal swing space would impact special education classrooms. Dr. Lussier said
that most special education services are delivered in classrooms but there has been a careful look at the
space needed for the Hunnewell TLC students at host schools and also at how to move some special
education students to more appropriately sized spaces at host schools to free up full-sized classrooms
for swing space.
Ms. Jop asked if 4th and 5th grade Hunnewell students could be integrated into the 4th and 5th grade
populations at host schools rather than hosting them in separate classrooms. Dr. Lussier said if
efficiency was the only goal that could make sense, but Hunnewell parents have expressed support for
keeping Hunnewell grade level cohorts together so that peer relationships may be maintained.
Mr. Pitkin reviewed the transportation analysis done by Beta Group relative to internal swing space.
He summarized BETA's conclusions as follows:








There are preexisting transportation issues at the elementary schools with delay and queuing on
Weston Road, Rt. 9 and Kingsbury Street;
The analysis used the most conservative data (highest values) for vehicles and demographics;
Small increases in volume are manageable and not expected to significantly exacerbate traffic
operations;
Most vehicle trips are offset by declining enrollment - except at Schofield;
Likely an increase in car queues, particularly in the afternoon. Carpools or buses could mitigate
these concerns;
Additional management for drop-off and pick-up is required particularly at Hardy and Schofield
(if used for swing space);
Limited capital project work would be required at school sites other than some pavement
striping, signage, etc.

Mr. Pitkin then presented aerial views of each elementary school with car, bus and pedestrian access
identified on each image.
Dr. Lussier and Mr. McGoldrick presented potential plans for internal swing space transportation,
specifically the hybrid transportation model that features:



Centralized staging area within Hunnewell attendance zone for students going to Fiske (and
Schofield if used for swing space) with an estimated ride time of 15 minutes;
Morning pick-up from each of five Hunnewell neighborhoods on buses that will then travel to
each of the host schools - Bates, Hardy and Sprague (and Upham if used for swing space) - with
estimated travel time from 8-12 minutes to 25-30 minutes, depending on the host school.
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Afternoon pickup on a bus directly from each host school to Wellesley Middle School for parent
pick up. (Bus drop off on Donizetti Street and student pickup on Calvin Road, occurring well after
WMS dismissal).

Ms. Mahr presented internal swing space transportation cost estimates as follows:



$690,822 in School Year 2021-2022
$738,288 in School Year 2022-2023
$1,429,110 Total

These estimates include the cost of 6 buses, bus monitors and additional vans for the TLC program.
In response to a question from Mr. Ulfelder, Mr. McGoldrick confirmed that the number of buses could
be reduced if ridership is low.
Dr. Lussier said that Hunnewell families with children assigned to multiple schools will have the option
of open enrollment, based on space availability, to keep siblings in one school. Ms. Quirk said that she is
confident that carpooling to assist parents with students in multiple schools will be organized by parent
volunteers.
Late Hunnewell swing space options were then reviewed by Mr. Pitkin.
Late Hunnewell Options with redistricting include (potential number of students at each school is noted
in parentheses):





Option 1A –Redistrict and use New Upham (365) with Hunnewell split between Old Upham
(182) and Old Hardy (183) without modulars
Option 1B - Redistrict and use New Hardy (365) with Hunnewell split between Old Hardy (182
)and Old Upham (185) without modulars
Option 1C - Redistrict and use New Upham (365) with Hunnewell (365) at Old Hardy with
modulars
Option 1D - Redistrict and use New Hardy (365) with Hunnewell (365) at Old Upham with
modulars

Late Hunnewell Options without redistricting include:



Option 2A – No redistricting, use New Upham for Upham (195), Old Upham for Hunnewell (256)
(Combined 451 students on Upham site) and Old Hardy for Hardy (277)
Option 2B – No redistricting, use New Hardy for Hardy (277), Old Hardy for Hunnewell (256)
(combined 533 on Hardy site) and Old Upham for Upham (195)

Mr. Pitkin referenced the presentation by Beta Group at the last SBC meeting and reviewed some of the
conclusions of Beta’s study related to late Hunnewell:
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Pre-existing conditions currently operate with significant delay and changes in traffic patterns
will temporarily exacerbate conditions; will delay but not degrade intersections
In these scenarios vehicle trips are less likely to be offset by declining enrollment
Mitigation measures such as carpools and buses should be considered
Study was done using most conservative data (highest values) for vehicle and demographics

Mr. Pitkin presented slides illustrating potential traffic circulation/drop-off and pick-up scenarios, for the
six late Hunnewell options.
Mr. Pitkin noted that options that continue to use an old school on the site of the new school present
the challenge of delaying demolition and the completion of site work for the new school project.
Mr. Pitkin said that further study will be needed to determine how vehicles may be able to access Route
9 from the newly acquired parcels on the Hardy site. Ms. Jop said that in her experience the
Massachusetts DOT is likely to approve curb cuts on Route 9.
Ms. Gray asked how teacher parking would be accommodated and what impacts there would be on
playground space in the various late Hunnewell scenarios. Mr. Pitkin replied that there are a number of
highly complicated variables to consider for the site on which a new school is constructed while the
existing school is in operation, complicated further if the old school is then retained for Hunnewell swing
space, delaying completion of the new school site work. There would need to be pre-design work done
to plan for all the needs on the site, construction vehicles, playgrounds, teacher parking and traffic
circulation. He said it is anticipated there would be work on these issues as part of the design work for
the MSBA project.
Mr. Kelley said that he does not see any advantage to Option 1A or 1B vs. 2A or 2B since the number of
students on the site with two schools in operation is similar or greater.
Mr. Soliva asked if the MSBA will allow a delay in closing out one of its projects, as would be required in
the scenarios that propose operating two schools on the new school site for up to two years. Mr.
Bonfatti said the MSBA is pushing districts to close out as soon as possible and his sense is they would
not like it.
Mr. Pitkin presented the following Late Hunnewell conclusions:






Highly complicated variables
Delays Hunnewell project; extends need to operate Hunnewell until 2024 and current
Hardy/Upham until 2026
Numerous impacts at host sites related to two schools on one site (parking, traffic, playgrounds)
Tied to H/U project – could influence final site selection and design of the new school and site
for temporary condition of swing space
Study was equitable between both sites
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Mr. Gagosian noted that the risk associated with extending operation of the old buildings (Hunnewell,
Hardy, and Upham) should not be minimized.
Mr. Ulfelder said it is important to understand that there has been extensive and detailed work and
analysis of the late Hunnewell options, despite what may appear to be an emphasis on internal swing
space at this meeting. Mr. Pitkin said there is not much more analysis of the late options that may be
done at this point in the process.
Mr. Bonfatti reviewed the schedule and conceptual range of costs for the swing space options.



Internal Swing Space- $3.3-$3.7m
Late Hunnewell (using Hardy/Upham Schools) $10-$12m

Mr. Bonfatti presented a graph comparing construction cost escalation vs. the Consumer Price Index.
The average change in consumer price index is forecasted at an average 1.48%/year and the average
change in construction cost escalation is forecasted at an average 4.8%/year.
Mr. Ulfelder noted that these costs have not been updated to reflect the most recent Turner Cost Index
that projects escalation costs to be even higher. Mr. Bonfatti said the Turner index was revised for 20192020 from 5.6% to 6.9% but given the difficulty of projecting out multiple years and accepting that there
could be economic factors that modulate cost escalation, the 4.8% figure was used to estimate costs.
Mr. Bonfatti presented conceptual project budget summaries for the swing space options as follows:
Internal Swing Space
 $100,000 – Construction within buildings (potential partitions, etc.)
 $300,000 – Site work, signage, police details etc.
 $250,000 – Consultants fees
 $2,400,000- Busing and TLC Program costs
 $450,000 –Moving, contingencies and other administrative costs
$3,500,000 - Total concept budget
Late Hunnewell with no redistricting
 $6,300,000- Building escalation
 $1,000,000-Delay demolition
 $0 - Modulars
 $300,000 Consultant fees
 $900,000 Busing
 $1,400,000 Soft cost escalation
$9,900,000 - Total concept budget
Late Hunnewell with redistricting and modulars
 $6,300,000- Building escalation
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$0-Delay demolition
$2,000,000 - Modulars
$300,000 Consultant fees
$900,000 Busing
$1,400,000 Soft cost escalation
$10,900,000 - Total concept budget

Mr. Bonfatti reviewed timelines as follows:



Early Hunnewell - construction beginning in mid-2021; move-in date in 2023.
Late Hunnewell -Hardy/Upham construction beginning in mid-2022; Upham/Hardy move-in date
in 2024; Hunnewell construction beginning in 2024; Hunnewell move-in date in 2026; followed
by old Hardy or Upham vacated in 2026 followed by demolition and completion of work on that
site.

Ms. Gray encouraged committee members to submit questions concerning swing space to Mr. Kennedy
and suggestions for developing a frequently asked questions document to her. She also told members to
be prepared at the next meeting to discuss any lessons from the Hunnewell project that may help
inform the process for the H/U project.
At approximately 8:50 upon a motion by Mr. Ulfelder and seconded by Mr. Gagosian the School Building
Committee voted unanimously to adjourn. Note: the meeting of the School Committee continued after a
short break.
Documents and Exhibits used









Draft "School Spring" SBC Administrative Assistant Job Posting
Draft contract and SMMA proposal for designer services for the Hardy/Upham Feasibility Study
and Schematic Design dated 7/23/2019 with attached memo from SMMA outlining the scope of
services and budget for reimbursable consultants
SMMA Proposal for services through design and bidding phases of the Hunnewell Elementary
School Project (rev. 7/25/2019)
Compass Project Management Proposal for services through design and bidding phases of the
Hunnewell Elementary School Project (7/23/2019)
Compass Project Management and SMMA Power Point Presentation to SBC 08/01/2019
Draft Hunnewell Feasibility Study Report and Appendices (08/01/2019)

Approved 9/5/2019
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School Building Committee –Minutes - APPROVED
August 29, 2019
Great Hall, Wellesley Town Hall
Present: Chair Sharon Gray; Vice Chair Thomas Ulfelder; Virginia Ferko; Marjorie Freiman; Mary Gard;
Steve Gagosian; Meghan Jop; Matt King; David Lussier; Melissa Martin; Heather Sawitsky; Jose Soliva;
FMD Project Manager Kevin Kennedy; Jeff D’Amico of Compass Project Management.
Absent: Joubin Hassanein: Ryan Hutchins; Cynthia Mahr; Charlene Cook; Ellen Quirk and Jeffery Dees
Ms. Gray opened the meeting at approximately 5:35 p.m. She announced that the meeting was being
broadcast live and recorded by Wellesley Media for later viewing.
Public Comment
No member of the public provided comment.
SBC Business
Approval of Minutes
Ms. Gray announced that the draft July 25, 2019 and August 1, 2019 minutes would be posted to the
Town website and presented for approval at the next SBC meeting.
Member Reports
Ms. Gray announced that the SBC would try to schedule future meetings on the first and third Thursday
of every month.
Ms. Gray said a good number of resumes were received for the temporary part-time administrative
assistant position and Ms. Martin and Ms. Ferko have volunteered to help her with the selection
process.
Website Update and Proposal
Ms. Gray announced that in an effort to improve the delivery of information to the community about
the SBC projects she developed a preliminary layout and design for an independent and more user
friendly website for the SBC to be inked to a town account.
Jeff D’Amico presented Compass Project Management’s proposal for website services that includes
support services for further development of the site and ongoing maintenance and updates for the next
seven months, through Annual Town Meeting, at rate of $60/hour not to exceed $22,188. The contract
may be extended after that date if more work is needed.
Ms. Gray noted that all documents and records will be stored on the Town site and linked to the new
site. She said there will be a useful “Frequently Asked Question” section with current information.
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Mr. Ulfelder moved to approve the Compass Project Management (CPM) proposal for website services
as outlined in the revised proposal dated 8/28/2019 for a sum not to exceed $22,188 subject to formal
amendment of the contract with CPM. Mr. King seconded and the motion carried unanimously.
Hardy/Upham Project
Feasibility Study Process and Update
Ms. Gray reported that MSBA representatives recently met with district officials, toured both school
sites and discussed the MSBA’s Module 3 /Feasibility Study process.
Mr. D’Amico reviewed items that will be on the next meeting agenda with focus on the Hardy/Upham
project, including: timeline and work plan; MSBA process; SBC role and decision points; MSBA
reimbursements (and exclusions); community engagement and next steps. He said that the project team
has been working on existing condition assessments and traffic studies are due to begin shortly. He then
presented a preliminary timeline and noted two SBC milestones: Preliminary Design Plan (PDP) in
January 2020 and Preferred Schematic Report (PSR) in May 2020. The PBC will then move the project
through schematic design.
Hunnewell Project
Invoices
Mr. Kennedy presented and recommended approval of a project invoice from SMMA for services in July
2019.
Mr. Ulfelder moved to approve SMMA Invoice 51174 in the amount of $23,400.00. Mr. King seconded
and the motion carried unanimously.
Mr. Kennedy presented and recommended approval of a project invoice from Compass Project
Management for services in July 2019.
Mr. Ulfelder moved to approve Compass Project Management Invoice CPM 69-13 in the amount of
$9,894.00. Mr. Gagosian seconded and the motion carried unanimously.
Feasibility Study Process and Update
Mr. D’Amico presented a list of upcoming Hunnewell project meetings including parent meetings at
each of the seven elementary schools. Dr. Lussier said that the focus of these meetings would be on
internal swing space but also an HHU update and discussion of the upcoming redistricting that is
required as part of the process.
Ms. Martin noted that the School Committee is scheduled to review the project with the Advisory
Committee on September 18, again on October 16, and Advisory Committee will conduct its public
hearing on the warrant on November 6.
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Mr. D’Amico said that School Committee and SBC votes on swing space are anticipated on October 1
and 3 respectively. The Board of Selectmen is scheduled to discuss the project on October 7. The last
day for BOS to open the warrant for an early December Special Town meeting is October 21.
Mr. Soliva suggested that information about Late Hunnewell also be available at the parent meetings.
Ms. Ferko asked what the forum for abutters who want information about internal swing space would
be and suggested that reviewing the presentation on internal swing space that was presented at the last
SBC meeting and presenting any feedback during the public comment opportunity at SBC meetings
might be better than a specific meeting for abutters. Ms. Gray noted that questions or feedback to the
SBC are always welcome.
Swing Space Discussion
Ms. Gray said there is a consensus among the project team that specific analysis of swing space options
has progressed as far as it can at this point in the process. She suggested that the committee discuss the
remaining viable options: internal swing space which would allow the Hunnewell project to proceed
independent of the Hardy/Upham project, and the late options that require the Hunnewell project to
wait for construction of the Hardy or Upham building.
Dr. Lussier said that the Late Hunnewell options have not been clearly explained to the community.
Mr. Ulfelder said that the SBC must accurately describe and communicate the late swing space scenarios
and should present only responsible and reasonable approaches to late Hunnewell should that be the
option chosen.
Mr. D’Amico displayed some of the late Hunnewell swing space option slides presented at the last
meeting.
For reference the options (with estimated populations in parenthesis) are as follows:
Late Hunnewell Options with redistricting:
• Option 1A –Redistrict and use New Upham (365) with Hunnewell split between Old Upham (182)
and Old Hardy (183) with no modulars
• Option 1B - Redistrict and use New Hardy (365) with Hunnewell split between Old Hardy (182)
and Old Upham (185) with no modulars
• Option 1C - Redistrict and use New Upham (365) with Hunnewell (365) at Old Hardy with
modulars
• Option 1D - Redistrict and use New Hardy (365) with Hunnewell (365) at Old Upham with
modulars
Late Hunnewell Options without redistricting:
• Option 2A – No redistricting, use New Upham for Upham (195), Old Upham for Hunnewell (256)
(Combined 451 students on Upham site) and Old Hardy for Hardy (277)
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•

Option 2B – No redistricting, use New Hardy for Hardy (277), Old Hardy for Hunnewell (256)
(combined 533 on Hardy site) and Old Upham for Upham(195)

Committee members expressed their observations, preferences and concerns about the various swing
space options.
Mr. Soliva expressed concern about late Hunnewell options (1A&1B and 2A&2B) that require operation
of two schools on the site of the MSBA project and thereby delay completion and close-out of that
project. He said it creates questions about MSBA funding for the site completion after the swing space
use is concluded. Ms. Gray expressed a similar concern and later, to this point, Mr. D’Amico said that the
MSBA does not like to bundle or intermingle projects. Delaying completion of the MSBA project site
work for up to two years could create concern for the MSBA. Mr. D’Amico said the MSBA does not
typically respond to hypothetical questions and he has not received a direct response to this question
and may not until facts are presented to the MSBA. Ms. Jop wondered if the consolidation scenario in
this case presents a unique situation that might warrant accommodation by the MSBA.
Mr. Soliva also expressed concern that options requiring the operation of two schools on the MSBA
project site for the period of Hunnewell swing space could disadvantage the Hardy site in the MSBA site
selection process. He noted that the population that would need to be accommodated in swing space
scenarios combining the Hardy and Hunnewell populations is higher than the populations combining
Upham and Hunnewell in either 1A &1B or 2A&2B.
Ms. Ferko, Ms Gray and Ms. Freiman also expressed concern that the late Hunnewell options that
require operation of two schools on the site of the MSBA project could influence the siting and design of
a 50 year school for a two year temporary swing space solution. Ms. Freiman added that all options
presented should be permittable and feasible and she is concerned that separating children and traffic
from two schools safely on one site may not be feasible.
Mr. Soliva said that the late Hunnewell options 1C & D that include redistricting and do not run two
schools on one site are cleaner but costlier than the other late options due to the expense of modulars.
Ms. Ferko said that given the cost and potential complexity of placing up to 6 modulars on the Upham or
Hardy site in the late Hunnewell options 1C and 1D, following redistricting, there might be opportunity
to use internal space to avoid all or most modulars. Given low elementary population numbers and the
availability of three schools with superior infrastructure nearby, students who will be redistricted to
Hunnewell might be accommodated for two more years at their existing schools and the then existing
Hunnewell population may be accommodated at either old Hardy or old Upham using all available
internal space. She suggested that there might also be operational savings associated with the
administrative costs of running 6 rather than 7 schools during the swing space period and that the
various late Hunnewell options might actually have similar price tags, with the bulk of the cost for each
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of them being escalation costs. She suggested that a range of costs for modulars should be shown as
$0- $2 million rather than the full $2million for 6 modulars.
Ms. Jop noted that the lessons learned from the internal swing space investigation could also be used to
develop the late Hunnewell options.
Mr. Ulfelder noted that there are liability costs associated with the ongoing operation of buildings in
poor condition such as Hunnewell, Hardy, and perhaps Upham that may require costly repairs although
they will only be needed temporarily. He said these costs could offset any operational savings associated
with the late Hunnewell options.
Mr. Gagosian said that options 1C&1D are the only late Hunnewell options that leave us with a clean site
for the MSBA project and among the late options are therefore preferable.
Ms. Gray noted that options 1A and 1B have not been socialized with the community and were added by
SMMA recently. She is confused as to their value. (The estimated number of students on the site with
two schools in operation is similar or greater to the predicted number in Option 2A&2B)
There was expressed support by many committee members for the early Hunnewell internal swing
space option.
Ms. Freiman said that if the committee believes that early Hunnewell is better given the cost and
complexity of the late options it should decide that and present an early Hunnewell project to Town
Meeting.
Ms. Gard said if early Hunnewell is preferable then short term swing space issues should not lead to
continued consideration of the late Hunnewell options.
Ms. Martin said that many early Hunnewell swing space options were evaluated. Internal swing space
was presented in the spring and has evolved and emerged as the only remaining viable early Hunnewell
option. Good information about internal swing space is now available to be shared with all the
elementary schools this month.
Mr. King said that it is important to explain to the community why our investigation may have shown
that waiting an extra few years and using a vacated school building for swing space is not necessarily the
best option because many will assume that to be the easiest and usual solution.
Ms. Sawitsky agreed with Ms. Martin’s description of the evolution of the internal swing space option,
and noted that following the fire at Hunnewell members of that community came forward with a
willingness to cooperate with the internal swing space plan. She said that many concerns about bus ride
times and families with children in multiple grades have been addressed.
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Ms. Gray added that more than one hundred Hunnewell parents have signed a letter of support for early
Hunnewell. She reminded the committee of the many issues with the Hunnewell building documented
in the Feasibility Study Report. She noted that late Hunnewell options would prolong the use of that
building for 3 years longer than the early option and also require use of the old Hardy and/or Upham for
an additional 2 years, resulting in students occupying buildings that they should not be in for a total of 5
extra years.
Mr. Ulfelder said that the upcoming meetings with parents about internal swing space will present a
well-defined and thoroughly vetted solution thanks to the work of the WPS administration and FMD
staff. The committee will be looking for constructive comments from the school community to make
internal swing space work even better. Ms. Ferko said that the setting of the meetings in each of the
potential host schools was conducive to an understanding of the impacts that internal swing space
might have on particular schools, and an opportunity for PTO’s in each school to assist.
Ms. Martin noted that the School Committee will deliberate and vote to support either the early
Hunnewell/internal swing space option or late Hunnewell following outreach to each elementary school.
Adjournment
At approximately 7:25, upon a motion by Mr. Ulfelder and seconded by Mr. Soliva, the School Building
Committee voted unanimously to adjourn.

Documents and Exhibits used
•
•
•
•

Compass Project Management proposal for website services for the Hunnewell and Upham
Elementary School projects dated August 28, 2019
Compass Project Management Power Point Presentation to SBC 08/29/2019
Compass Project Management Invoice CPM 69-13 for services in July 2019 in the amount of
$9,894.00 and attached project budget status report.
SMMA Invoice 51174 for services in July 2019 in the amount of $23,440.00 and attached project
budget status report.

6

School Building Committee – Minutes
September 5, 2019
Great Hall, Wellesley Town Hall
Present: Chair Sharon Gray; Vice Chair Thomas Ulfelder; Virginia Ferko; Marjorie Freiman
Mary Gard; Steve Gagosian; Joubin Hassanein; Meghan Jop; Matt King; David Lussier; Melissa
Martin; Jose Soliva; FMD Project Manager Richard Elliott; Jeff D’Amico of Compass Project
Management; Alex Pitkin and Kristen Olsen of SMMA; Charlene Cook and Jeffery Dees.
Absent: Ryan Hutchins; Cynthia Mahr and Ellen Quirk
Ms. Gray opened the meeting at approximately 5:35 p.m. She announced that the meeting was
being broadcast live and recorded by Wellesley Media for later viewing.
Public Comment
No member of the public provided comment.
SBC Business
Ms. Gray announced that meetings conducted by the Superintendent and some members of the
SBC and School Committee will be held at each elementary school during September beginning
with Sprague this evening. The schedule is posted at WPS.org.
Approval of Minutes
Mr. Ulfelder moved to approve the minutes of the July 25, 2019 and August 1, 2019 SBC
meetings.
Ms. Freiman seconded and the minutes were approved. Ms. Martin abstained.
Hardy/Upham Project
Project Review
Preliminary Design Program work plan
Mr. D’Amico provided a review of the MSBA process for the feasibility/schematic design phase
of the project including the major milestones for submissions to the MSBA.
Preliminary Design Program (PDP) - anticipated submission to MSBA in December 2019
• Educational program
• Initial space summary
• Evaluation of existing conditions
• Site development requirements
• Preliminary evaluation of alternatives (long list)
Preferred Schematic Report (PSR) -anticipated submission to MSBA in May 2020
• Evaluation of existing conditions on site specific options
• Final evaluation of alternatives (minimum of three: code upgrade, addition/renovation
and new construction)
• Preferred solution decision (before ATM begins in late March 2020)
Schematic Design Report (SDR) - anticipated submission to MSBA in December 2020
1

•
•
•
•

Schematic design (30%) (PBC oversees)
Traffic, environmental and other technical analysis
Construction estimates
Project budget and schedule

Mr. D’Amico reviewed an approach timeline for the project including timing of community forums
as follows:
• Community kick-off and one additional forum before submission of PDP in December
2019;
• A forum before option decision is shared with Annual Town Meeting in late March 2020;
• A forum before submit PSR in May 2020;
• A forum before submit SDR in December 2020;
• Ballot vote in March 2021;
• Complete design in August 2021;
• Start construction May 2022
Mr. D’Amico then reviewed project challenges including:
• Resolve school configuration- six school or seven school (study two enrollments);
• Selecting best site (to include Upham and Hardy);
• Community buy-in, including new website;
• Schedule (MSBA schedule is rigid);
• Education Plan – much work has already occurred to build upon.
SBC role
Mr. D’Amico presented a work plan for the period from project kickoff through December 2019
submission of the PDP, including dates of the SBC meetings concerning this project. He also
reviewed a slide detailing responsibilities among SBC, School Committee, PBC and the Board
of Selectmen for approving various deliverables during the feasibility study phase. Selection of
the final preferred option (PSR Report) requires a vote of SBC, School Committee and the
Board of Selectmen and the SD Report requires a vote of all four bodies.
In response to a question by Mr. Gagosian about where the decision about a CM (a construction
manager delivery option) fits into the process, Mr. D’Amico said that would be at the end of the
schematic design phase.
Ms. Gray noted the timeline requires School Committee approval of the education plan early in
the process.
Dr. Lussier said that during the Hunnewell process an elementary school vision for the district
was established and then tailored to Hunnewell in some specifics. Similarly this project’s
visioning will build on that work and process, which included representation from the community
and all the elementary schools. Faculty and staff from Hardy and Upham will meet to work on
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specifics of the plan for each school’s needs including the special programs housed at each
school.
In response to a question from Ms. Gray, Mr. Pitkin said that the space template or summary
will be developed from the education plan and in response to comment from the MSBA.
Mr. D’Amico described what a Community Kickoff event typically entails. He said it is an
invitation to the community for a conversation that includes communication of the project
timeline, preliminary discussion of existing conditions and information about ways to be involved
and provide feedback. He anticipates announcement of the new website at this forum. The next
forum will be near the end of November.
Ms. Martin asked about the process for development of the long list of options to study. Mr.
D’Amico said that the MSBA will require at least six options. The long list should include options
for both enrollment scenarios at the Upham School: a code upgrade only; a renovation; an
addition/renovation and new construction. Addition renovation and new construction on the
Hardy site would also be options on the long list. Following its review the MSBA may suggest
additional options for study.
Mr. King suggested that in lieu of lengthy appendices, there be summaries of complex data
collected as part of the study to make community review more meaningful. Mr. Ulfelder said that
summaries are useful, but full reports should also be accessible. Ms. Gray said the full MSBA
submissions are typically posted on websites for MSBA projects.
Mr. Ulfelder asked if there will be an opportunity for the community to ask questions and provide
feedback on the education plan, particularly related to school size. Ms. Olsen said this would
likely occur in the second forum, to inform decisions about the long list of options.
MSBA process- Reimbursement
Mr. D’Amico explained that the MSBA considers several types of building costs to be ineligible
for reimbursement.
• Categorically ineligible costs:
o Not core to educational program, such as items for community use
o Not part of permanent building and grounds
o Beyond the project scope, such as the incremental cost of a gymnasium that
exceeds MSBA guidelines
Examples of specific costs that are categorically ineligible include: land acquisition; legal
fees; off -site improvements; synthetic turf, stadiums, utility company charges, swing
space, permits and local board costs, financing, site remediation, asbestos floor tiles
(although abatement of hidden asbestos discovered during a project is eligible),
auditorium (although stage in cafetorium or gymnasium would be eligible).
• Exceed MSBA Caps
o Soft costs exceeding 20% of construction costs;
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OPM costs exceeding 3.5% of construction costs; architect costs exceeding 10%
of construction costs;
o Building costs exceeding $333/SF (periodically updated but significantly below
actual cost of school construction);
o Site costs that exceed 8% of building costs (most projects exceed this
percentage);
o Furnishing and technology that exceeds $2400/student based on approved
enrollment costs (most projects exceed this percentage);
o Change orders exceeding 1% of construction cost.
Spaces that exceed guidelines and not approved by MSBA staff.
o

•

Mr. D’Amico said that Wellesley’s reimbursement percentage is currently 31% of eligible costs,
with potential to modestly increase that percentage with incentive points for energy efficiency,
maintenance history, renovation percentage (if applicable) or overlay district.
In response to a question by Ms. Jop concerning the potential to obtain overlay district incentive
points, Mr. D’Amico agreed to provide further information.
Mr. D’Amico said that cost estimates at the PDP stage are per square foot estimates based on
historical data. In response to a question from Ms. Gray, he said that the short list of
approximately four options, going from PDP to PSR, will be costed out in more detail.
Mr. D’Amico stressed that the reimbursement rate is applied only to eligible costs and
consequently the effective rate of reimbursement will be less.
Mr. King asked how costs for various features of the design will be tracked so that decisions
include cost information. Mr. D’Amico said that the MSBA requires two cost estimates at every
major milestone.
Enrollment and redistricting consultants
Ms. Gray said that the School Committee has discussed the need to engage a consultant to
assist with enrollment projections and the redistricting process that will begin this fall as required
by the MSBA as part of the feasibility study. She said that one option is to hire Future Think to
update the enrollment study it did in 2016 for the Master Planning Committee.
Dr. Lussier stressed the need for accurate enrollment projections, especially with concern in
town about 40B projects and their impact on enrollment. He suggested external support to
facilitate the redistricting process and to support the credibility of the process.
Ms. Gray said that redistricting is a school committee responsibility but is a project related cost
and she suggested that the funds to hire a consultant come from project funds.
Dr. Lussier said that the estimate to have Future Think update its work is $12-14,000. Based on
conversations with the Town of Lexington he said that the cost of consultant services to assist
with redistricting may be approximately $35,000.
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Ms. Gray asked if funds budgeted for a demographic study in the Hunnewell feasibility study
project could be used and Mr. Gagosian said that is unlikely.
Ms. Freiman suggested that it might be better to use a firm other than Future Think to
independently validate the methodology and improve public confidence in the enrollment
numbers in light of concern about the 40B’s and their potential impacts on enrollment.
Dr. Lussier said that the district has been comfortable with Future Think’s approach and that a
new process will take a long time. He said that Future Think would include the 40B information
in their update.
Mr. Gagosian said it is important to be sure that procurement requirements are met and Dr.
Lussier assured that they would be.
Mr. Gagosian said there are project contingency funds available but he will study the question
further and report back.
Adjournment
At approximately 7:00 p.m. upon a motion by Mr. Ulfelder and seconded by Mr. King the School
Building Committee voted unanimously to adjourn.

Documents and Exhibits used
•
•

Compass Project Management Power Point Presentation to SBC 09/05/2019
Email from Ms. Gray to all SBC members dated 9/5/2019 attaching a draft swing space
matrix
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School Building Committee Meeting Minutes (DRAFT)
September 19, 2019
Great Hall, Wellesley Town Hall
Present: Chair Sharon Gray; Vice Chair Thomas Ulfelder; Virginia Ferko; Marjorie Freiman; Mary Gard;
Steve Gagosian; Ryan Hutchins; Meghan Jop; Matt King; David Lussier; Cynthia Mahr; Melissa Martin;
Ellen Quirk; Heather Sawitsky; Jose Soliva; FMD Project Manager Kevin Kennedy; FMD Project Manager
Dick Elliott.
Absent: Joubin Hassanein; Charlene Cook; Jeffery Dees
Ms. Gray opened the meeting at approximately 5:35 p.m. She announced that the meeting was being
broadcast live and recorded by Wellesley Media for later viewing.
Public Comment
Trond Undheim of Appleby Road said that a petition in support of moving forward this year with the
design phase for a new Hunnewell School has 200 signatures to date. He noted that most of the
remaining concerns of Hunnewell parents relate to logistics, not education, and many parents with
logistical concerns nevertheless signed the petition.
SBC Business
Approval of Minutes
Mr. Ulfelder moved to approve minutes of the August 29, 2019 SBC meeting. Ms. Jop seconded and the
minutes were unanimously approved. Mr. Hutchins abstained.
Enrollment Consultant Proposal
Dr. Lussier explained that each year the School Department does internal enrollment projections that
are then updated with official numbers. In 2016 an outside company, FutureThink, was hired to do a
comprehensive enrollment study for the HHU Master Planning Committee. He said it would be useful
now to refresh that work and obtain an independent assessment of enrollment data and trends,
including the impact of the proposed 40B and other new housing developments.
Dr. Lussier said FutureThink estimated it could do this work for $12,500 plus travel expenses for any inperson meetings. He noted that this work will inform the larger redistricting process but that a separate
contract with a firm to assist with that effort will be required.
Mr. Ulfelder moved to authorize the Wellesley Public Schools to put out a Request for Proposals for
evaluation of enrollment numbers for the elementary schools, to be funded from the Hunnewell School
feasibility study appropriation. Matt King seconded and the motion carried unanimously.
Compass contract amendment for website
Ms. Gray reminded the committee that the Compass proposal for website development and
maintenance was discussed at a previous meeting and now approval to fund the work equally from the
Hunnewell and Hardy/Upham feasibility study appropriations is needed.
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Mr. Ulfelder moved to approve amendment #3 to the Compass Project Management contract for the
Hunnewell project in the amount of $11,094 for website development and maintenance services for a
total revised contract fee of $223,512. Mr. Gagosian seconded and the motion carried unanimously.
Mr. Ulfelder moved to approve amendment #1 to the Compass
project Management contract for the Hardy/Upham project in the amount of $11,094 for website
development and maintenance services for a total revised contract fee of $435,879. Mr. Gagosian
seconded and the motion carried unanimously.
Hardy/Upham Project
SMMA Design Contract Amendment
Ms. Gray explained that the services included in this amendment were previously discussed as part of
the design contract but a motion to specifically approve inclusion of funds for consultant services,
described in Attachment F, is required.
Mr. Ulfelder moved to approve Amendment No. 1 to the SMMA design contract for the Hardy/Upham
project in the amount of $373,285. Mr. Gagosian seconded and the motion carried unanimously.
Hunnewell Project
Discussion: Swing Space and Elementary School Meetings
Ms Gray noted that five of the seven scheduled meetings at elementary schools to discuss internal swing
space and other school building project updates have occurred. She said the meetings have been well
attended, parents have asked good and detailed questions and there have been both expressions of
support and some pushback.
Ms. Ferko said many of the questions and concerns raised, particularly by parents at the proposed
internal swing space host schools, fell into three categories:
•

Concern that enrollment projections may not be accurate particularly in light of proposed 40B
and other new housing developments. She said it was unclear, however, if concerns were
specific to the timeframe for the use of internal swing space.

•

Questions about the impact internal swing space might have on class size. There was an
expressed desire for assurance that class size guidelines will be followed and some confusion as
to how and when reduced enrollment at a school will result in a reduction in sections to free up
classrooms for use as swing space.

•

Questions about the impact of a larger school population on shared building resources such as
classrooms for specials such as art and music and gym, special education services and traffic
lines.
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Ms. Ferko reported that school principals expressed support for internal swing space, urged parents to
be flexible and pointed out opportunities and benefits that could result from their school hosting
Hunnewell students and faculty.
Ms. Martin said that questions were answered at the meetings and the questions will inform
communication and School Committee decision making going forward.
In response to a question from Mr. Gagosian, Dr. Lussier said that information from the meetings has
not altered internal swing space budgetary assumptions, although there is still work to be done on the
menu of transportation options.
Mr. Ulfelder said the meetings provided an opportunity to evolve and improve how information is
presented. He said that it is important to convey that this is a well-considered plan for which reduction
of impacts has been the goal. As an example, he noted that there is potential for misunderstanding
about the enrollment impacts of 40B developments, and it will be important to provide good
information on the status of those projects and reliable projections of the number of students they will
generate and the impact on enrollment.
Mr. Soliva questioned how we will assess the level of support at prospective host schools.
Ms. Quirk noted that internal swing space has been used in Wellesley for the PAWS program and
Needham has used it in various circumstances.
Ms. Gard said that transportation remains a concern, particularly the potential use of WMS as a central
afternoon pickup location. She wondered if additional buses are needed to make afternoon bus trips
back to Hunnewell neighborhoods.
Dr. Lussier said more work is being done to minimize the impact on families with students in multiple
grades and noted that open enrollment will be an option to keep families in one school. He said there
will likely be a menu of transportation options developed.
In response to a question from Mr. Gagosian about the overall sentiment of parents who attended the
meetings, Dr. Lussier said it was hard to determine the position of those in attendance on internal swing
space based on the questions asked.
Ms. Martin said many people came to learn about the projects and did not express a clear position on
internal swing space.
Mr. Ulfelder said the important thing is whether the questions and concerns expressed at the meetings
are answerable and there is confidence that the plan as described can be implemented.
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Adjournment
At approximately 7:10 PM upon a motion by Mr. Ulfelder and seconded by Mr. Gagosian, the School
Building Committee voted unanimously to adjourn.

Documents and Exhibits used
•
•
•
•
•
•

Draft School Building Committee Minutes for 8-29-2019
FutureThink proposal to provide enrollment projections
Compass Project Management revised proposal for website services for the Hunnewell and
Upham Elementary School projects dated September 18, 2019
Hunnewell Elementary School Feasibility Study Owners Project Manager Proposed Amendment
#3 dated September 18, 2019
Upham Elementary School Feasibility Study Owners Project Manager Proposed Amendment #1
dated September 5, 2019
Attachment F Contract for Designer Services Amendment # 1 or Upham Elementary School
Feasibility Study dated August 29, 2019
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TOWN OF WELLESLEY

School Building Committee
Hardy, Hunnewell, Upham Facilities Project
525 Washington Street
Wellesley, MA 02482

sbc@wellesleyma.gov
(781) 446-6200

AGENDA
July 11, 2019
Great Room, Wellesley Town Hall
525 Washington Street
5:30 p.m.
5:30 p.m.

Public Comment

SBC Business:
5:40 p.m.
Approval of Minutes: May 16, June 6, and June 13, 2019 SBC Meetings
5:45 p.m.
General SBC reports
Hardy/Upham project:
5:50 p.m.
Project update
6 p.m.
Discussion/Vote: Review & Approve invoice for Compass PM ($12,891.00)
Hunnewell project:
6:03 p.m.
Discussion/Vote: Review & Approve invoices for SMMA (TBD) and Compass PM
($8,658)
6:05 p.m.
Project Schedule Update
6:15 p.m.
Project Budget Update
6:25 p.m.
Review Draft Report – Executive Summary
6:40 p.m.
Swing Space Update
7:15 p.m.
Adjournment

Signed:

Sharon Gray, Chair
School Building Committee

Upcoming SBC Meeting:
SBC Meeting

July 25, 2019, 5:30 p.m.

Kingsbury Room, WPD

TOWN OF WELLESLEY MEETING NOTICE
Pursuant to MGL Chapter 30A, §§ 18-25 All public bodies must provide the public with notice of any
meeting 48 hours in advance, excluding Saturdays, Sundays and legal holidays. Notices must be filed with
the Town Clerk sufficiently in advance of the meeting to permit posting before the 48-hour window.

TOWN OF WELLESLEY

School Building Committee
Hardy, Hunnewell, Upham Facilities Project
525 Washington Street
Wellesley, MA 02482

sbc@wellesleyma.gov
(781) 446-6200

AGENDA
July 25, 2019
Kingsbury Room, Wellesley Police Department
485 Washington Street
5:30 p.m.
5:30 p.m.

Public Comment

SBC Business:
5:40 p.m.
Approval of Minutes: July 11, 2019 SBC Meeting
Hardy/Upham project:
5:45 p.m.
Discussion: Review contract & SMMA Fee for feasibility study phase
Hunnewell project:
6 p.m.
Discussion/Vote: Parking plan options and recommendation
6:20 p.m.
Discussion/Vote: Hunnewell feasibility study report
7:20 p.m.
Discussion/Vote: Review & recommend SMMA fee for design/bidding phases
7:30 p.m.
Discussion/Vote: Review & recommend Compass fee for design/bidding phases
7:40 p.m.
Swing space status update
7:50 p.m.
Discuss next steps leading to Town Meeting vote
8:00 p.m.
Adjournment

Signed:

Sharon Gray, Chair
School Building Committee

Upcoming SBC Meetings:
SBC Meeting
SBC Meeting

August 1, 2019, 5:30 p.m.
August 29, 2019, 5:30 p.m.

Location TBD
Location TBD

TOWN OF WELLESLEY MEETING NOTICE
Pursuant to MGL Chapter 30A, §§ 18-25 All public bodies must provide the public with notice of any
meeting 48 hours in advance, excluding Saturdays, Sundays and legal holidays. Notices must be filed with
the Town Clerk sufficiently in advance of the meeting to permit posting before the 48-hour window.

TOWN OF WELLESLEY

School Building Committee
Hardy, Hunnewell, Upham Facilities Project
525 Washington Street
Wellesley, MA 02482

sbc@wellesleyma.gov
(781) 446-6200

AGENDA
August 1, 2019
Great Hall, Wellesley Town Hall
525 Washington Street
5:30 p.m.
5:30 p.m.

Public Comment

SBC Business:
5:40 p.m.
Approval of Minutes: July 25, 2019 SBC Meeting
5:42 p.m.
Discussion/Vote: SBC admin job posting
Hardy/Upham project:
5:50 p.m.
Discussion/Vote: Review & approve SMMA fee & contract for feasibility study phase
Hunnewell project:
5:55 p.m.
Discussion/Vote: Review & recommend SMMA fee for design and bidding phases
Discussion/Vote: Review & recommend Compass fee for design and bidding
phases.
Discussion: Feasibility Study Report
6 p.m.
Joint meeting with School Committee
• Schedule and next steps
• Swing space discussion
7:30 p.m.
Adjournment

Signed:

Sharon Gray, Chair
School Building Committee

Upcoming SBC Meeting:
SBC Meeting

August 29, 2019, 5:30 p.m.

Great Hall, Town Hall

TOWN OF WELLESLEY MEETING NOTICE
Pursuant to MGL Chapter 30A, §§ 18-25 All public bodies must provide the public with notice of any
meeting 48 hours in advance, excluding Saturdays, Sundays and legal holidays. Notices must be filed with
the Town Clerk sufficiently in advance of the meeting to permit posting before the 48-hour window.

TOWN OF WELLESLEY

School Building Committee

sbc@wellesleyma.gov
(781) 446-6200

Hardy, Hunnewell, Upham Facilities Project
525 Washington Street
Wellesley, MA 02482

AGENDA - Revised
August 29, 2019
Great Hall, Wellesley Town Hall
525 Washington Street
5:30 p.m.

5:30 p.m.

Public Comment

SBC Business:
5:40 p.m.
Approval of Minutes: July 25 and August 1, 2019 SBC Meetings
5:45 p.m.
Member reports
5:50 p.m.
Discussion/Vote Website update and proposal (CPM $22,372)
Hardy/Upham project:
6:00 p.m.
Feasibility study and process update
Hunnewell project:
6:10 p.m.
Discussion/Vote: Invoices 51174 (SMMA, $23,440) and CPM 69-14 ($9,894,
Compass)
6:15 p.m.
Feasibility study and process update
6:25 p.m.
Swing space discussion
7:25 p.m.
Adjournment

Signed:

Sharon Gray, Chair
School Building Committee

Upcoming SBC Meetings:
SBC Meeting

September 5, 2019, 5:30-7 p.m.

Great Hall Town Hall

SBC Meeting

September 19, 2019, 5:30 p.m.

Great Hall Town Hall

TOWN OF WELLESLEY MEETING NOTICE
Pursuant to MGL Chapter 30A, §§ 18-25 All public bodies must provide the public with notice of any
meeting 48 hours in advance, excluding Saturdays, Sundays and legal holidays. Notices must be filed with
the Town Clerk sufficiently in advance of the meeting to permit posting before the 48-hour window.

TOWN OF WELLESLEY

School Building Committee
Hardy, Hunnewell, Upham Facilities Project
525 Washington Street
Wellesley, MA 02482

sbc@wellesleyma.gov
(781) 446-6200

AGENDA
September 5, 2019
Great Hall, Wellesley Town Hall
525 Washington Street
5:30 p.m.
5:30 p.m.

Public Comment

SBC Business:
5:40 p.m.
Approval of Minutes: July 25 and August 1, 2019 SBC Meetings
Hardy/Upham project:
5:45 p.m.
Project review:
§ Preliminary Design Program work plan
§ SBC role
§ MSBA process & reimbursement
§ Update on community engagement
6:30 p.m.
Discussion: enrollment and redistricting consultants
6:45 p.m.
Adjournment

Signed:

Sharon Gray, Chair
School Building Committee

Upcoming SBC Meeting:
SBC Meeting

October 3, 5:30 p.m.

Location TBD

TOWN OF WELLESLEY MEETING NOTICE
Pursuant to MGL Chapter 30A, §§ 18-25 All public bodies must provide the public with notice of any
meeting 48 hours in advance, excluding Saturdays, Sundays and legal holidays. Notices must be filed with
the Town Clerk sufficiently in advance of the meeting to permit posting before the 48-hour window.

TOWN OF WELLESLEY

School Building Committee
Hardy, Hunnewell, Upham Facilities Project
525 Washington Street
Wellesley, MA 02482

sbc@wellesleyma.gov
(781) 446-6200

AGENDA
September 19, 2019
Great Hall, Wellesley Town Hall
525 Washington Street
5:30 p.m.
5:30 p.m.

Public Comment

SBC Business:
5:40 p.m.
Approval of Minutes: August 29, 2019 SBC Meeting
5:45 p.m.
Vote: Enrollment Consultant Proposal
5:55 p.m.
Vote: Compass contract amendment for website ($22,188)
Hardy/Upham project:
6 p.m.
Vote: SMMA: Design Contract Amendment ($373,285)
Hunnewell project:
6:10 p.m.
Discussion: swing space and elementary school meetings
7 p.m.
Adjournment

Signed:

Sharon Gray, Chair
School Building Committee

Upcoming SBC Meeting:
SBC Meeting

October 3, 5:30 p.m.

Location TBD

TOWN OF WELLESLEY MEETING NOTICE
Pursuant to MGL Chapter 30A, §§ 18-25 All public bodies must provide the public with notice of any
meeting 48 hours in advance, excluding Saturdays, Sundays and legal holidays. Notices must be filed with
the Town Clerk sufficiently in advance of the meeting to permit posting before the 48-hour window.

TOWN OF WELLESLEY

School Building Committee

sbc@wellesleyma.gov

Hardy, Hunnewell, Upham Facilities Project
525 Washington Street
Wellesley, MA 02482

(781) 446-6200

AGENDA
October 3, 2019
Great Hall, Wellesley Town Hall
525 Washington Street
6 p.m.
6:00 p.m.

Public Comment

SBC Business:
6:10 p.m.
Approval of Minutes: September 5, 2019 SBC Meeting
6:15 p.m.
Redistricting Consultant process
§ Vote RFP for Consultant
§ Appoint subcommittee for Redistricting Consultant selection
Hunnewell project:
6:30 p.m.
Discussion/Vote: Review & Approve invoices for Compass PM (No. 69-14 for
$8,658 and No. 69-15 for $8,658) and SMMA (No. 51441 for $14,500)
6:35 p.m.
Discussion/Vote: Swing Space Recommendation
7:15 p.m.
Schedule and next steps
Hardy/Upham project:
7:25 p.m.
Discussion/Vote: Review & Approve invoices for Compass PM (No. 74-05 for
$16,812 and No. 74-06 for $16,812) and SMMA (No. 0051402 for $16,440 and No.
0051478 for $34,660)
7:30 p.m.
Review updated SBC meeting work plan for PDP phase
7:35 p.m.
Review existing conditions draft summary reports
8:15 p.m.
Review draft site selection evaluation criteria
8:40 p.m.
October 15 Community Forum Planning
8:50 p.m.
Adjournment
Signed:

Sharon Gray, Chair
School Building Committee

Upcoming SBC Meetings:
SBC Meeting
November 14, 2019, 5:30 p.m.
SBC Meeting
November 21, 2019, 5:30 p.m.

TBD
TBD

TOWN OF WELLESLEY MEETING NOTICE
Pursuant to MGL Chapter 30A, §§ 18-25 All public bodies must provide the public with notice of any
meeting 48 hours in advance, excluding Saturdays, Sundays and legal holidays. Notices must be filed with
the Town Clerk sufficiently in advance of the meeting to permit posting before the 48-hour window.

SBC Meeting

December 5, 2019, 5:30 p.m.

TBD

TOWN OF WELLESLEY MEETING NOTICE
Pursuant to MGL Chapter 30A, §§ 18-25 All public bodies must provide the public with notice of any
meeting 48 hours in advance, excluding Saturdays, Sundays and legal holidays. Notices must be filed with
the Town Clerk sufficiently in advance of the meeting to permit posting before the 48-hour window.

TOWN OF WELLESLEY

School Building Committee

sbc@wellesleyma.gov

Hardy, Hunnewell, Upham Facilities Project
525 Washington Street
Wellesley, MA 02482

(781) 446-6200

AGENDA
October 24, 2019
Juliani Room, Wellesley Town Hall
525 Washington Street
5:30 p.m.

5:30 p.m.

Public Comment

SBC Business:
5:35 p.m.
Approval of Minutes: September 5, 2019 SBC Meeting
5:40 p.m.
Discussion/Vote: FutureThink enrollment study and forecast proposal
6:00 p.m.
Adjournment

Signed:

Sharon Gray, Chair
School Building Committee

Upcoming SBC Meetings:
SBC Meeting
SBC Meeting

November 14, 2019, 5:30-7:15 p.m.
November 21, 2019, 5:30

Juliani Room, Town Hall
Kingsbury Room, WPD

TOWN OF WELLESLEY MEETING NOTICE
Pursuant to MGL Chapter 30A, §§ 18-25 All public bodies must provide the public with notice of any
meeting 48 hours in advance, excluding Saturdays, Sundays and legal holidays. Notices must be filed with
the Town Clerk sufficiently in advance of the meeting to permit posting before the 48-hour window.

TOWN OF WELLESLEY

School Building Committee

sbc@wellesleyma.gov

Hardy, Hunnewell, Upham Facilities Project
525 Washington Street
Wellesley, MA 02482

(781) 446-6200

AGENDA
Redistricting Selection Consultant Subcommittee
November 6, 2019, 1 p.m.
Superintendent’s Conference Room 1, Wellesley Middle School
40 Kingsbury Street

1 p.m.
1:05 p.m.
2 p.m.

Signed:

Public Comment
Evaluate and Rank Proposals
Adjournment

Sharon Gray, Chair
School Building Committee

Upcoming SBC Meetings:
SBC Meeting
SBC Meeting

November 14, 2019, 5:30-7:15 p.m.
November 21, 2019, 5:30

Juliani Room, Town Hall
Kingsbury Room, WPD

TOWN OF WELLESLEY MEETING NOTICE
Pursuant to MGL Chapter 30A, §§ 18-25 All public bodies must provide the public with notice of any
meeting 48 hours in advance, excluding Saturdays, Sundays and legal holidays. Notices must be filed with
the Town Clerk sufficiently in advance of the meeting to permit posting before the 48-hour window.

TOWN OF WELLESLEY

School Building Committee

sbc@wellesleyma.gov

Hardy, Hunnewell, Upham Facilities Project
525 Washington Street
Wellesley, MA 02482

(781) 446-6200

AGENDA
November 14, 2019
Juliani Room, Wellesley Town Hall
525 Washington Street
5:30 p.m.
5:30 p.m.

Public Comment

SBC Business:
5:40 p.m.
Discussion/Vote: Review and approve Sept. 19, 2019 minutes
5:45 p.m.
Discussion/Vote: Authorize funding for contract with Applied Geographics, Inc.
($50,762)
5:50 p.m.
Member reports

Hardy/Upham project:
5:55 p.m.
Review preliminary Space Summary Template draft
6:10 p.m.
Review long list of test fit site plan options
6:50 p.m.
Review schedule and next steps
7 p.m.
Discuss updated Selection Criteria
7:10 p.m.
Discussion/Vote: Review & Approve invoices for Compass PM ($23,041.00) and
SMMA ($49,320.00)
Hunnewell project:
7:12 p.m.
Discussion/Vote: Review & Approve invoices for Compass PM ($10,466.00) and
SMMA ($2,000.00)
7:15 p.m.
Adjournment

Signed:

Sharon Gray, Chair
School Building Committee

Upcoming SBC Meetings:
SBC Meeting
November 21, 2019, 5:30 p.m.
SBC Meeting
December 5, 2019, 5:30 p.m.

Kingsbury Room, WPD
Juliani Room, Town Hall

TOWN OF WELLESLEY MEETING NOTICE
Pursuant to MGL Chapter 30A, §§ 18-25 All public bodies must provide the public with notice of any
meeting 48 hours in advance, excluding Saturdays, Sundays and legal holidays. Notices must be filed with
the Town Clerk sufficiently in advance of the meeting to permit posting before the 48-hour window.

TOWN OF WELLESLEY

School Building Committee
Hardy, Hunnewell, Upham Facilities Project
525 Washington Street
Wellesley, MA 02482

sbc@wellesleyma.gov
(781) 446-6200

AGENDA
November 21, 2019
Kingsbury Room, Wellesley Police Department
485 Washington Street
5:30 p.m.
5:30 p.m.

Public Comment

SBC Business:
5:40 p.m.
Discussion/Vote: Minutes of the October 3 and October 24, 2019 SBC meetings;
and minutes of the November 6, 2019 Redistricting Consultant Selection
Subcommittee Meeting
5:45 p.m.
Discussion/Vote: Dissolve Redistricting Consultant Selection Subcommittee
5:50 p.m.
Member Reports
Hardy/Upham project:
5:55 p.m.
Review Table of Contents for MSBA Preliminary Design Program Report
6:10 p.m.
Review and Discuss Test Fit Options
6:40 p.m.
Review and Discuss Evaluation Criteria for Preferred Schematic Report
7 p.m.
Review and Comment on Space Summary Templates
Hunnewell project:
7:15 p.m.
Discussion/Vote: Hunnewell Feasibility Study Report
7:30 p.m.
Adjournment

Signed:

Sharon Gray, Chair
School Building Committee

Upcoming SBC Meetings:
SBC Meeting
December 5, 2019, 5:30 p.m.
SBC Meeting
December 19, 2019, 5:30 p.m.

Juliani Room, Town Hall
Great Hall, Town Hall

TOWN OF WELLESLEY MEETING NOTICE
Pursuant to MGL Chapter 30A, §§ 18-25 All public bodies must provide the public with notice of any
meeting 48 hours in advance, excluding Saturdays, Sundays and legal holidays. Notices must be filed with
the Town Clerk sufficiently in advance of the meeting to permit posting before the 48-hour window.

