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INTRODUCTION

The Mansfield Board of Education, at our meeting on Thursday, May 13, 2010 voted to
endorse and recommend to the Town Council Option E from the Family of Options
presented by the School Building Committee. Namely, to conduct the renovations at the
Mansfield Middle School as outlined in the proposal and to build two new elementary
schools, replacing and closing our three existing elementary schools. The sites of the
two new schools should be determined after further analysis.

This report outlines the process the Board has undergone to arrive at this
recommendation, along with the reasons the Board supports it. It also provides
additional information, considerations and concerns for the Council to consider.

As the Council considers this recommendation, the Board stands ready to participate in
the process and aid in any way needed. In fact, as the Council moves the project
forward, the Board hopes to play a leadership role, along with the Building Committee,
in the design and implementation of any school building project.

PROCESS

The initial request from the Board to the Council in 2005 was for the creation of a
building committee “to review the capacity and condition of the town’s four school
buildings, with respect to current needs and future expansion.” The Council directed the
Building Committee to specifically review various key issues, including security
concerns, roof replacements and other basic facility needs in addition to enhancing the
library/media centers in the elementary schools. The history of the building committee’s
work is fully outlined in their March report to the BOE and Town Council.

The Board has closely followed the work of the Building Committee since its inception.
During that time, three different BOE chairs have served on the committee, providing
regular updates to the board. Board members attended many of the public forums over
the years, carefully listened to analysis and debate and gathered facts and data about the
various options. Board members studied educational research regarding optimal school
size and the effect that facility improvement can have on student achievement. Board
members visited larger schools in various communities, together with Building
Committee members and other town citizens.

In January and February of this year, the Board hosted the Building Committee at each
of the four schools. This series of public presentations provided an opportunity for
Mansfield residents to tour each school, see a presentation on the various options being
considered, offer comments, and have questions answered.
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Since then, the following events have taken place:

Board members attended the March 15™ SBC public informational meeting at the
middle school.

‘The SBC has appeared at two different board meetings, answering questions in
detail, including many on Option E, which was added after March 15"
Manstield’s Director of Finance and Director of Facilities Management have
appeared at almost every Board meeting, providing information and answering
board member’s questions.

Mansfield’s Director of Planning has appeared at two BOE meetings for the same
purpose.

The Board’s Personnel Committee invited teachers and administrators to provide
mput for the Board to consider when making its recommendation.

The League of Women Voters and Mansfield Advocates for Children co-
sponsored a forum about the various options on April 13", Panelists included Dr.
Sally Reis and Dr. Anysia Mayer from the Neag School of Education at UCONN,
Kathy Dorgan, an architect, Ande Bloom, EHHD Health Education Program
Coordinator, Matt Hart, Mansfield Town Manager and Cherie Trahan, Finance
Director. Most Board members attended and we have included those viewpoints
in our considerations.

At BOE meetings on April 15" and April 27", teacher representatives engaged in
a facilitated discussion regarding the educational pros and cons of each option.
The representatives also presented responses to a series of questions from Board
members that were answered online, anonymously, by about 28% of their
membership. These questions focused on the various educational advantages and
disadvantages of each of the options.

Our school administrators appeared at the April 27" Board meeting and provided
valuable insights on each of the options.

The Board Chair and Superintendent of Schools attended parent/teacher group
meetings at each of the four schools during late April and early May. They were
joined by several Board and SBC members to answer the group’s questions.
Representatives of the four parent/teacher groups were invited to a special Board
meeting on May 6™ to present feedback and the viewpoints of their members.
They then participated in a facilitated discussion with the Board on the various
options and concerns.

At each BOE meeting, members had an opportunity to discuss and debate the
recommendation. Also, we have relied on the expert advice and views of our
Superintendent of Schools, Fred Baruzzi.

At our meeting on May 13", the Board voted 8-1 to endorse Option E as
referenced in the introduction.
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CONCLUSIONS

The parents, teachers, administrators, town officials and citizens of Mansfield
care very deeply about our schools and what is best for the children who attend
them. The level of interest and thoughtfulness of feedback has been impressive.
The age and condition of our schools, particularly in light of the declining
enrollment over the past decade, makes the expensive renovation and continued
operation of three elementary schools irresponsible. While the Board and our
town are committed to maintaining and improving the programs of our highly
regarded schools, Mansfield faces a potentially significant decline in revenue. In
that light, it seems prudent to have fewer but slightly bigger buildings. These new
buildings would provide greatly increased efficiency and savings in terms of
maintenance, energy costs and redundant staffing. Reducing these operating
expenses (as opposed to considering reductions in programs and/or increases in
student/teacher ratios) is in direct alignment with the Mansfield 2020 plan and
BOE goals.

An ivestment in upgrading and repairing our current three elementary schools
over twenty years at a cost of 20 million dollars (option A) will simply result in
seventy year old schools with many of the same items needing to be addressed
again.

Elementary school enrollment has declined by 11% over the past ten years.
Projections indicate that the decrease will reach 20% by 2014. Therefore it is
possible, even likely, that we may need to close an elementary school at some
future date.

In addition to upgrading our facilities, there are real educational, security, and
community reasons that make Option E the best choice for the next fifty years.



EDUCATIONAL CONSIDERATIONS

Because new buildings would be constructed while existing schools continue to operate
normally, there would be no disruption to the learning experience of our students during
construction at the elementary schools.

Slightly larger elementary schools (320-350) would improve the social-emotional
opportunities for our students to find others with common interests, reducing the chance
they could feel isolated or “different”. Sometimes, in very small schools, kids struggle
to find other children to connect with. Increased numbers of students within the school
creates the possibility for increased diversity and more creative groupings. A few more
teachers at each grade level would also provide more options for student placement.

Slightly larger elementary schools would improve the ability of teachers, particularly at
grade level, to collaborate, plan and share best practices. There would be similar
benefits with respect to articulation between grade levels.

Two elementary schools (vs. three) would make it easier to stay within district
classroom size guidelines. In our current model, class sizes at the same grade level in
different schools can vary. With two schools, it will be easier to monitor appropriate
class size and provide each building principal with the ability to address changes in
student population.

Currently, the three or four schools “share” some staff. A number of staff specialists
spend part of their day traveling from one school to another. Reducing the number of
schools will reduce travel time and allow our specialists to spend more time with
students. This will benefit many programs, including art and music. There would be
more efficient use of time for Special Education services such as counseling, speech and
language services, occupational therapy and physical therapy.

Additionally, Special Education services would benefit from vastly improved, dedicated
spaces that do not exist in our current buildings.

Larger, more uniform room sizes are an important benefit of new construction in the
elementary schools. Pre-K and Kindergarten classrooms would be 1200 square feet and
other elementary classrooms would be 900 square feet. These sizes provide the required
space for individual and group activities as well as the equipment and storage needed in
today’s classrooms. Qur current configurations are small, inconsistent and often
inadequate.



As previously mentioned, the new elementary schools would promote sustainability and
efficient use of resources. LEED certified schools offer multiple features that could be

included in district science and social studies curricula and used to model sustainability
to students. '

Two new elementary schools would provide greater flexibility than the one school
option (Option D) recommended by the building committee in the event that the
enrollment increases at some point in the fitture. There would be a total of seven
classrooms at each grade level in the one school elementary option, whﬂe there would
be four each (total of eight) available in Option E.



FACILITY FACTORS

As recommended by public safety officials, the two new elementary schools would be
designed with offices located by the front entrance, improving security and controlling
access. This would also be the case at the renovated middle school.

‘The new elementary schools would promote sustainability and efficient use of
resources. They could be designed to be LEED (Leadership in Energy and
Environmental Design) certified, thereby reducing the district’s carbon footprint.

The two new elementary schools would be designed with state-of-the-art library/media
centers, modern energy management and security systems. They would include
significant amounts of natural light and be air conditioned. Our current schools require
improvement in all of these areas.

Temporary, relocatable classrooms at the Mansfield Middle School and Southeast
School, which are nearing the end of their life cycles, would be replaced with permanent
construction. At the middle school, this will solve the security challenge that a separate,
detached building presents.

The two new elementary schools would be designed with separate cafeterias and
gymnasiums — a substantial improvement that will have an immediate and lasting
benefit on the quality of our programs.

The property on which the two new elementary schools would be built would have
important and necessary vehicle access and pedestrian safety improvements, particularly
for student drop-off and pick-up. This is a real safety concern currently, particularly at
Southeast School. '

There are current and anticipated needs for roof repairs or replacements, plumbing and
electrical work, gym floors, gym partitions, boiler replacements, oil line replacements,
and septic field work at the various schools. All of these would be addressed in the new
project.

Option E is superior to Option C (close one elementary school, remode! the middle
school and two elementary schools) in part because it is less expensive after state
reimbursement. Due to the small number of students in our three elementary schools
relative to building square footage, the state will reimburse more for new, consolidated
construction. Further, Option E results in brand new and efficient schools and all the
related benefits that come with that — including lower operating costs.



COMMUNITY CONSIDERATIONS

Two slightly larger schools are a good balance between much-needed efficiencies and
the small community feeling important to the Board and the town’s residents.
Enrollment when the proposed new schools open in 2014 is projected to be around 630
students. Each school would serve about 315 children.

Two new elementary schools would impact significantly fewer families than one new
school. It is likely that fewer children would need to go to a new location once the new
buildings open in 2014.

A number of Board members feel that two schools (as opposed to one bigger school)
will make it easier for administrators to focus on building and sustaining a sense of
community rather than running a large organization.

Both the middle school and the two new elementary schools would be designed to
welcome use by community organizations. Consideration could be given to inclusion of
a Family Resource Center in one or both of the new schools, or where one of the
existing schools is currently located. This is an area of need identified by Mansfield
Advocates for Children.

If the two new elementary schools were built on existing school properties, the result
would be only one property for the town to decide how to repurpose. Some community
members are concemed that repurposing old school buildings may increase expense.



ADDITIONAL CONCERNS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The Goodwin site should be completely evaluated as a possible home to one of the two
new elementary schools. Because of the existing lot size and other factors, the site is not
viewed as likely by town staff. Nonetheless, a complete and thorough evaluation should
be completed. Due to its geographic location in the north end of town and the nature of
the neighborhood around Goodwin, no school at that location would be a significant
change to a part of our community already facing other challenges.

In the event that the decision is made not to have a school on the site of the current
Goodwin school, the re-purposing of the property should be thought out carefully. The
planning process should include commumity members from the Goodwin neighborhood
and possibly the Quality of Life Committee. In that event, the property should be re-
purposed with the focus on maintaining and improving the neighborhood.

Design of any new schools should include input from the town’s Sustainability and
Quality of Life Committees, Mansfield Advocates for Children, and of course the
Mansfield Board of Education. It should also include input from teachers and parents.
The Sustainability Committee, for example, has already developed a list of interesting
and worthwhile considerations for any new buildings.

While the current site of the Mansfield Middle School was eliminated as a possible
location for Option D (one large elementary school) — it should be re-evaluated for the
possible location of one of the two slightly larger elementary schools. This site is
somewhat more central and closer to the northern end of town. A possible downside to
this would be two existing school sites for the town to decide what to do with.

Consideration should be given to the area known as “Four Corners” for the location of
one of the two new elementary schools. As the town considers development there,
would a school make sense? Proximity to walking paths should also be a consideration
for school locations.

The town should completely investigate use of any land currently owned by the
University of Connecticut. This should include the possibility of trading land between

the town and the University.

The Building Committee and the architects should be asked to review Option E for
possible reduction of costs in the design of the two new schools and the work at MMS.

Full consideration should be given to the fact that building costs are low and
reimbursement is currently available. Postponing any project could result in increased
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cost. Further, any extended delay will increase the chance that some major repairs will
need to be done on the existing buildings.

If any new building is approved, it should be the policy of the town to re-use or re-
purpose any assefs from the old schools not needed in the new ones. Further, the town

should look to donate any of those assets to the schools of surrounding towns that could
benefit from them.

Mansfield should give due consideration to the hiring of local contractors when the
project reaches the appropriate stage.

Given that the scope of the project and design work has Changed In many ways since the
outset, some Board members feel consideration should be given to re-bidding the
architectural services contract.
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SUMMARY

The Mansfield Board of Education strongly supports Option E from the Family of
Options generated by the School Building Committee. We have arrived at this position
through thoughtful deliberation. The project balances the educational needs of our
students with recognition of the fiscal restraints of our town. The project would meet all
of the projected needs for the Mansfield Schools over the next fifty years; educationally,
structurally and fiscally.

The Board’s greatest concern with the proposal 1s the location of the schools. While two
new elementary schools located at the current Southeast and Vinton sites appears to be
the most tenable option, it would locate both schools toward the southern end of town.
Further, there is concern about what would happen to the current Goodwin site. The
neighborhood surrounding Goodwin School has a large number of rental properties,
most of which are leased to UCONN students and the tone of the area is changing.
Every consideration should be given to building one of the two new schools on that site.
If that proves too costly or not otherwise practicable, we strongly urge that the site be
re-purposed in a way that enhances the neighborhood.

Further, other options on the north end of town should be given due consideration
before the final locations of the new schools are decided.

As the town council considers the proposal, the Board remains available to answer
questions and concerns and participate in any way needed.
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DRAFT

iansiteld Public Schools

NEW ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

Preliminary Square Foolage Program Prjecizd Enrcllment = 350 REV, 3-25-1D & 4-23-10

PROPOSED GCapacity
Mo.| Sn.Ft Each] Total Net Area {Students}|Comments
SOMIE pa p A
Pk _. - 2 1200 2400 [ ] E0]Half-day sessions
. Toilel | . 2 50 - *Area in building totad
K . _ B 4 1200 4800 | | 60| Fuli-day sessions
Toliet . 4 50 * *Area in building total
Gradﬁ 1-2 {modular cr's) 0 0 - [+
Grades 14 . 16 800 14,400 335
456 Tota! Students Capacity
426|Fuli-Time Equivalents
1 88| 00
Kiln & Slorage ., 1 110 110
Musk: - e e 1 500 ano
Wcrld Language . 1 400 400
Compuler . 1 806 900
Workeoom 1 200 “200
Ennchment . 1 B0 660
Gymnasium e A 1 5000 5,000
CPEserge . [ 1 155 ~_150
o ledoor P.E Slorage 1 100 100 ot part of Gym
Mullipurpose . _ . Caleleria, Audiforium
" As Caftleriz . 1 2650 2,650 177_|Seals capacity
Hilchen I 1 1300 1,500
TTSloegE 1 500 500
AsAuu‘ttnrrum R 379 |Seats capacity
_ Platiom._ o i 50D BOD
L:bmryﬂ\dedla Cemer .
Main Room & SWEIT . 1 2000 2,000
’Reading Center_ 1 350 350
AV Slurage 1 10D 100
Greenhouse } 0 350 N : *Araa in building {otal
SpEd . . .
Special Ed self- cun'iained 1 g4 800
Till= 1IRasuurce 2 360 800
O e 1 400 400
Spesch R 1 250 250
Psychologisl 1 100 100
TR e e e re e i
Maln Office 1 500 500
F‘nnclpal . 2 250 2580 |
Conference 1 160 180
Sinrage . 1 100 100
WrSE'siDHice
Ll 350 350
1 150 . 150
1 50 50
1 50 50
o 408 -
Tounge i 400 400
Tuil&}ls_ L 2 100 . M “Area In building fotal
Teat.her Prep 1 3no0 300
Slnmge 1 200 200
BUILDING TOTAL AREA ST n Lo g
Subtota! of spaces lisied above 43,580 Het Sq.FL, 7%
Circulation, Ipilets, custodians, mech., walls, elc. 17,432 28%
TOTAL BUILDING AREA . 61,012 Gross 3g.FL 100%
State Standard Space Specs
Projecled Enrolfment 0+ 350
Grades PK-4: 124 sq. il per studen!
350 students X 124 = 43,400 Net 5q. FL
Using an assumed nef-lo-gross sq. ft. factor of approximately 5%, the maximum eligible for Stale reimbursemeant
Is estimated 1o be 45,570 gross so. i
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STUDENT ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS
(Based on October 1 Enroliment)

Total Students District
Year Goodwin  Southeast Vinton Elem Total MMS Ouiplaced Total
1998-1993 249 237 253 789 665 5 1458
1998-2000 280 257 256 783 650 4 1447
2000-2001 272 249 250 780 845 4 1428
2001-2002 250 248 254 752 665 5 1422
2002-2003 256 253 253 762 549 5 1416
2003-2004 2h9 228 248 736 877 3 1416
2004-2005 230 242 245 717 656 5] 1378
2005-2006 215 239 230 684 621 17 1312
2006-2007 212 263 251 726 606 5 1337
2007-2008 201 245 261 707 584 8 1308
2008-2008 201 247 250 698 580 5 1283
2009-2010 196 238 273 707 563 3 1273
2010-2011 n/a nia nia 688 565 1253
2011-2012 nfa n/a nfa G673 862 1235
2012-2013 nfa n/a n/a 857 556 1213
2013-2014 n/a nfa nfa 642 542 1184
2014-2015 nia n/a nia 538 524 1162

* Resident students receiving special education services at out-of-district placements.

Student Enroliment Projections

Number of Students

D B {15 BT by Bt EEH RERSRS ERN ETAG, Eiit !,g : z 8 s EERAY
1098 $999- 2000- 2001- 2002~ 2003- 2004- 2005- 2006- 2007- 2008- 2008- 2010- 2011- 2012- 2013- 2014-
1599 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2003 2010 2011 2012 2013 20M4 2015

Year
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TOWN OF MANSFIELD
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

Lon R. Hultgren, P.E., Director  Auprev P.BECK BULDING

Foum SOUTH EAGLEVILLE ROAD
MANSFIELD, CONNECTICUT D6268-2509
(860) 425-3331 TELEFHONE
(860) 429-6863 FACSIMILE
April 8, 2010

Mark La Placa, Chair
Mansfield Board of Edncation
4 Sputh Eagleville Road
Storzs, CT 06268

Dear Mr. LaPlaca:

The Mansfield Town Council appointed a Sustainability Committee that began meeting in June 2009.
This committee is charged with “maintaining a general overview of the sustainability for the Town,
providing guidance to the Town Council regarding snstainability principles to be adopted, monitoring
implementation of principles as adopied, collaborating with Town boards and commissions to advance
sustainability principles and policies and seeldng information from other organizations to aid in the
development of programs and initiatives that will further the sustainability poals established.”
Sustainability can be described as the use of ecosystems and {heir resources in a manner that satisfies
current needs without compromising the needs or options of future generations. The committes is made
up of a representative. from the Town Council, Planning and Zoning Commission, Mansficld Board of
Bducation, Region 19 Board of Education and University of Connecticut. Three residents have also been
appointed to the committee. The Sustainability Committes has spent its first year learning about what
other committees and Town departments are doing that relate to sustainability. Members had expressed

interest in learning about the school building project, and at the March 24, 2010 meeting Superintendent
Fred Baruzzi reviewed the project with us.

Tn examining this project, the Sustainability Committee thought locating & new school warrants these
general considerations:

s Does it fit into the long term vision of the Town?

e Is it pearby areas targeted for residential and commercial growth?

«  Does the surounding infrastructure support access via walking, biking and public transit?

»  What is missing in the existing infrastructure that will support its connectivity to the commumity?

Specific considerations for the Southeast School building location:

» Create a walkable location with sidewalks and snitable lighting

»  Extend the transit bus route to the school

» Energy efficient reuse of the vacated schools that fits into the vision of the Town’s strategic and
economic development plans

« There it assistance available for renovating or building new “high performance schools™ through
the Institute for Sustainable Energy at Eastern Connecticut State University. Bill Leahy,
Fxecutive Director of Institute is looking for participants. His number is 456-0252. (Mr. Baruzzi
is aware of this.) i

«  The Sustainability Committee is willing to help facilitaie green design chareites as the f'.speciﬁcs of
the project are addressed

» A sustainability committee member would be happy to serve as liaison io the school building
committee :
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At present, Holly Matthews is the Board of Education representative to the Sustainability Commitiee. The
committee is staffed by Matt Hart, Lon Hultgren and Virginia Walton. Questions can be directed to any of
them. While we understand there are many considerations that will direct this and any future school
building project, we hope that sustainability will rernain an important one. Please consider this letter as
the Sustainability Committee’s offer to help make this so.

Sincerely,

oo D
E;l,g‘h% A A A [,00-/9-{-0\&/

by V1
Sustainability Committes C]naj\xj

Cc: Matt Hart, Town Manager
Lon Hultgren, Director of Public Waorks
Virginia Walton, Recycling Coordinator
Sustainability Committee members
File
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