ELEMENTARY FACILITIES 

COMMITTEE (3 X 3)

Thursday, February 15, 2007

Nathan Clifford School Auditorium

6:30 PM

Nathan Clifford School

Programming Meeting #2

1. Attendees

a) Committee members: Councilors Nick Mavadones, (co-Chair), Ed Suslovic and Jim Cloutier, plus School Committee members Ellen Alcorn, (co-Chair), Susan Hopkins and Ben Meiklejohn

b) Architect:  Mr. Mike Johanning of WBRC

c) School Department Staff:  Ms. Jeanne Whynot-Vickers, Mr. Richard Paulson and Mr. Douglas Sherwood

d) Public:  Mr. Michael Dow, Mr. Steven Scharf, Ms. Naomi Mermin, Mr. Ken Farber, Mr. John Coyne, Mr. Daniel Szatkowski, Mr. Thomas Williamson, Ms. Michelle Dumond, Mr. Philip Brett, Ms. Cindy Blackie, Ms. Helen Goulding, Mr. Peter Eglinton, Ms. Jane Wellehan, Mr. David Ruff, Ms. Amy Homans, Ms. Martha Sheils, Mr. Barry Hosmer, Ms. Kate Snyder, Mr. Ken Giaquinto, Mr. Shane Smith and Ms. Ellen Monaghan.

2. Councilor Mavodones welcomed everyone and introduced Mr. Mike Johanning of  

WBRC.

3. Mr. Johanning reviewed the ground rules and agenda for the evening.

4. Mr. Johanning briefly discussed the project schedule and timeline (see pages 3 and 4 of presentation stored separately on the School Department’s website under Elementary School Facilities Committee).

5. Before providing building renovation and addition options, Mr. Johanning reviewed the assumptions for the new versus renovation analysis (350 students, existing property lines and no on-site parking) and reviewed public comments from the last meeting (see pages 6 and 7 of presentation titled Site Comments and Building Comments).

6. Mr. Johanning presented three options (A, B and C) for renovating and adding onto Nathan Clifford School (see pages 14-19 of presentation) after reviewing the existing site and floor plans along with challenges (structural concerns/availability of adjacent properties) and opportunities (space gains/reallocation).  Option A preserves play space at the far end of lot with a hard play area between the two additions (gym and library/art) with an entrance off Deane Street.  The music room and cafeteria would be in the basement with the former sharing a stage with the new gymnasium.  Option B would move the gym addition immediately behind the school abutting the library/art addition creating two distinct play spaces, one at the far end of the lot where the walkway path currently exists and one play area just off of Payson Street.  Option C leaves a continuous open space from the back of the building on Deane Street to the far end of the walking path/boundary line.  The basement level of the addition would include the gym, cafeteria and administration offices with the space above the cafeteria becoming the library.  Art and music would be in the basement level of the existing building.  The final design could require variances, but WBRC has yet to approach the City’s Planning Division.  Though WBRC wouldn’t need to copy the architecture, they would need to stay close to the color and character (texture) of the building.  Maintaining and providing natural light would also be a priority.

7. Discussion:

a) What is the role of the State Planning Office and when will they get 

engaged?  Once the building concept and site have been determined or 

perhaps a bit sooner, WBRC, along with DOE, will contact the State Planning Office.  If Nathan Clifford School is the preferred option, 

parking will be an issue for both the City and State planning offices.

b) Since renovations are fraught with surprises, does the City need to set aside more contingency funding for this project (100 year old building versus 25 or even 50 year old building renovation)?  WBRC would need to investigate further, but, yes, the State does recommend larger percentages for renovation projects.  The load bearing walls will be a challenge, but we will reclaim space at stairwells and might be able to do something with the coat nooks and other space between the classrooms at the ends of each floor (area is roughly 30’ by 30’ square and shoring load bearing walls could be cost prohibitive).  We could also convert the 3rd floor auditorium into classrooms or other flexible space if we don’t add a dedicated stairwell.  Once the 3x3 Committee agrees on a concept, WBRC will develop it further and price it.

c) What will WBRC be discussing/reviewing with DOE next week?  Almost exactly what they are doing here tonight…reviewing concepts and discussing challenges. 

d) How will Governor’s or Legislature’s school district consolidation plan(s) impact project and budget?  It is too early to tell, but WBRC will ask DOE at its meeting next week.

e) Could we have the project on the November 2007 ballot?  Nearly impossible…We would need DOE/SBE concept approval 45-60 days prior to ballot and we won’t have the completed new versus renovation analysis until the end of April, leaving little time for concept and site development.  The SBE was very accommodating with the East End Community School and WBRC could dual track concept and site.  Accelerating alternate site options could mean unnecessary work and/or cost if a renovation of Nathan Clifford School is the preferred option, but at least one other site should be fully developed to generate an apples to apples new versus renovation cost comparison. 

f) Can/could the Baxter School site accommodate Casco Bay High School as well as a new elementary school?  WBRC has taken a very preliminary look at the possibility.  Mr. Johanning had concerns about wetlands potential and shared concerns of the city arborist regarding the removal of trees along the back of the lot.  He, also, felt that some property should be purchased along Ocean Avenue and that maintaining the existing school would be very difficult given playground, play field, parking, access and related challenges.

g) Will costs vary by concept?  The cost of new square footage will not vary very much, but work inside the building could be very expensive depending on extent and nature of interior renovations.  WBRC is trying to minimize interior renovation work to the extent reasonable and practical.  And, yes, Option C would appear to have the least amount of impact on the existing structure while still achieving the goal of better community access.

h) Do we really need to present three (3) site options to DOE?  WBRC will advise DOE that the City’s Planning Division has only been able to identify two viable sites (West and Baxter) if the renovation of Nathan Clifford School is not the preferred option.  

i) If we don’t renovate Nathan Clifford, could another site involve other student populations and school renovations?  WBRC will discuss consolidation and other related topics at its meeting with the Department of Education (DOE) next week.  But, Mr. Johanning thought it was quite possible.

j) Couldn’t Casco Bay High School (CBHS) move to Portland High School and two schools be renovated to create enough capacity?  WBRC is not looking at CBHS options, but felt that renovating two schools to create enough capacity was a good strategy worth pursuing even though the State typically funds just one school on a single site.  WBRC will discuss with DOE next week.

k) One committee member expressed concern for fast tracking the process and jumping ahead of the school system wide master planning process.

8. Public Comment:

a) Ms. Homans noted how precious the third floor auditorium was and wanted to know how building a stairwell to it would be more expensive than adding new building space.  Mr. Johanning noted that access for younger students and the public not cost was the primary driver for the new space.

b) Mr. Ruff indicated that he liked the music and gym abutting a shared stage as noted in Option A.  Mr. Johanning noted that the design was a popular programming concept applied at a number of new schools (including our own East End Community School).  Though the other options didn’t have such a unique opportunity, provisions could be made for something similar in the interior redesign for art and music.

c) Ms. Wellehan thanked WBRC for incorporating as many comments from last meeting as possible into their design concepts.  She asked the 3 x 3 to carefully consider their decision, but not to let process delay moving forward with a renovated and/or rebuilt school in their neighborhood.

d) Ms. Snyder reflected on the population concerns discussed at the first City Hall meeting while noting that the Clifford neighborhood was stable and possibly growing with some out of district placements denied.  She also questioned building a new, larger 450 student school like the East End Community School given the compelling research around 350 student schools.  She also asked the Committee to exercise their political will and to keep their high achieving (academic) students together as a learning community.      

9. Mr. Johanning reviewed the meeting schedule that includes a multi-lingual presentation at King Middle School starting at 5:00 P.M. on March 1, 2007.

10. Notes of next week’s meeting with DOE will be available on the School Department’s website under Elementary School Facilities Committee.

11. TV4 recorded the proceedings and the program will be shown at a later date on TV3, the school’s TV station.

12. The meeting adjourned at 8:25 P.M. 
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