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•  60+ person architectural firm 

•  20+ year history 

•  specialize in public work 

•  expertise in educational projects 
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Current Enrollment PK ONLY 



By
am

	  S
ch
oo

l	  

undersized	  (<90%)	   aligned	  (90%-‐110%)	  
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level	  1	   level	  2	  

oversized	  (>110%)	  

addi9onal	  space	  needs:	  
•  Insufficient	  and/	  or	  

inappropriate	  special	  
educaFon	  space:	  special	  
educaFon	  happening	  in	  
hallways/	  staircases/	  loading	  
dock	  

•  different	  special	  educaFon	  
funcFons	  share	  space	  and	  
are	  not	  acousFcally	  separate	  
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dock	  

•  different	  special	  educaFon	  
funcFons	  share	  space	  and	  
are	  not	  acousFcally	  separate	  
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PT,	  RTI,	  and	  pull-‐out	  special	  
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addi9onal	  space	  needs:	  
•  insufficient	  special	  
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•  auditorium	  space	  is	  above	  

and	  beyond	  MSBA	  
guidelines	  
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addi9onal	  space	  needs:	  
•  windowless	  learning	  spaces	  
•  inappropriate	  special	  

educaFon	  spaces	  
	  



c a p a c i t y  a n a l y s i s   

Cl
as
sr
oo

m
	  C
ou

nt
	  School	  	  

2015-‐2016	  
Enrollment	  	  

Capacity	  @	  18	  Students/	  
Class	  Half-‐Day	  K,	  

23	  	  Students/	  Class	  1st-‐12th	  
Grades	  

71%	  UFlizaFon	  Rate	  7-‐12	  

Capacity	  @	  18	  Students/	  
Class	  Full	  Day	  K,	  

23	  Students/	  Class	  1st-‐12th	  
Grades	  	  

85%	  UFlizaFon	  Rate	  7-‐12	  
Byam	  Elementary	   473	   463	   427	  
Center	  Elementary	   430	   440	   404	  
Harrington	  Elementary	  	   465	   486	   450	  
South	  Row	  Elementary	  	   392	   394	   358	  
Westlands	  School	   132	   384	   330	  
McCarthy	  Middle	  School	   864	   800	   958	  
Parker	  Middle	  School	  	   717	   572	   684	  
Chelmsford	  High	  School	   1508	   1470	   1760	  
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Harrington	  Elementary	  School	  
Projec9on	  
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Westlands	  School	  Projec9on*	  

330=	  building	  	  
capacity	  based	  on	  
classroom	  count	  for	  
K-‐4	  school	  
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McCarthy	  Middle	  School	  Projec9on	   958=	  building	  	  capacity	  
based	  on	  classroom	  
count	  &	  modified	  
schedule	  

800=	  building	  	  capacity	  
based	  on	  classroom	  
count	  &	  current	  
schedule	  



e n r o l l m e n t  a n a l y s i s  –  m o d i f i e d  s c h e d u l e  

Pa
rk
er
	  M

id
dl
e	  
Sc
ho

ol
	  

0	  

100	  

200	  

300	  

400	  

500	  

600	  

700	  

800	  

Parker	  Middle	  School	  Projec9on	  
684=	  building	  	  
capacity	  based	  on	  
classroom	  count	  &	  
modified	  schedule	  

572=	  building	  	  
capacity	  based	  on	  
classroom	  count	  &	  
current	  schedule	  



e n r o l l m e n t  a n a l y s i s  –  m o d i f i e d  s c h e d u l e  
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Chelmsford	  High	  School	  Projec9on	   1760=	  building	  	  
capacity	  based	  on	  
classroom	  count	  &	  
modified	  schedule	  

1470=	  building	  	  
capacity	  based	  on	  
classroom	  count	  &	  
current	  schedule	  
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Byam	  Elementary	  School	  |	  K-‐4th	  

2015-‐2016	  
Enrollment	  	  

Capacity	  
–	  GSF	  

Capacity	  –	  
CR	  Count	  	  

MSBA	  InstrucFonal	  Space	  
Comparison	  	  

473	   346	   463	  

Harrington	  Elementary	  School	  |	  K-‐4th	  

2015-‐2016	  
Enrollment	  	  

Capacity	  
–	  GSF	  

Capacity	  –	  
CR	  Count	  	  

MSBA	  InstrucFonal	  Space	  
Comparison	  	  

465	   346	   486	  

South	  Row	  Elementary	  School	  |	  K-‐4th	  

2015-‐2016	  
Enrollment	  	  

Capacity	  
–	  GSF	  

Capacity	  –	  
CR	  Count	  	  

MSBA	  InstrucFonal	  Space	  
Comparison	  	  

392	   310	   358	  

Westlands	  Elementary	  School*	  |	  PK	  

2015-‐2016	  
Enrollment	  	  

Capacity	  
–	  GSF	  

Capacity	  –	  
CR	  Count	  	  

MSBA	  InstrucFonal	  Space	  
Comparison	  	  

132	   206	   330	  

McCarthy	  Middle	  School	  |	  5th-‐8th	  

2015-‐2016	  
Enrollment	  	  

Capacity	  
–	  GSF	  

Capacity	  –	  
CR	  Count	  	  

MSBA	  InstrucFonal	  Space	  
Comparison	  	  

864	   928	   958	  

Parker	  Middle	  School	  |	  5th-‐8th	  

2015-‐2016	  
Enrollment	  	  

Capacity	  
–	  GSF	  

Capacity	  –	  
CR	  Count	  	  

MSBA	  InstrucFonal	  Space	  
Comparison	  	  

717	   650	   684	  

Chelmsford	  High	  School	  |	  9th-‐12th	  

2015-‐2016	  
Enrollment	  	  

Capacity	  
–	  GSF	  

Capacity	  –	  
CR	  Count	  	  

MSBA	  InstrucFonal	  Space	  
Comparison	  	  

1508	   1785	   1760	  

Center	  Elementary	  School	  |	  K-‐4th	  

2015-‐2016	  
Enrollment	  	  

Capacity	  
–	  GSF	  

Capacity	  –	  
CR	  Count	  	  

MSBA	  InstrucFonal	  Space	  
Comparison	  	  

430	   310	   440	  

undersized	  (<90%)	   aligned	  (90%-‐110%)	   oversized	  (>110%)	  



1)  What additional questions do 
you have about the analysis to 
date? 

2)  What do you consider the key 
findings? 

large group 
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1)  Full-Day 
Kindergarten 

2)  Location of  Pre-
Kindergarten 

3)  Grade 
Configuration 

4)  School Size 
5)  School Count 
6)  School Location 

& Neighborhood 
Schools 
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•  cost 
•  space 
•  educational value 
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full-day kindergarten 



•  centralized 
•  decentralized 
•  hybrid 
•  early childhood 
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•  natural breaks? 
•  other possibilities 
•  PK@HS, k-4th, 5th-7th, 8th-12th 
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elementary 
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430 

465 

392 
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•  5 ES = 352 ea. 
•  3 ES = 587 ea. 
•  1 MS = 1581 
•  2 MS = 791 ea. 
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•  organizational 
models: 

•  choice 
•  thematic 
•  sequential 
•  ECC 
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•  Full-Day 
Kindergarten 

•  Location of  Pre-
Kindergarten 

•  Grade 

Configuration 
•  School Size 
•  School Count 
•  School Location 
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steps next 



1)  Public Meeting #1 – March 22nd 
2)  Additional Analysis 
3)  Facility Assessments 
4)  Implications for Facilities 
5)  Visioning Session #3 – April 6th 
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