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•  60+ person architectural firm 

•  20+ year history 

•  specialize in public work 

•  expertise in educational projects 
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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	
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  School	
   132	
   384	
   330	
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  Middle	
  School	
   864	
   800	
   958	
  
Parker	
  Middle	
  School	
  	
   717	
   572	
   684	
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  High	
  School	
   1508	
   1470	
   1760	
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1470=	
  building	
  	
  
capacity	
  based	
  on	
  
classroom	
  count	
  &	
  
current	
  schedule	
  



An
al
ys
is	
  
Su
m
m
ar
y	
  

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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Survey – Middle & High Schools 
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•  natural breaks? 
•  other possibilities 
•  PK@HS, k-4th, 5th-7th, 8th-12th 
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  •  4 ES = 440 ea. 

•  5 ES = 352 ea. 
•  3 ES = 587 ea. 
•  1 MS = 1581 
•  2 MS = 791 ea. 
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  •  parity 

•  organizational 
models: 

•  choice 
•  thematic 
•  sequential 
•  ECC 
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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 



you thank 


