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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 
The School Building Advisory Committee (“Committee” or “SBAC”) is 

submitting this report as instructed by the School Committee.  The Committee 
was established by the School Committee on May 16 2013 to propose potential 
“pathways” towards addressing the needs of the Lincoln K-8 schools (“The 
Lincoln School”).1 The Committee is recommending two L-shaped “pathways” 
to the School Committee. The first pathway assumes funding from the 
Massachusetts School Building Authority (“MSBA”), under its School Building 
Grant Program, for the work set forth in the School Committee’s most recent 
Statement of Interest (“SOI”) to the MSBA. (See p. 12 and Exhibit 2.) The 
second pathway assumes no MSBA funding. (See p. 23.)  The L-shaped 
configuration can accommodate the educational objectives of The Lincoln 
School, preserve its current campus feel, maintain the center field, result in a 
minimal cutting of trees and thereby preserve the current landscape.  

 
ILLUSTRATION 1- Current Campus Layout 

 
 

                                                 
1 The term “pathway” comes from the School Committee’s charge to “SBAC.”  (Exhibit 1.) The Committee 
initially found the term vague. After receiving clarification, it understands a “pathway” to mean a direction the 
School Committee should pursue, not the details of a design or construction project. 
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The Committee discussed several potential pathways in addition to those 
recommended in this report.  It soon became clear that the best results would 
be achieved by using an L-shaped configuration as the skeleton, which should 
then be modified to accommodate the various programmatic and functional 
needs. The dictates of the configuration will only serve as a guide.  The 
eventual solution will depend on the final architectural design to be 
accomplished by the appropriate specialists working with the School 
Committee. 

 
Cost estimates were beyond the purview of the Committee. Its charge 

was limited to identifying “pathways,” not the details of a design or 
construction project. The Committee also was given no budget for its work. It, 
therefore, did not have the ability to employ professional cost estimators.   

 
The report covers the following topics: 
 

 The lead-up to the formation of SBAC as a consequence of the failure of 
the November 2012 Special Town Meeting to approve the so-called 
“Preferred Option,” and the subsequent effort by the School Committee 
and others to find a solution acceptable to the community. 

 The recognition of the need for the Town to maintain the exceptional 
quality of the Lincoln school system, while spending its resources wisely. 

 The deliberations and process followed by the Committee over the last 
six months 

 The identification of priority work items for a project to be partially 
funded by the MSBA, as contained in the SOI. These priority work 
items include the following, the need for which is explained in the 
report: 

▪ A new central kitchen and cafeterias for both the Smith and 
Brooks schools;  

▪ Breakout rooms for both schools; 
▪ The improvement of the second grade space in the Smith School; 
▪ Constructing a link to the Reed Gym from the Brooks School; 
▪ Accommodations for students with special needs;  
▪ Improved lighting, air quality and acoustics in both schools;  
▪ An improved building envelope for both schools, including, but 

not limited to, the roofs; and 
▪ Solving the problem of the flooding of the Smith boiler room. 
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 The realization that repairs alone, while critical to the maintaining the 
physical integrity of the buildings, will still incur significant expenditures 
without furthering the educational objectives. 

 The possibility that the MSBA will not support the project and the 
implications of such a decision on the “pathways” available to the Town. 

 The implementation problems associated with any L-shaped pathway 
pursued by the School Committee.  

 The issue of whether the school campus on Ballfield Road should serve 
as a potential location for a Community Center.  

 

II. INTRODUCTORY REMARKS 

On May 16, 2013, the School Committee voted to establish SBAC. The 
“Task” of the Committee was to propose two (2) to four (4) “pathways” for 
addressing the needs of the school buildings in Lincoln.  These “pathways” 
were to be based on the SOI submitted to the MSBA in the spring of 2013. If 
the MSBA agrees to partially fund a Lincoln school building project, the project 
must reflect what is in the SOI. The Committee was to consider the prior work 
of the disbanded School Building Committee.2  The “Goal” of the Committee 
was to provide the School Committee with “pathways” which it and a future 
School Building Committee could consider as “starting points” for the design 
and development of a new School Building Project. The Committee was 
charged with considering such issues as: “how will renovations 
support/improve education and position the school for the future;” “how can 
a renovated building support after-hours community use;” “how should a 
renovation address Lincoln’s sustainable energy goals;” and “what kinds of 
campus renovations are important for supporting both school and recreational 
use of the campus fields/parking/roadways).” (Exhibit 1.)  

 
The Committee recognizes that Lincoln cares deeply about the quality of 

its public schools, since education of the Town’s children is one of Lincoln’s 
most cherished values. The Lincoln School enjoys the reputation as one of the 
top-tier schools in Massachusetts. It needs to continue to offer high caliber 
educational services, not only for the benefit of the Town’s children but also 
for the benefit of the community. There is a nexus between the quality and 

                                                 
2 The Committee acknowledges the work of the School Building Committee. Many good people in town 
devoted many hours and much hard work on behalf of the schools and the town. The fact that the Special 
Town Meeting did not adopt its recommendation should not detract from the appreciation the Town owes to 
its members, who volunteered their precious time and many talents on behalf of their community.  
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reputation of the Town’s schools and its property values. The Committee also 
recognizes the strong town ethic of spending its resources wisely.  

 
The Committee acknowledges that, although it can help, a building itself 

cannot guarantee academic performance or cure an otherwise deficient school. 
Keys to a superior education also include inspired teachers, outstanding school 
leadership and committed parents. A building that permits such talented 
individuals to flourish and take advantage of advances in education can have a 
positive impact on the quality of the education in a school. A building which 
does not permit this to occur, or creates significant discomfort or distractions, 
will probably be a building in which education eventually stagnates.    
 

The Committee, after six months of deliberations, has found that a high 
quality education, consistent with Lincoln’s very high standards for educating 
its children, can be provided within the L-shape configuration of The Lincoln 
School if certain changes are made to the facility. These changes will be 
expensive, so it is hoped that the MSBA will contribute to any school project 
recommended by the School Committee. 

 
At the outset, a few words are necessary about what the Committee did 

not attempt to do and why. The Committee recognizes that many persons in 
Town will be looking for cost estimates for each of the “pathways” described 
in this report. The report contains no cost estimates. The reason is that the 
Committee did not have the ability to obtain reliable cost estimates because it 
had no budget. This made it impossible for this Committee to hire a 
professional construction cost estimator. The Committee strongly believes that 
it would be a serious disservice to the Town if its report contained cost 
estimates which are not reliable.  The School Committee will provide cost 
estimates to the Town for any new school building project it ultimately may 
recommend in the future. 

 
The Committee also did not address all the minute details of a 

construction project (e.g. what will be the finish on the walls in a certain room 
in a building, etc…) because it was not charged with this task. As described 
above, the Committee was charged with identifying “pathways” the School 
Committee might follow, not creating a detailed design and construction plan. 
If the School Committee proposes a school building project to the Town in the 
future, the details of that plan will be provided to the Town by the School 
Committee. 
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This report will initially address the background to the formation of the 
Committee, its makeup, deliberations and process. The pathways 
recommended by the Committee, and implementation issues relating to those 
pathways, will then be discussed. The report will then briefly address the issue 
of community use of the school campus. It closes with an observation for the 
Town. 

 

III. BACKGROUND 

In November 2012, a Special Town Meeting did not approve the so-
called “Preferred Option” school building project, which previously had been 
approved for funding by the MSBA.3 Soon thereafter, the School Committee 
organized a series of well-attended open forums with the community for the 
purpose of soliciting the community’s views on whether and how the School 
Committee should move forward with a school building project. These 
meetings culminated in a pair of well attended Community Charettes on 
January 27 and 31, 2013. The discussion at these meetings and charettes 
strongly suggested that the community would support a school project that 
renovated the existing L-shaped school buildings.  

 
Based on this community input, the School Committee, on February 15, 

2013, notified the MSBA that it “believes than an L-shaped configuration of 
the proposed project has the potential to garner the necessary majority….” The 
School Committee also informed the MSBA that, based on the feedback it had 
received, it believed any “re-vote” on the project rejected in November 2012 at 
the Special Town Meeting “would be unlikely to receive the necessary 
community support.” (Exhibit 3.)  

 
In March 12, 2013, the MSBA judged the new proposal to be a 

“different project.” This meant that it was ineligible for the state money 
previously approved by the MSBA for the project that was not approved at the 
Special Town Meeting. This conclusion meant that, if the town wished to 
pursue state funding for a new school building project, it had to reapply for 
that funding. (Exhibit 4.) This response by the MSBA resulted in the School 
Committee dissolving the former School Building Committee. It also resulted 
in the School Committee submitting a new SOI to the MSBA in April 2013.  
(Exhibit 2.) This submission restarted the process for applying for MSBA 
funding.  
                                                 
3 The total cost of this project was $49 million. The MSBA would have paid $20.9 million of this cost. The cost 
to Lincoln would have been $28.1 million. 
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On March 23, 2013, the Annual Town Meeting approved, by a two-

thirds majority vote, seed funding ($17,000.00) for a new feasibility study for 
any new school building project that might be recommended by the School 
Committee in the future. This money will only be spent if the Town is invited 
back into the MSBA funding pipeline. These funds will be used to determine 
which parts, if any, of the feasibility study relating to the project not approved 
at the Special Town Meeting in November 2012 could be re-used or updated in 
connection with a new school building project. The goal is to avoid duplication 
of work and, thereby, save both time and money.  

 
On or about June 6, 2013, the Chair of the School Committee and the 

Town Moderator, after publicly soliciting interested persons to apply for 
appointment to SBAC, appointed 12 members to the Committee.4 The 
composition of the Committee is diverse. Two (2) members are members of 
the School Committee, two (2) were members of the dissolved School Building 
Committee,  six (6) have experience in the areas of either architecture, 
construction or land use, five ( 5) currently have children in the schools, several 
had children who attended the schools, one (1) attended the schools and 
several had no active involvement with the old “Preferred Option,” or the 
process leading to that recommendation, and brought new perspectives to the 
discussion.5 Some members supported the “Preferred Option;” others opposed 
it. This diversity brought a broad array of ideas and opinions to the work of the 
Committee. 
 

IV. THE PROCESS AND DELIBERATIONS OF THE 
COMMITTEE 

The Committee met on 17 occasions between its initial meeting on June 
18, 2013 and its final meeting on November 13, 2013. The agenda and minutes 
of each of these meetings, and documents relating to the Committee’s work, 
are posted on both the School Committee’s and Town’s websites. (See 
www.lincnet.org/site/Default.aspx?PageID=3155 and www.lincnet.org/Page3165.) 

 

                                                 
4 Two members of the Committee subsequently had to resign from the Committee for personal reasons before 
the issuance of this report. 
5  Several members have more than one of the above characteristics.  
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A. PRIOR TO THE COMMITTEE’S CHARETTE 

The Committee spent its initial meetings exploring and trying to 
understand the educational reasons for and value in the work proposed in the 
most recent SOI. It was informed throughout this process by Superintendent 
McFall who answered the Committee’s questions on these topics.  

 
In its next series of meetings, the Committee analyzed each item of work 

contained in the SOI. The purpose of this work was to get a sense of the 
Committee about whether the proposed work was important and/or needed. 
This analysis culminated in an August 22, 2013 memorandum which contains 
the Committee’s conclusions about the level of priority to be assigned to each 
item of proposed work. (Exhibit 5.)  A brief summary of the major priorities is 
set forth on page 12 of this report. An explanation of the reasons supporting 
these priorities is set forth on pages 12-22. 
 

The next cluster of meetings was devoted to preparing for a Committee 
charette which would provide the Committee with a forum for questioning and 
testing its ideas about possible pathways.  While a presumption existed within 
the group that the so-called L-shaped scheme discussed in the January charettes 
would likely be one of the pathways going forward, it was nevertheless 
important for the Committee to discuss other options. These included taking a 
second look at the old “Preferred Option.” The Committee decided that it 
would not be in the Town’s interest to revisit this approach because it would be 
too divisive. The Committee also discussed the option of building an entirely 
new school building. This option was rejected because the Committee believed 
there would be little support for such a project due to its anticipated high cost. 
In sum, the Committee concluded that these options would lead to some of the 
same controversies associated with the Town Meeting proposal and could 
seriously hamper the Committee’s ability to move a reasonable school project 
forward.   

 
The discussions about possible pathways helped to clarify the qualities of 

the L-shaped scheme that would essentially constitute the basis for a 
fundamental framework for a schools project, including: 

 
 Maintenance of the overall structure of the Lincoln School campus, with 

its dominant central open space framed by school facilities on three 
sides. 
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 Preservation/reuse of substantial portions of the Smith School complex, 
including facilities constructed in 1994, the Brooks School, the Media 
Center and the Reed Gymnasium. 

 Protection of significant landscape features that contribute to the quality 
of the setting. 

 Maintenance of current investment in roads, parking, athletic fields, and 
other site features. 

 
In addition to its work on pathways during this period, the Committee 

also addressed a number of other issues. The Committee met with members of 
the Town’s Community Center Feasibility Committee (“CCFC”) for the 
purpose of understanding the feasibility of using a portion of the school 
campus on Ballfield Road for a Community Center that would house the 
Council on Aging (“COA”) and the Parks and Recreation Department 
(“PRD”).6 The July 2012 Final Report of the CCFC was distributed to the 
Committee (see http://ma-lincoln.civicplus/Document Center/View/477 ), as 
were additional materials provided by that committee.  
 

SBAC considered the status of the Hanscom Schools. There appear to 
be no plans for the closing of the base. (Exhibit 6.) In addition, since the 
Department of Defense has approved a design for a new Middle School at 
Hanscom, and since a new Primary School is currently in the design process, a 
base closure was not considered by the Committee to be a concern at this time.  

 
The issue of energy conservation has been discussed throughout the 

Committee’s deliberations. The suggested pathways address this concern, to the 
degree possible, through roof and outer envelope improvements, more energy-
efficient HVAC systems and lighting, and through provisions for the possible 
later installation of rooftop solar arrays. 

 

B. THE COMMITTEE’S CHARETTE  

  In preparation for the charette, the Committee organized two 
subgroups, one to focus on possible L-shaped pathways (remodeling, 
renovation, new construction) and the other to focus on possible Repair-Only 
pathways. The Committee recognized that these two types of pathways are not 
mutually exclusive, since any L-shaped pathway would likely include significant 
repair work. It believed, however, that the subgroup structure would bring a 

                                                 
6 If this were to occur, MSBA would not pay for this work. 
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focus to these two approaches which would then be melded together at the 
charette. 

 
The charette held on September 11, 2013, modeled four possible pathways 

for how to approach investment in our K-8 school facilities.  These pathways 
were intended to bracket a full range of options relative to the degree of 
intervention and associated costs. They included L-shaped and Repair-Only 
options.  As previously explained, the Committee did not have the budget or 
time to employ professional resources that could lead to cost estimates. 
However, it was recognized that investment in the schools could range from 
basic repairs to more comprehensive programs where repairs would be 
combined with new construction designed to meet educational goals. The four 
alternatives included:  

 
 Basic repairs that fall short of triggering code compliance measures;  
 Repairs, without new construction, but comprehensive in meeting 

current building codes;  
 A combination of repairs and new construction that would fulfill the 

goals set out in the SOI and likely include State support through the 
MSBA program’s School Building Grant Program; and   

 A model that is highly selective in terms of both repairs and new 
construction due to the lack of MSBA funding.  
 

The evaluation process included a description of the key features of each 
model and an assessment of associated educational benefits. Several emerging 
conclusions at the time of the charette included: 

 
 Concerns about models that expended significant funds but provided no 

significant educational enhancements;  
 Models that would attempt to contain costs but inadvertently result in 

increased costs over time; and  
 Models that compromised health and safety by virtue of delayed 

compliance with applicable building codes.  
 

At the conclusion of the SBAC charette, it was clear that more work was 
needed.  
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C. AFTER THE COMMITTEE’S CHARETTE 

The next several meetings of the Committee focused on clarifying, 
refining and altering some of the ideas discussed at the charette. New ideas that 
were at variance with the L pathways were also reviewed, including a pathway 
under which a new two story building would be built in the area of the circle in 
front of the Reed Gym. Under this pathway, the new building would take the 
place of the portion of the Smith School which runs from north of the gym to 
the Media Center. The remaining portion of Smith, from the gym south, would 
be separated from Brooks and the Link and could be available to house a 
Community Center.  

 
There was little, if any, support for this pathway. It would only 

accommodate 16 classrooms, not the 22 that would be needed. It raised serious 
parking issues, as well as issues about where to relocate the kindergarten and 
the Smith play area. It appeared to create a major problem for school bus and 
parental drop-off and pick-up of students. There was concern about students 
being in rooms that looked back onto the façade of the Reed Gym, and the 
shadow effect of such a structure on the Reed Gym and any new 
cafeteria/Magnet Classroom that might be built between the Reed Gym and 
the Brooks School. The two story structure at the eastern end of the campus 
next to the Reed Gym and the pool area also seemed to unbalance the campus 
feel of the school. The Committee also sensed that this type of structure, which 
would have to contain an elevator and two emergency staircases, would be 
expensive.   

 
The Committee spent considerable time exploring whether a proactive 

“Repair Only” option would be a prudent course of action to take.  Although 
the initial perceived benefit of this approach is one of relatively low cost, there 
are several insurmountable reasons why this approach was ultimately rejected as 
both impractical and insufficient to successfully resolve both the mid/long 
term facility needs, as well as educational objectives and priorities of the 
schools. Review of applicable Code triggers and discussion with Lincoln’s 
Building Inspector have led us to the conclusion that any significant repair 
effort would likely trigger major Code requirements and force very significant 
expenditures.  A project designed as a $6 million repair could turn quickly into 
a repair and Code compliance project easily costing $12-$14 million.  A project 
designed to avoid triggering codes would likely not be sufficiently large in scope 
so as to reasonably guarantee successful and continued facility operation over 
the mid/long term. It would also present an increased risk of multiple 
emergency-type repairs.  
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Such a project would be unwise on many dimensions. First, it would 

leave many facility issues unaddressed, simply requiring them to be addressed 
later, or, perhaps, sooner in the case of a potentially disruptive failure.  A 
second issue is that a repair project of this sort could effectively lock in 
technology, such as the HVAC system, that is already out-of-date, or invest in 
segments of the building (such as the 1948 section of Smith) that a later, more 
comprehensive, project would rebuild.  Moreover, an intensive, prolonged 
repair approach would take multiple years to complete fully and risks increased 
and impractical disruption to the successful operation of the facility. Repairing 
some needs now and addressing others later means multiple, major 
construction/repair efforts that would be very disruptive and might interfere 
with teaching and learning.  This could do a disservice to both the children of 
the Town and their teachers.  
 

Perhaps the most fundamental reason that the Committee does not 
recommend a project strictly limited to repair and code work is that such a 
project would have limited, if any, educational or security benefits. It would not 
provide the much needed cafeterias and flexible learning spaces identified as 
high priorities to provide new alternatives for meeting student needs.   Nor 
would it link the Reed Gym with the rest of the facility and so eliminate a 
serious security concern.  

 
This sequence of discussions and deliberations has led to the “pathway” 

recommendations set forth in the next section of this report. 
 

V. THE COMMITTEE’S RECOMMENDED PATHWAYS 

Although the Committee’s members began their work with very 
different ideas about what the school buildings needed, they, after weeks of 
work and deliberations, reached a consensus on what the schools require. 
These needs are significant and expensive. Thus, MSBA funding is essential for 
the School Committee to be able to implement its comprehensive plan for 
school facility improvements and repairs that will support educational 
enhancement at The Lincoln School. 

 
The Committee recommends two pathways to the School Committee. 

The first pathway assumes MSBA funding. The second pathway assumes no 
MSBA funding. 
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A. PATHWAY 1 – ASSUMES MSBA FUNDING  

The Committee unanimously agreed that the major needs of the school 
buildings are set forth in the SOI. It encourages the School Committee to 
pursue these educational and facilities improvements to the L-shaped campus 
in a cost conscious manner (i.e. this recommendation is not “blank check” or a 
recommendation for a “gold-plated” building). 

 
The Committee endorses this pathway because it believes it is 

educationally sound and can be pursued in a fiscally responsible manner. It also 
believes the work set forth in the SOI is needed for Lincoln to maintain its 
place in the top tier of public school systems in Massachusetts. The major 
needs of the school buildings are as follows: 
 
 A new central kitchen and cafeterias for both the Smith and Brooks 

schools;  
 Breakout rooms for both schools; 
 Improvement to the second grade space in the Smith School; 
 Constructing a link to the Reed Gym from the Brooks School; 
 Accommodations for students with special needs;  
 Improved lighting, air quality and acoustics in both schools; 
 An improved building envelope for both schools, including, but not 

limited to, the roofs; and 
 Solving the problem of the flooding of the Smith boiler room. 
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ILLUSTRATION 2 - Potential Improvements to L-shaped Campus 

 
 

The reasons for the Committee’s recommendation that this work be 
undertaken are set forth below. 

1. The Need for Flexible Educational Space 

“The educational vision for the Lincoln School is to increase 
opportunities for interdisciplinary project-based learning and integrating 
educational technologies to make learning more powerful.”7 A flexible school 
facility is an element in realizing this vision.  Education inevitably changes and 
school building design must change with it.  
 

The general education classroom has remained remarkably resilient but 
both larger and smaller spaces are essential to a dynamic and innovative school 
curriculum. New educational opportunities can be provided by spaces both 
larger and smaller than traditional classrooms.  Larger rooms, for instance, 
allow activities that could encompass an entire grade.  Smaller spaces permit 
targeted instruction for subsections of a class or even individualized learning.  
Because these smaller spaces would be used during normal classroom activity, 
they must be located so as to allow observation and supervision by the teaching 
staff. 
                                                 
7 SOI at p. 6. 
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The SOI contains two components which would provide the needed 

educational flexibility.  

a. A New Kitchen and Cafeterias 

Lincoln school officials believe new kitchen and cafeteria facilities would 
substantially improve the delivery of educational services.  Currently lunch is 
served in the two gymnasiums.  This requires set-up and take-down time that 
reduces the availability of the gyms for physical education programs.  The 
cramped serving space permits only one service line in each location, thus 
causing much of the students “lunch” period to be spent waiting in line. 

 
The two new cafeterias (one for Brooks and one for Smith) also provide 

the schools with needed programmatic flexibility. They could serve as 
“Magnet” classrooms or meeting space when not being used for lunch, which 
could accommodate an entire grade or subsets of an entire grade or more than 
one grade. This fulfills the educational need for a space larger than a classroom 
but smaller than the Donaldson Auditorium. The cafeterias/Magnet classrooms 
would be equipped with flexible seating space, light controls and the advanced 
media capacities and technology needed for a top-notch education in the 21st 
century.  
 

Another benefit of the cafeterias is that they also could serve the 
community during after-school hours.  There are many groups in Lincoln that 
need meeting space. The cafeterias could help meet that demand.   

 
The new Brooks Cafeteria and Kitchen could be located in the open 

space between the Reed Gym and the eastern end of Brooks. This kitchen 
would serve both the new Brooks and Smith cafeterias (i.e. there would not be 
a separate kitchen for the Smith cafeteria).8 The construction of the kitchen and 
Brooks cafeteria at this location serves multiple purposes. It provides for a  
kitchen facility and a separate cafeteria for the Brooks students. In addition, its 
construction can be tied in with the need to build a secure link between Brooks 
and the Reed Gym, since both construction needs are located in the same area.    

 

                                                 
8 Food from the central kitchen next to Brooks and the Brooks cafeteria would be delivered to the Smith 
cafeteria in the same manner as it is currently delivered to the Smith gym.  
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ILLUSTRATIONS 3A & 3B 
 

3A - Possible Smith Cafeteria and Magnet Classroom 
 

 
 

3B – Possible Brooks Cafeteria and Magnet Classroom 
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The Committee spent significant time discussing the locations for the 

cafeterias. In the end, the Committee agreed that the recommended locations 
are the only ones that appear to be viable. The Committee discussed locating a 
single kitchen and cafeteria for both Smith and Brooks off the western end of 
the Smith School as part of a possible multi-faceted project for that school. It 
rejected this idea because of the noise and distractions that would be created by 
having a service entrance for this combined kitchen and cafeteria in close 
proximity to the Smith classrooms. This option also was not viewed as viable 
due to the distance Brooks students would have to travel to reach the 
combined kitchen and cafeteria and the noise they would generate in Smith 
while doing so. 

 
The Committee rejected the idea of building a combined kitchen and 

cafeteria for both schools in back (at the north end) of the connection between 
Smith and the Link. This idea was rejected because of a wetlands restriction in 
this area. Due to this restriction, there is not enough room for a combined 
kitchen and cafeteria at this location.  This idea was also rejected because a 
service road would have to be built to access this location. This road would be 
disruptive to students because it would be located in close proximity to 
classrooms.  This service road is further precluded by its proximity to the 
wetlands. 

b. Breakout Rooms 

Education today is more project-based than it was in the past. The 
educational value of a project-based education is that it is filled with active and 
engaged learning.  

 
In order for project-based education to deliver its value, it needs to 

operate in space appropriate for such an education. The Lincoln School does 
not currently have such space. It is difficult to provide such an education 
within the current classrooms because of their limited space and the noise 
created by different groups simultaneously working on different projects within 
this space. Currently, if a teacher wants to “break-out” a portion of the class 
from the rest of the class, the teacher sends these students into the corridors, 
corners of the room and closets that have been converted into office and small 
group spaces. These spaces have many distractions and limiting factors to 
learning. Breakout rooms would add about 200 square feet to the classrooms, 
so they could accommodate a teacher and 6-8 students at a time. The breakout 
rooms would be fully visible to a teacher in the main part of the classroom.  
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The Committee understands that breakout rooms are highly valued by 

the school administration to positively impact learning by providing support 
for individualized instruction, project based learning and differentiated levels of 
instruction. The Committee understands that the inclusion of breakout rooms 
in any school building project is a decision that will be affected by cost, value, 
and the practical ability to include them within existing spaces that may or may 
not be renovated or rebuilt. It does not see them as having to be an all or 
nothing proposition.  The Committee expects that the School Committee will 
do more work to determine priorities for breakout rooms (e.g. for which grade 
levels and subjects) and whether there is significant value in having breakout 
rooms across the grade levels.  

2. The Need to Improve the Second Grade Space 

The west campus connection between the Smith Gym and the Link is of 
historic merit, in particular the double-height eight (8) original classrooms of 
1948, which are bordered on the west side by smaller flat roofed spaces for 
bathrooms and administrative offices.9 The flood imperiled mechanical room is 
below this west facing north/south bar of the building. 
 

The most deteriorated sector of the Lincoln School complex is this 
southwest end of Smith/near the gym where the four (4) second grade 
classrooms are located. The second grade space was built in 1955. The nearby 
third grade space was built in 1948. Although both areas were partially updated 
during the 1994 school building project, they remain the most problematic on 
the campus in terms of building deficiencies. The second grade classrooms 
have wooden walls and windows, and circa. 1955 mechanical systems. 

 
A significant change to the layout of the second grade space is probably 

implied.10 The renovation of this space would likely require 80% of 
replacement cost. This would only be of value if it were a distinctive structure 
or of high quality construction and fit the program for the school. Since this 
space does not meet these criteria, it is a candidate for demolition.  

 
There are probably several options for dealing with this space, all of 

which should be studied by the School Committee. The demolition option is 

                                                 
9 The Committee understands that the Lincoln Historical Commission believes the Smith School to be 
architecturally and historically significant. 
10 The condition of the third and fourth grade space should also be reviewed and considered by the School 
Committee. 
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only one option.  It could provide many benefits. It would provide space for 
the location of the new Smith cafeteria/Magnet Classroom. (See Illustration 
3A.) It also could provide space for an on-grade location for the troubled 
Smith boilers and new mechanical main service points.  

 
Under any demolition plan, the demolished classrooms would be 

replaced by the building of new classrooms in front of the circle by the 
Donaldson Auditorium. These would be connected to Brooks by a link that 
would be constructed at the same time Brooks is linked to the Reed Gym. (See 
Illustration 3B.) 

 
These classrooms could serve as “swing space” during any construction 

project.  Under this scenario, there would be reallocation of facilities for grades 
2-8 (i.e. the locations of grades and other space will move), the details of which 
will require considerable study. Again, the Committee emphasizes that this is 
only one idea which could be considered by the School Committee. 

3. Security and Safety at the Reed Gym 

Currently, the Reed Gym is a stand-alone building. As such, anyone can 
enter it without passing by administrative offices that could provide security. A 
teacher in the gym supervising students does not have the ability to screen 
persons who enter the gym while students are there. Of even greater concern is 
the fact that because students must frequently pass back and forth between 
Brooks and the gym, the doors to Brooks must remain unlocked. This permits   
access to the entire school by anyone at a point where there is no supervision.  
Although the Committee believes that safety concerns should not lead to 
turning the school into a prison-like atmosphere, it believes that this particular 
safety concern should be addressed, ideally by linking the gym to Brooks. This 
would require anyone from the outside, who wanted to enter the gym, or the 
schools, to first have to go by new administrative offices to be located by the 
Donaldson Auditorium entrance to Brooks. Illustration 3B on page 15 shows 
how this new space might look.  

 
The precast wall panels in the Reed Gym present a separate safety issue.  

In its October 15, 2012 report to the town, CDR Maguire, Inc. (“Maguire”) 
recommended the immediate replacement of these panels because  they 
presented a safety risk (they could fall on persons in the gym) and were forecast 
to fail during the 2012-13 school year. Fortunately, no panels fell during this 
school year. Nevertheless, the Committee believes this issue should be 
promptly addressed by the School Committee. It does not think it advisable for 
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the School Committee to wait for the approval of a new school building project 
before it remedies this situation. There are replacement options, which range 
from insulated metal panels (highest costs and highest aesthetic value) to 
concrete blocks (lowest cost). 

4. Accommodations for Students with Special 
Needs 

Lincoln’s school population includes many students with physical 
challenges other than mobility (which would be addressed in access codes) 
ranging from vision and hearing impairments to asthma and other respiratory 
problems.  These often require changes to conditions (such as noise reduction 
measures) in the classroom.  Currently these are handled on an ad hoc basis, 
often requiring duplicative efforts as affected students move from one grade to 
another.  The Committee supports the goal of finding a more efficient 
approach to dealing with these issues.  It believes that each grade should have 
the required equipment. The issues are how many classrooms in each grade 
should be so equipped and what equipment should go in which classrooms. 

 
Although this is a complicated issue due to the ever changing make-up 

and needs of students who require special services, the recommended 
improvements to the air handling system and air quality in the schools 
discussed below would help to support students with particular special needs. 

5. The Need to Improve the Lighting, Air Quality 
and Acoustics 

 Good lighting, air quality and acoustics can have a direct effect on the 
ability of students to learn and teachers to teach effectively. The Lincoln School 
does not currently have good lighting, air quality and acoustics throughout the 
school. The Committee believes any school building project should remedy this 
situation to the extent that is reasonably possible. 
 
 The Committee can discern no reason why good lighting cannot be 
provided throughout the school. It recognizes that the issues of air quality and 
acoustics are more complex and expensive. The Committee heard many 
complaints about the Unit Ventilators (HVAC units) in the classrooms. They 
are noisy and not very sophisticated in terms of air quality control. There is 
little doubt that learning declines with distractions and high noise levels. This is 
particularly the case for students with hearing and attention impairments. 
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  The issue for the School Committee is whether the noise and air quality 
generated by the unit ventilators are at levels which so negatively affect the 
ability of students to learn and teachers to teach effectively that the Town 
should incur the substantial expense associated with replacing all the unit 
ventilators in all the classrooms. The Committee believes this should be done 
but recognizes its lack of expertise in the complex fields of air quality and 
acoustics. Accordingly, the Committee encourages the School Committee to 
obtain advice from experts in these disciplines before it decides how to proceed 
with this issue.  
 

Nevertheless, the Committee observes that the unit ventilators may be 
required to be replaced if the school buildings must be upgraded to meet the 
requirements of applicable Codes. The Committee heard much about replacing 
the unit ventilators with a displacement system, which is quieter, requires much 
less maintenance and allows for the control of humidity in a building with a 
tight envelope.   

 
The Committee also heard much about the potential for a catastrophic 

failure, which could close the school for a significant period of time, if the 
Brooks main incoming 2,000 amp switchgear and the distribution sub-panels 
are not replaced. The Committee understands that School Department has 
proposed to do this work next year. 

6. The Need to Improve the Building Envelope  

A tight and secure building envelope (roofs, walls, windows, window 
walls) is necessary for maintaining temperatures in a classroom within 
reasonable ranges. Classrooms that are too hot or cold adversely affect teaching 
and learning on the Lincoln campus. Improving the envelope is also important 
for energy efficiency and meeting the Town’s aggressive energy goals as 
reflected in the recently adopted Energy 2030 bylaw. The school facilities will 
play a critical role in the ability of the town to meet these goals, since they 
comprise the single largest energy user in the Town. 

 
Roughly 50% of the windows in the Lincoln School were replaced in 

1994. Those windows are still in good shape. However, the older windows now 
need to be replaced. This includes most of the windows in Brooks and the 
windows in the second grade wing. The double glazing of these windows has 
failed. Some windows have only single glazing. Insulation has failed and wood 
has rotted around these windows. 
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The roof is perhaps the most important element in the building 
envelope. Half of the roofs on The Lincoln School were installed in 1988. The 
other half was installed in 1994. The insulation under the roofs is deteriorating.  
With the exception of the roof on the Reed Gym, which was recently replaced, 
most other roofs are at the end of their useful life and will soon need to be 
replaced. It does not seem prudent to wait for membrane and shingle failure.  

 
There has been discussion about placing solar panels on some part of 

the school roof. Although no decision has been made to do this, the School 
Committee will need to make sure that any roof on which the solar panels are 
placed is structurally strong enough to hold them. 

7. Solving the Problem of the Flooding of the Boiler 
Room at the Smith School 

The Committee heard about and witnessed the Dickensian boiler room 
in the Smith School basement. During times of high rainfall, this room floods 
because groundwater rises up through the cracks in the slab. The water then 
has to be pumped out. The high water corrodes parts of the boiler which then 
need to be replaced. The Committee believes that an appropriate long-term 
solution for this problem is needed.  It appears that the best long-term solution 
is to build a new on-grade boiler room at Smith to accommodate these two 
boilers as part of any school building project. There may be additional 
solutions. The School Committee is urged to consider all viable solutions to 
this problem.11  

 
The pumping equipment should be replaced along with the boilers. The 

schools’ need for effective control systems for heating and cooling (e.g. room 
specific digital controls) should be addressed at the same time. 

 
Up to this point, this report has presented a number of illustrations of 

how certain components of an L-shaped configuration can satisfy the 
objectives set forth in the SOI. On the following page is an illustration of a 
potential L-shaped scheme which incorporates all of these components. It is 
provided for illustrative purposes only. 

                                                 
11 The Brooks boiler built in 1970 also need to be replaced. The Brooks boiler built in 1994 needs to be 
upgraded. 
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ILLUSTRATION 4 - Detailed L-Shaped Illustrative Plan 
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B. PATHWAY 2 – ASSUMES NO MSBA FUNDING 

 
If the MSBA decides not to fund a Lincoln project at this time, the 

Town will be placed in a difficult position because it will not be able to address 
the legitimate needs of the schools in a comprehensive manner. It is reasonable 
to assume that the Town would not be willing to pay for a project the size of 
the one described above without MSBA funding. What the Town would be 
willing to pay for under these circumstances is unclear. However, what is clear 
is that the Town would have to do some deep soul-searching about how much 
it values the education of its children supported by appropriate facilities and the 
nexus between a high quality school system and property values.  
 

It should be noted that some repairs will be required in the very near 
term if a decision on a comprehensive approach is delayed.  The School 
Department, for instance, has already requested funds to replace the electrical 
switch gear in the Brooks School due to its unreliability and the fact that 
replacement parts are not available. Moreover, select mid/long term repairs 
may be required. The Committee anticipates that alternatives for various repairs 
will be carefully and responsibly considered in the context of any future school 
building projects. 

 
The Committee tried to identify elements of the Pathway 1 approach 

which could be eliminated in order to identify a project the School Committee 
should pursue if there is no MSBA funding. There are numerous iterations of 
what could not be included in a project that receives no state funding. 
Candidates to be cut or reduced in such a project include the following, or any 
combination of the following: 

 
 A new central kitchen and cafeterias;  
 The breakout rooms; 
 Improvement to the second space in the Smith School; 
 The link to Reed Gym; 
 Accommodations for students with special needs;  
 Improved lighting, air quality and acoustics;  
 An improved building envelope, including, but not limited to, the roofs; 

and  
 Solving the problem of the flooding of the Smith boiler room. 

 
            The Committee found it difficult to make these types of judgments 
because it placed the Committee in the position of making judgments about 
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educational priorities, something it feels unqualified to do. It believes this is 
best left to the School Committee and the education professionals at The 
Lincoln School. In the circumstance where the MSBA declines to fund a 
Lincoln project, the School Committee should consider any feedback it might 
receive from the MSBA about the components of the Town’s plan. This might 
help guide the School Committee’s decision-making process on which 
components of its plan should be retained or jettisoned if the Town is forced 
to fund any school building project or repairs on its own. The Committee also 
believes that these types of tough judgments should be made after the School 
Committee has a clear understanding of the cost of each of the components of 
any project. This decision also should only be made after there has been an 
intensive public process with the Town after the MSBA informs the Town that 
it will not fund a Lincoln project under the School Building Grant Program at 
this time.12 This process should give the School Committee a good sense of 
what type of school building project the Town will and will not support if there 
is no MSBA funding at this time.  
 

There was discussion about phasing any project that is not supported by 
the MSBA. Under this approach, some portions of the project would be 
undertaken sooner and others later. This might soften the financial impact of 
any project on Town residents. However, inflation over time, as well as 
breaking the project into several smaller pieces, would likely negate this 
perceived benefit. There is also the concern about for how long the Town 
wants the school campus to be a construction site. 

 
In the event the MSBA decides not to fund a comprehensive Lincoln 

project under its School Building Grant Program, there is a possibility that it, 
through its Accelerated Green Repair Program, still might fund up to 33% of 
expenditures on any roofing, boilers and windows work only.   

C. IMPLEMENTATION ISSUES 

There will be significant implementation issues no matter what pathway 
or project is pursued by the School Committee. The fundamental challenge will 
be where to place the students during any construction, renovation or repair 
work. Although certain work could occur during the summer, that work would 
be limited because the school campus is free of students and teachers for only a 
couple of months during the summer. Another possibility is that some of the 
work might be able to be carried out after the school day (i.e. 3:00 p.m.-11:00 
                                                 
12 Self-evidently, MSBA and Town input, as well as cost information and considerations, should also guide the 
School Committee if MSBA funding is made available to Lincoln. 
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p.m.). Reportedly, this approach has been successfully employed on other 
school construction projects depending on the scope of work being performed. 
There also will be significant unavoidable contractor demands on the site 
during any project – parking, contractor’ lay-down and office (trailers) space, 
perimeter fencing and increased traffic.  

 
Even with efforts to avoid interruptions, any project may intrude into 

spaces used for education during one or more years. In this event, the Pods 
could provide “swing space” where students temporarily would continue their 
education during the construction. The Pods are currently in use for several 
purposes unrelated to the schools so there would be concerns about finding 
alternative locations for displaced activities. There are also concerns about the 
suitability of the Pods for use as temporary classrooms. This raises the 
possibility that improvements could be made to the Pods for use as swing 
space that could later benefit the Town.13 

 
If the School Committee were to pursue the option of building new 

classrooms in front of the Brooks circle (see p.18), this space, if built at the 
beginning of a school project, could house students displaced in later phases of 
construction. 

D. THE ISSUE OF COMMUNITY USE OF THE SCHOOL 

BUILDINGS 

The focus of this issue has been whether a Community Center could and 
should be built on the school campus. In July 2012, the CCFC issued a 
comprehensive report on this issue.  This report focused on the needs of the 
COA and the PRD. The CCFC concluded that the time was not ripe for a 
Community Center because, inter alia, “the Selectmen need to articulate a vision 
of a community center” and the “Town should determine whether residents 
want a community center.” There is also the issue of how much the town is 
willing to pay for a Community Center, assuming it wants one. The Committee 
understands that the Selectmen are currently working on these issues.     
 

Until these issues are resolved by the Town, it would be inappropriate 
for this Committee to make recommendations about a Community Center on 
the school campus. However, during the course of the Committee's work, the 
concept of co-location of a Community Center on the site of the Pods at the 
Hartwell School was discussed.  The underlying premise for this approach is 
                                                 
13 The MSBA will not contribute to expenditures for swing space. Thus, it would make sense either to 
minimize such expenditures or to incur them in a way that results in continuing benefits to the Town. 
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the possibility of making more efficient use of the land area covered by the 
Pods, plus the recognition that their poor condition most likely portends 
investment in the future, either through renovation or replacement.  This 
concept raises important questions of accommodating existing uses of the Pods 
should Community Center functions be added to the site, as well as the impact 
of more intensive use on the parking situation and requirements.  By some 
measures, the site is underutilized. Given the two floor height of Hartwell, the 
Pod replacements could be two floors to help free up land area for parking.   
 

The Committee is neither endorsing nor advocating for a Community 
Center in this location.  Other locations within Lincoln may offer advantages 
for the COA and the PRD functions.  An additional issue is whether there 
needs to be one Community Center located at one location in town.  As the 
CCFC observed, an option might be to have different locations for different 
functions. Under this approach, the cafeterias previously discussed could 
provide added space for community activities. The Community Center concept 
needs more study by the Town, assuming the Town desires a Community 
Center. 

 
The Committee is concerned about the needs of the schools not being 

addressed by the Town until the Town decides what, if anything, it wants to do 
about a Community Center. In the view of the Committee, this places the 
proverbial cart before the proverbial horse. The needs of the schools are real; 
they need to be addressed now, not at some undetermined point in the future.  

 

VI. CONCLUSION 

The Committee believes that its process and deliberations could be 
instructive to the Town. As set forth at the beginning of this report, the 
Committee is composed of a diverse group of individuals, many of whom 
harbored some strong and differing feelings not only about the defeat of the 
Preferred Option but also what is best for Lincoln. Yet, over the course of this 
Citizens’ Committee deliberations, the differences (and temperature) receded as 
the Committee members talked with (not at) each other. In the end, this 
disparate band of Lincoln neighbors reached a unanimous consensus that an L-
shaped campus plan can provide the Town with the type of high quality school 
building the Town expects. We encourage the School Committee to continue 
to work openly and meaningfully with Lincoln’s residents so they are well 
informed of the options and issues going forward. 
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There is much work that remains to be done. The question of whether 
there will be MSBA funding remains unanswered at this time. We understand 
the School Committee expects to hear from the MSBA within the next few 
months. Clearly, MSBA support is critical to the ability of the Town to 
implement the School Committee’s comprehensive plan for bringing the 
Lincoln school buildings in line with what is expected of a school system and 
program in the 21st Century. If there is to be MSBA funding, the School 
Committee will have to work with the MSBA on the design and construction 
details of a project that can be embraced by the Town. If there is not going to 
be MSBA funding, the School Committee and the Town are going to face the 
very difficult decisions set forth in this report.  

 
This Committee’s work is now complete. We submit this report to the 

School Committee with the expectation that it will take the next steps in this 
school building process required to protect and improve the educational 
opportunities provided by The Lincoln School. The Committee looks forward 
to the Town’s residents joining with the School Committee in a constructive 
effort to do so.  

 
Respectfully Submitted  
School Building Advisory Committee 
 
Doug Adams 
Ken Bassett 
Owen Beenhouwer 
Vincent Cannistraro 
Tim Christenfeld 
Steven P. Perlmutter - Chair 
Maggy Pietropaolo 
Hathaway Russell 
Peter Sugar 
Gary Taylor 
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