For

Special Town Meeting

Monday, June 9, 2025
6:30 p.m.
Hamilton-Wenham Regional High School Gymnasium
775 Bay Road, Hamilton
(Please use the Miles River Middle School entrance)

Please recycle this warrant after the Town Meeting,




Town By-Laws
CHAPTER 1I
RULES AND PROCEDURE OF TOWN MEETINGS

SECTION 1. All articles in the warrant shall be taken up in the order of their arrangement, unless
otherwise decided by a two-thirds vote, except that unanimous consent shall be required for inclusion of
an Article in a “Consent Motion” group of Articles that will be taken up by the meeting for voting on the

group.

SECTION 2. In case of motions to amend, or to fill out blanks, the one expressing the largest sum or the
longest time shall be put first, and an affirmative vote thereon shall be a negative vote on any smaller sum
or shorter time.

SECTION 3. The report of a committee shall be deemed properly before a meeting if a request for its
acceptance is included in an article of the warrant and a copy is published in the Special Report or is filed
with the Town Clerk fifteen days prior to the meeting, A vote to accept a final report shall discharge the
committee but shall not be equivalent to a vote to carry out its recommendations. A vote on
recommendations included in a committee report shall only be in order under an article to that effect in
the warrant. A vote to accept a report of progress shall continue the committee under its original authority
unless otherwise specified.

SECTION 4. If an article of the Warrant has once been acted upon and disposed of, it shall not be again
considered at the meeting except by a two-thirds vote.

SECTION 5. No money shall be appropriated from the Stabilization Fund except by a 2/3 vote at a
Town Meeting.

SECTION 6. Only registered voters of the Town shall be admitted and entitled to vote at any Annual or
Special meeting provided that upon prior request the Moderator may admit to the meeting persons who
are not registered voters and in his discretion may permit them to speak on a subject. Any person so
permitted to speak at a meeting shall announce his full name and address to the meeting,

SECTION 7. Motions at Town Meeting shall be made orally, but the Moderator may require any motion
also to be submitted in writing. Unless otherwise directed thereby the Moderator shall appoint all
committees created by the vote of the Town.

SECTION 8. The conduct of all Town Meetings not prescribed by law or by the foregoing rules shall be
determined by the rules of practice contained in the most current edition of Town Meeting Time, A
Handbook of Parliamentary Law.

SECTION 9. On matters requiring a two-thirds vote, either by statute or these By-Laws, a count need
not be taken and the vote need not be recorded unless the vote declared is immediately questioned by
seven or more voters as provided in General Laws, Chapter 39, Section 15.
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ESSEX, SS

TO THE CONSTABLE OF THE TOWN OF HAMILTON:

GREETINGS:

In the name of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, you are hereby directed to notify and warn
the inhabitants of the Town of Hamilton qualified to vote in election and town affairs, to meet at the
Hamilton-Wenham Regional High School Gymnasium, 775 Bay Road in said town, on Monday, the
9™ day of June, in the year Two Thousand Twenty-five (June 9, 2025) at 6:30 o’clock in the evening
(6:30 p.m.), then and there to act on the following articles.

ARTICLE 2025/6 1

HWRSD Consolidated
Elementary School
Project

To see if the Town will approve the $142,266,034 borrowing authorized by the
Hamilton-Wenham Regional School District, for the purpose of paying costs
for designing, constructing, and equipping a new Cutler Elementary School at
237 Asbury Street, Hamilton, MA, including the payment of all costs
incidental or related thereto (the “Project”), which school facility shall have an
anticipated useful life as an educational facility for the instruction of school
children of at least 50 years, and for which the District may be eligible for a
school construction grant from the Massachusetts School Building Authority
(“MSBA”), said amount to be expended at the direction of the Hamilton-
Wenham School Building Committee. The MSBA’s grant program is a non-
entitlement, discretionary program based on need, as determined by the
MSBA, and any Project costs the District incurs in excess of any grant
approved by and received from the MSBA shall be the sole responsibility of
the District and its member municipalities. Any grant that the District may
receive from the MSBA for the Project shall not exceed the lesser of (1) fifty-
one point twenty-eight percent (51.28%) of eligible, approved project costs, as
determined by the MSBA, or (2) the total maximum grant amount determined
by the MSBA, or take any action thereon or relative thereto,

A 2/3 vote is required to approve this article.

Brief Summary: This article seeks to approve a borrowing authorized by the
Hamilton-Wenham Regional School District for the new Cutler Elementary
School project. The Hamilton Finance and Advisory Committee is expected to
malke a presentation about the potential tax impacts of this question on the
Sloor of Town Meeting. The article above states that the MSBA is projected to
cover 51.28% of allowable project costs that would be equal to 35% of total
project costs.

Fiscal Year 2026 Tax Rate Impact: If approved and also approved at Town

Meeting in Wenham, the costs of the new school would be added to future
4




years tax bills as a debt-exclusion, which bot Towns approved at the ,
2025 election, and would be in addition to taxes authorized for the annual
operating budgets.

The Select Board (3-1) recommends favorable action. The Finance and
Advisory Committee (4-0) recommends favorable action. The HWRSD
Committee voted (5-1) to authorize the borrowing for this project.

ARTICLE 2025/6 2

Extension of Lease
Cutler School

To see if the Town will vote to authorize the Select Board to extend a lease
with the Hamilton-Wenham Regional School District for the Cutler
Elementary School, located at 237 Asbury Street, Hamilton, MA, and
identified on Assessor’s Map 47, Lot 150, for an additional term of 50 years on
such terms and conditions as the Select Board deems to be in the best interests
of the Town, and further, to authorize the Select Board to execute any and all
documents to carry out the purposes of this article, or take any action thereon
or relative thereto.

Brief Summary: This article seeks to authorize the Select Board to extend the
existing lease with the Hamilton-Wenham Regional School District for the
Cutler Elementary School for an additional 50 year term.

Fiscal Year 2026 Tax Rate Impact:. None.

The Select Board (3-0-1) recommends favorable action. The Finance and
Advisory Commiittee (4-0) recommends favorable action.

ADJOURNMENT




Given under our hands this day of
, 2025,

HAMILTON SELECT BOARD

4/ —

William A. Olson, Chair

William W. Wilson
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Benj_ay;lT/Gahlz}V = Hamilton, Massachusetts

I have this day served this warrant as dirvected by Chapter 1, Section 1b of the Town By-laws.

Constable, Town of Hamilton Date

975968/HAML/0001
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Visit our website at www,hamiltonma.goy

Please join us
Monday, June 9, 2025
SPECIAL TOWN MEETING

Hamilton-Wenham Regional High School
Gymnasium

6:30 p.m.

DEMOCRACY IS NOT A SPECTATOR SPORT

Please bring this warrant with you to the Town Meeting. Thank you.

975968/HAML/0001




June 9, 2025
From: Hamilton Finance and Advisory Committee
Commentary and Recommendations on the Warrant for:
SPECIAL TOWN MEETING
Monday June 9, 2025

Hamilton-Wenham Regional High School, Hamilton

To the Citizens of Hamilton:

Before each Annual Town Meeting and Special Town Meeting, the Finance and Advisory
Committee (FINCOM) is asked to provide our recommendations and analysis regarding
the warrant articles to be presented at Town Meeting for your deliberation and disposition.
FINCOM'’s responsibility is to recommend the action we consider appropriate as to “any
or all municipal questions.” As citizens, you are entitled to consider and vote on all such
questions presented to you on the town meeting warrant.

As Hamilton residents, we are fortunate to have retained the most direct and democratic
form of governance--the town meeting. But that means that only those who attend will
ultimately make these decisions. Too often, a small minority of citizens make decisions at
town meeting that will affect all citizens. FINCOM encourages you to participate in the
decision-making process by attending Town Meeting and voting on these important
maftters.

Please read this document in conjunction with the Warrant and the appropriate Appendices.
Please refer to those documents for the wording of the articles, summaries, and fiscal
impact as prepared by the Select Board (SB), Town Manager, Finance Director, and Town
Counsel.

These items should not be viewed or decided on in a vacuum but must be considered in
context with each other; what the funding sources will be as well as the cumulative effect
on the tax rate. FINCOM will provide insight into the projected tax impact of these
proposed projects during the Town meeting as well as posting the same information to the
FINCOM website.




ARTICLE 2025/6 1 — HWRSD Consolidated Elementary School

FINCOM Supports the Consolidated School Building Proposal

The FINCOM supports Article 1 which requires Hamilton to take responsibility for

$61 Million of the $142 Million school consolidation project cost. Renovation of the
existing buildings represents a longer, more expensive and tremendously disruptive
effort. It will require multiple override votes over a 10-year period and expose taxpayers
to increasing construction cost due to labor and material cost increases and supply chain
complications. We need to look no further than the current Hamilton Town Hall project
(42% cost escalation impact) to illustrate this cost escalation risk.

As we have paused to reflect on the journey that has led to a vote on this article, we are
reminded that we have been assessing the consolidation of two elementary schools for a
decade. This proposal has been under consideration by multiple school committees,
select boards and finance committees. In the 2014 Hamilton-Wenham Regional School
District (District) Master Plan, a recommendation for a consolidated school was
discussed and the report stated “if the district were interested in the most cost-effective
construction project, a single school (population 728 students) is the least expensive”
option out of a range of options.

The proposal represented by Article 1 is the result of a similar assessment as the 2014
study. It was prepared by a new team of residents, educators, architects, cost estimators
and administrators. This team represents a group of people who are all expert in various
occupations and areas of specialty. They have reached the same conclusion as the 2014
effort: the most cost-effective construction project, a single school (population 740
students) is the least expensive” option out of a range of options. The highlight of the
current proposal is that it contains a new element: the MSBA has commiitted to a
reimbursement of $49 Million. Forfeiting or deferring this subsidy would prove to be
extremely costly to Hamilton’s taxpayers.

In December 2023, the School Building Committee (SBC) reviewed fifteen (15)
construction options for both the Cutler School and Winthrop school sites. These options
included cost estimates for a range of scenarios for: 1) “Base Repair / Code Upgrades”

2) “Addition / Renovation” and 3) “New Construction.” These cost estimates were
prepared by JCJ Architecture and PM & C (Cost estimators.) The SBC hired these firms
because they are highly regarded industry participants. Ultimately, one of these options
(C 3.4) evolved into the proposal being considered for a vote at this town meeting and
represents the most cost-effective option out of a range of options.

As noted previously, alternative proposals to the consolidated school project (two new
schools, renovation, delay, etc.) will simply cost the School District more in the long-run.
The most vivid example of this is a scenario to build two new schools, the 2™ school built
10 years after the 1* school. In this scenario, both schools would follow the design which
aligns with the Educational Plan adopted by the District. The difference would be $86



Million in project cost which would translate into an estimated $73Million of additional
tax burden for Hamilton taxpayers.

The FINCOM discussed what would happen if the District deferred or delayed
investment in our facilities. The FINCOM does not possess the definitive answer to this
question, but in researching these questions, one would find that industry experts feel
that lack of investment in school facilities certainly exerts downward pressure on
school quality / rankings and property values. It is expected, the school district and
the town would become less desirable if funding for investments in school facilities is
negatively impacted.

The FINCOM expects that if this school warrant does not gain approval, the School
Committee will enter a phase of planning. We expect this planning effort would result
in a return to Town Meeting to fund “proposition 2 15” overrides to shore-up critical
Cutler and Winthrop projects. Following that effort would be a series of larger
“proposition 2 % overrides to fund more substantive investments in these buildings.
Certainly, FINCOM expects the District would apply for and avail itself of any/all MSBA
funding programs which are available.

Restating several of the key drivers for FINCOM’s support of this project is appropriate
at this point:

e The immediate availability (2028) of the $49M MSBA reimbursement
award. This is a “once-in-a-great while opportunity.” A delay in utilizing these
funds, of even just three years, could impose a loss of value to the school District
of $6 M+ (By way of reminder, the reimbursement from the MSBA includes $1.6
Million for “best practices” in building maintenance.)

e Consolidating two schools removes two old buildings from the capital
repair/improvement pipeline. Simply stated, FINCOM does not believe
investing tens-of-millions of funding into two 60/70-year-old school buildings is
a strong investment proposal. Consolidation would allow the District to redirect
focus and funding onto other schools in the District. (The near-term capital
contained in the FY *25 budget targeting these two schools was $9.4Million and
would be largely avoided while considering risk, safety, comfort and
functionality.)

e School construction costs have increased dramatically (30 — 50%) since 2020. It
is expected this upward trajectory will continue. Industry forecasts predict a 5-
7% increase in overall construction costs in 2025. These impacts are arising
from lack of labor availability, potential tariffs, supply chain issues, commodity
and material cost increases and overall market inflation. Any school construction
project will continue to be battered by this cost pressure.

The Finance and Advisory Committee recommends FAVORABLE ACTION (4-
0) on Article 1.




ARTICLE 2025/6 2 Extensions of Lease - Cutler School

the purpose of this article is to extend the lease of the Cutler School property for 50 years.
The extension provides the Hamilton-Wenham Regional School District with the
flexibility it requires to pursue a new school construction project.

The Finance and Advisory Committee recommends FAVORABLE ACTION (4-0) on
Article 2.

Tax Impact of Proposed School - from the HWRSD Project Website

———————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————— — -

TOTAL DEBT STRUCTURE
$142,266,034
!

MSBA Contribution $49,779,346
|

Balance $92,486,688

/\

Hamilton Wenham
$60,967,225 $31,519,463

65.92% 34.08%




HAMILTON'S SHARE OF THE DEBT WITH 4.5% INTEREST

Principal: $60,967,225 + Interest $28,807,014 = $89,774,239

(Avg. Single Family Assessed Value FY25: $816,085)

Year 1: $2.53 per 1000 ——— Year 1: $2,064.70
Year 5: $2.29 per 1000 —————> Year 5: $1,868.83
Year 10: $1.99 per 1000 ———— Year 10: $1,624.01
Year 15: $1.69 per 1000 =———— Year 15: $1,379.18
Year 20: $1.39 per 1000 =———— Year 20: $1,134.36

The rate per thousand will decrease each year. These numbers represent the rale per thousand in 5-year increments.

Tax Impact of Proposed School - from the HWRSD Project Website
(Continued)

HAMILTON Average home assosament
Residential Tax Rate $15.65
YEAR 1 YEAR 2 YEAR 3 YEAR 4 YEAR § YEAR 6 YEAR7 YEAR 8 YEAR 9 YEAR 10
Year,| 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037
Debt:| $5,701,886.35 | $5,654,710.00 | $5,517,533.84 | $5,380,357.59 | $5,243,181.33 | $5,106,005.07 $4,968,822.81 |$4,831,652.56 | $4,694,476.31 | $4,557,300.05
Tox Rats impact _ $263 $247 wa | 925 | um | sea | sw | sw | s | 9w
Houso Value
__$100,000.00 §253 00 $247.00 - $24100|  $23500 $223.00 §217.00 $21100  $205.00 $199.00
$200,000.00 §506.00 $494.00 $482.00 $470.00 $446.00 $434.00 $42200]  $410.00 $398.00
$300,000.00 ~ §759.00 $741.00 $723.00 $705.00 $669.00 $661.00 $633.00 $615.00 $597.00
$400,000 00 $1,01200 $988.00 $964 00 594000 $892.00 $068.00 $844 00 $820.00 $796 00
$500,000 00 $1.26500]  $1.23500  $1.20500|  $1.17500 $1.11500[  $1,08500|  $1.05500|  $1.02500 $095 00
$600,000 00 $1,51800|  $148200  $144600|  $1.410.00 §1,33800  $130200|  $126600|  $123000  $1.194.00
$700,000 00 $1,771.00,  $1.729 00 $1687.00]  $164500 $1,561.00|  $1,510.00|  $1477.00]  $143500|  $1.39300
_$800,000 00 $2.02400]  $1.97600]  $1,02600|  $1.88000 §1.784.00  $1.736.00]  $1.68800]  $1.64000]  $159200
$616,085 00 206470/ 5201573,  $1.96676,  $1917.80 $1.81987| $1.77000|  $172194]  §167297]  $1,62401
$900.000.00  $2277.00]  $222300]  $2.169.00  $2.115.00 $2,007.00) $1.89900]  $184500]  $1.791.00
~$1,000,000 00 $253000]  $2470.00|  $2.41000|  $2.350.00 L_$3, '$2,11000]  $2050.00|  $1.990.00
$1.100,000.00 _ $278300]  $2.717.00]  $2,651.00]  $2585.00 $2,32100|  $2.26500|  $2,189.00
$1,200,000.00 $3.03600] $298400|  $289200  $2,82000 $253200]  $246000|  $2,388.00
$1,300,000.00 $328900  $3211.00]  $3.13300  $3.055.00 $2,899.00 $2.74300]  $2.66500|  $2,587.00
$1,400,000.00 _$354200]  $345800]  $3374.00|  $3260.00 ___$3.12200 $2,95400]  $287000|  $2.786.00
_$1,500,000.00 $3,79500]  $3.70500|  $3,61500]  $3.525.00] $3,345.00 $316500]  $307500|  $2,985.00
$1,600,000.00 $404800| $395200| $385600|  $3.76000|  $3.66400  $3.568.00 $337600|  $3.28000|  $3,18400
§1,700,000.00 $4,301.00[  $4,199.00|  $4.097.00]  $389500|  S3.89300]  $3.791.00 $3,587.00]  $348500|  $3,38300
$1,800,000.00 _ $4.55400]  $444600]  $4,33800]  $4230.00|  $4,12200  $4.014.00 $3,79800]  $369000{  $3.582.00
~$1,900,000.00 5480700  $469300  $457900|  $446500|  $4351.00|  $4237.00|  $4.12300  $4009.00|  $3.895.00 $3,781.00
_$2,000,000.00 §$606000]  $4.94000|  $4.82000|  $470000|  $4,580.00|  $4460.00]  $4.340.00|  $422000]  $4.100.00]  $3.96000
$2,100,000.00 $531300|  $5.187.00]  $506100]  $493500]  $4,800.00|  $4,68300  $4.557.00|  $4431.00|  $430500  $4,179.00
~$2,200,000.00 © §5566.00]  $543400]  $530200|  $517000|  $5038.00|  $1.00500  $4.774.00|  $464200| $451000|  $4,378.00
$2,300,000.00 $581000] 568100  $554300  $540500|  $526700|  $5129.00(  $4.991.00|  $4.85300|  S4.71500  $4.577.00
2,400,000 00 $6.07200  $502800| $5.78400|  $564000|  $5406.00|  $535200|  $5208.00(  $5064.00|  $4.92000|  $4,77600
$2.500,000.00 $632500]  $617500]  $602500  $587500|  $572500|  $5575.00|  $5.426.00]  $527500] _$5.12500]  $4.975.00




HAMILTON

Average bome assess

ment

Residential Tax Rate $15.65
YEAR 11 YEAR 12 YEAR 13 YEAR 14 YEAR 15 YEAR 16 YEAR 17 YEAR 18 YEAR 19 YEAR 20
Year: 2038 2039 2040 2041 2042 2043 2044 2045 2046 2047
Debt:| $4,420,123.79 | $4,202,947.54 [$4,145,771.28 | $4,008,595.02 | $3,871,418.77 | $3,734,242.51 $3,597,066.26 | $3,459,890.00 $3,322,713.75$3,185,537.49
Rats Inpact: BEs $187 $181 $175 S169 S16s $157 $151 $id5 BES
Houso Value
$100,000 00 —— $193 00 $187.00 $181.00 $17500 $169 00 $163.00 $157.00] $151.00 $145.00 $139.00|
| $§200.000.00 ", $38600|  $374.00|  $36200]  $35000|  $33800|  $32600|  $314.00/ $302.00  $290.00,  $27800,
$300,000 00 $576 00 $561.00 $513 $625 00 $507.00 $489 00 $471.00/ $453 00 $435,00 $417.00
sd00.00000) | $712 00 $748.00 $724.00| $700 00 $676 00 $652 00 $628 ou: $604.00 $580.00 $556.00|
$500,000 00 $955.00 $935.00 $005 031 $87500 $B45 00 $815 00 $785 00. $755.00 §725.00 $695 Oﬂ.
$600,000 00 | $1,158.00 $1,122 00 $1,08600,  §1,05000 $1,014 00 $978 00 $942.00] $906 00 $870.00 $834.00)
‘ sro000000 $1,351.00 $1,309.00 $1,26700 8122500 $1,183.00 $1,141.00 $1,00000/  $1,05700 $1.015.00 5073 l)l)y}
$800,000.00 L $1,544 CO‘ $1,496.00 S|,4<IBU'JE §1.40000 $1,352.00 $1,304.00 $1.256 ()D! $1,208.00 $1,160.00 51‘11200:
! $A16.085 00 $157504 $1,526 08 $1.477 11 $142815 5137918 $1.330 22 $1.281 ?5‘ $1.232 29 $1.183.32 $1.134 16.
$900,000.00 $1,737.00 $1,683.00 $1,620 nni $1,575.00 $1,521.00 $1.467.00 $1.41300)  $1,350 00 $1,205.00 $1.251.00|
sto0000000, $1,930 00 $1,870.00 $1.81000|  $1,75000 $1,690 00 $1,630 00 $1.57000,  $1,51000 $1,450.00 §1,390.00,
$1.100,00000f $2,12300 $2.067.00 $1,99100  $1,62500 $1.850 00 $1,793.00 $1,727.00)  $1,66100 $1,595.00 $1,529 00
$1,200,000 00 | $2,316 00 $2.244.00 $2172 ()I)i $2.100 00 $2.028 00 $1,956 00 $1.884 00} $1.812 00 $1,740.00 $1,668 ()():
$1,300,000 00 - $2,500 00| $2,431.00 $2,353 .00/ $2.27500 $2, 197.00 $2.119.00 $2.041 0’11 $1,963 00 $1,885.00 $1.807 00'
| $1.400,000 00 $2,702 00 $2.618.00 $2,534 0’1! §2 45000 §2.366.00 $2,282 00 $2,198 00| $2,114 00 §2.030.00 $1,946 00‘
| $1,500,00000 - $2,895 00 $2,805.00 $2,71500| 8262500 $2,535 00 $§2.44500 $2.35500  $2,265.00 $2,175.00 $2,085 00,
| $1,600,000.00 $3,008 00 $2,992.00 $2,806 UL\ §2.20000 $2,704 0()! §2,608 00 $2,612 00. 52.4"3 00 $2,320.00 $2,224 00“
{ $1.700,000 00 N = $3,28100 §3,179.00 $3,077.00| $2.97500 $2.873.00] §2,771.00 $2,669 00> $§2.567 00 $2,465.00 $2,363 Oﬂl
| $1,800,000 00 $3,474 00 $3.366.00 §3,25600,  $3.150.00 $3,042 00 $2.934 00 $2,82600)  $2,71800 $2.610.00 §2,502 00|
| stocoo0a00f $360700]  §355300  $343900]  $332500]  $321100  $3097.00)  s208300]  S2ee000|  $275500)  $264100)
| s200000000f |  $386000[  $374000  $362000,  $350000|  $338000]  $326000]  $3.14000  $302000|  $2.90000|  $2.78000]
i §2,100,000 00 $4,053 00 $3,927.00 $3,801 001 $3.675 00 $3.549 00' $3,423 00 $3.207 00‘: $3,171.00 $3,045.00 $2,919 On‘
{ $2.200,000 00 $4,246 00 $4,114.00 $3,082 00l $3.850 00 $3,718 00 6500 $3,454 001 $3,322.00 $3,190.00 $3,058 0“4
$2,300,000.00 | S NI $4,439 00 $4,301.00 $4,163 UJE $4.025.00 $3,887 .00 ,749.00 $3.611 00; §3.473.00 $3,335.00 $3.197 00“
! $2,400,000 00 $4,632 00 84,488 00 $4,244 O’J} $4.200 00 $4,056 00 $3,912 00 $3,768 00| $3,624 00 $3,480.00 $3,336 00
1 $2.500,000 00 - §4,825 00 $4.675.00 $4.525 00 $4.37500 $4,225.00| §4.075 00 $3,025 00| $3,77500 $3.625.00 $3,475 00,

Tax Impact of Proposed School -

Alternative format — Same project

Project Cost Allocation & Financing Debt Service Impact $ Tax Impact by House Valuation
Project Cost Project Cost
vith| % to Total Allocation w/o| % to Total Debt Service % to Total|
MSBA MSBA
60,067,225 42.85% 93,781,770 65.92% 89,301,824 | 65.92%)
Wenham | 31,519,463 22.16% 48,484,264 34.08% MWenham | § 46,168,176 | 34.08%
Sub-Total | 92,486,688 65.01%) 142,266,034 100.00% [l Sub - Total | §135,470,000 | 100.00%)
State 49,779,346 34.99% . 0.00% il state
Total 142,266,034 100.00% 142,266,034 100.00% M Total $135,470,000 | 100.00%
Financing - By Year & Component Tax Rate Impact of Debt Service $ TaxImpact by House Valuation
Annual Debt TaxRate | AnnualTax 1.
Year | Balance Starting Interest Principat Total Ending Balance Year Service Impact$ s TaxRate Year Annual TaxImpact
798,000 500,000 | 733,000 | 1,000,000 | 1,400,000 [ 2,000,000
2028 60,967,225 2,743,525 3,048,361 5,791,886 57,918,864 | 1 | 2028 791826 | § 2538 2,016 16.1% 9 1 | 2028 1,263 2,016 | § 2,526 3,537 5,052
2029 57,918,864 2,606,349 3,048,361 5,654,710 54,870,503 2 | 2029 ,654,710 247 1,968 5.6% 0 2 | 2020 1233 1,068 2,465 3453 | § 4,933
2030 54,870,503 2469173 3,048,361 5,517,534 51,822,141 3 | 2030 517,534 241 1,920 54%l 3 | 2030 1.203 | § 1,920 2,407 3,369 | § 4,813
2031 51,822,141 2,331,996 3,048,361 5,380,358 48,773,720 | 4 | 2031 380,358 235 1,873| 150%f 4 | 2031 1,173 1873 347 3,285 | § 4,693
2032 48,773,780 2,194,820 3,048,361 5,243,181 45,725,419 5 | 2032 243,181 1825| 146%WHM 5 | 2032 1,143 1,825 ,287 3,202 4,574
2033 45,725 419 2,057,644 3,048,361 42,677,058 6 | 2033 5,106,005 1777 142%Q 6 | 2033 1,11 1,777 ,227 3118 4,454
2034 42,677,058 3,048,361 39,628,696 7 | 2034 1,969,829 1729 138%0 7 | 2034 1,084 1,729 2,167 3.034 4334
2035 39,628,696 1,783,291 3,048,361 36,580,335 8 | 2035 4,831,653 1,682 135% 8 8 | 2035 1,054 1,682 2,107 2950 | § 4,215
2038 36,580,335 1,646,115 3,048,361 33531974 | 9 | 2036 4,694,476 1634 13.1%8 9 | 2036 1,02 1,634 2,048 2,867 | § 4,095
33,531,974 1,508,939 3,048,361 30,483,613 |l 10 | 2037 4,557,300 1,666 12.7% 8 10 | 2037 994 1,586 1,988 2,783 | § 3,975
2038 30,453,613 1,371,763 3,048,361 27,435,251 11 | 2038 4,420,124 1,538 12.3% 1| 2038 964 1,538 1,928 | § 2,699 | § 3,856
2039 27,435,251 1,234,586 3,048,361 | 24,326,890 12 | 2039 282,948 1,491 119% 8 12 | 2039 234 1,491 1,868 | § 2,615 736
2040 24,386,690 1,097,410 3,048,361 1,338,529 13 | 2040 145,774 1,443 11.6%) 3 | 2040 904 1,443 1,608 | $ 2532(8 3616}
204! 338,529 960,234 3,048,361 | 18,290,168 14 | 2041 008,595 1,395 11.2%] 4 | 2041 87 1395 1,748 2,448 3,497
204; 2,290,168 823,058 3,048,361 871,419 5,241,806 15 | 2042 3,671,419 1347 10.8%| 5 | 2042 e 1.347 1,689 | § 2,364 377
2043 .241,606 685,881 3,048,361 3,734,243 12,193,445 16 | 2043 1,734,243 | § 1,300 10.4% M 16 | 2043 81 1,300 § 1,629 | § 2,280 | § 3,257
2044 2,103,445 548,705 3,048,361 3,597,068 9,145,084 17 | 2044 1,697,066 1,252 100w QM 17 | 2044 784 1,252 | § 1,569 2196 | ¢ 3,138
2045 145,084 411,529 3,048,361 3,459,890 6,096,723 18 | 2045 3,459,890 1,204 9.6% N 18 | 2045 755 1,204 1,509 2113 3,018
2046 086,723 274353 3,048,361 322,714 3,048,361 19 | 2046 3,322,714 1,156 93% M 19 | 2046 725 1,156 1,449 2,029 | § 2,893
2047 3,043,361 137,176 3,048,351 3,185,538 - 20 | 2047 3,185,538 1,109 S% M 20 | 2047 695 1,109 1,389 1,945 2,779
=== ==
28,807,014 60967,225| 89,774,239 | Total £9,774.239 31,247 Total 19578 |§ 31,247 39156 |$ 54819|$ 78312
Average 1,440,351 3,048,361 4,488,712 Average 4,488,712 | § 1.95 1,662 12.5% M Average 979 | § 1,562 1,958 2,741 3,916
) +r. =
FY 2025 Tax Rate per $1,000
Interest Rate 4.50% | $ 1 | I




Capital Spending & Estimated Impact FY ’26 — FY ‘32

= —

Capital* Spending & Estimated Impact -- FY '26 - FY '32

Comments

Hamilton ~ * Gross Capltal equals total Project Cost before reductions, reimbursements and offsets.
Estimated Annual Tax Impact** for | These amounts are gathered from the School and Town budgets and sre incremented by
a Tlome valued at $798,000. FINCOM to project likely additional outlays for the 7-Year period.
#* The Estimated Annual Tax Impact Is reduced by any expected funding outside of
propertytaxes. -

Gross Capital* in
Millions

$1,562 This Consolidated School project Is as follows: $142,266,034 less $49,779,346 from MSBA
2 Contribution, less $31,519,463 (Wenham) equals $60,967,225 financed for (20 Years @
4.5%. Range=>starts @ $2,016 Yr 1 Decreases to $1,109 Yr20)

S142m (Average over 20 Years)

High School Roof Replacement $5M §45 Tax impact estimate assumes reimburesement by State & Wenham contribution @ 34%.

High School / Middle School $2M $31 Tax impact estimate assumes Wenham contribution @ 34%.

All other (1S/MS - Flooring Replacement,
Boiler Plant Phased Replacement, Window
Replacement, HVAC Conlrol Upgrade,
Interior Painting, )

Sub-Total School Capital S153M §1,694

Tax impact estimate assumes Wenham contribution @ 34%.
S4M $56 Certaln elementary school capital spending is avolded with the construction of "combined"
new school.

Water projects are funded from Water bills paid by each taxpayer. These rates will likely
‘Water Projects SHLIM rise due to increased investment in Infrastructure and source projects.

E |Vehicles s2M Tax impact estimate assumes no funding outside of property taxes.

All Other (Highways, Facilities, Recreation) ST™M Tax impact estimate assumes no funding outside of property taxes.
Sub-Total Town Capital S$20M
Total School & Town C-pllnl] S173M §$1,912

School Building Options Evaluated by the School Building Committee — 12/23

Hamilton-Wenham Elementary School Project School Building Committee Meeting 12/18/2023
12/20/2023 Revision 1 : PDP Comparative Cost Estimate Exhibit

Cutler Site Options - Comparative PDP Estimates
—_— . ————————
Base
Repair/Code Renovation Addition/ Renovatlons New Construction
Upgrade
Enroliment €10 N/A Q1 Q2 @3 =X} [=X} a2 a3 =X}
$/sF|__ $745.54 $838.14 $873.30 $83111 $828.27 $855.88 $840.88 $798.90 $795.94
285 Students Construction Cost|  $34,145,732 X $74,555,273 $71,846,646
Total Project Cost| _ $44,826,486 $98,526,718 $92,125,634
430 Students Construction Cost| X $82,353,841 $79,296,283
Total Project Cost| $109,092,339 $101,908,972
645 Students Construction Cost X $107,161,879 $103,009,377
Total Project Cost $142,096,285 $132,527,828
740 Students Construction Cast| X $112,471,083 $108,081,033
Total Project Cost $149,263,361 $139,180,374
Winthrop Site Options - Comparative PDP Estimates
e ———————
Base Repalr/ Renovation Addition/ Renovations New Construction
Code Upgrade
Enroliment N/A N/A w22 w23 w24 w32 w33 wia
$/SF $889.09 $840.96 $838.33 $903.85 485175 $848.58
285 Students Construction Cost X
Total Project Cost X
430Students  |Construction Cost X 83,843,174 $85,224,638
Total Project Cost X $111,046,344 $109,462,560
645Students  [Construction Cost X $108,432,225 $109,823,691
Total Project Cost X $143,762,979 $141,195,635
740Students  [Construction Cost X $113,837,998 $115,229,464
Total Project Cost X $151,056,753 $148,273,178




The commentary on,the followmg pages

April 5, 2025

From: Hamilton Finance and Advisory Committee
Commentary and Recommendations on the Warrant for:
ANNUAL TOWN MEETING
Saturday April 5, 2025

Hamilton-Wenham Regional High School, Hamilton

To the Citizens of Hamilton;

Before each Annual Town Meeting and Special Town Meeting, the Finance and Advisory
Committee (FINCOM) is asked to provide our recommendations and analysis regarding
the warrant articles to be presented at Town Meeting for your deliberation and disposition.
FINCOM'’s responsibility is to recommend the action we consider appropriate as to “any
or all municipal questions.” As citizens, you are entitled to consider and vote on all such
questions presented to you on the town meeting warrant.

As Hamilton residents, we are fortunate to have retained the most direct and democratic
form of governance--the town meeting. But that means that only those who attend will
ultimately make these decisions. Too often, a small minority of citizens make decisions at
town meeting that will affect all citizens. FINCOM encourages you to participate in the
decision-making process by attending Town Meeting and voting on these important
matters.

Please read this document in conjunction with the Warrant and the appropriate Appendices.
Please refer to those documents for the wording of the articles, summaries, and fiscal
impact as prepared by the Select Board (SB), Town Manager, Finance Director, and Town
Counsel.

These items should not be viewed or decided on in a vacuum but must be considered in
context with each other; what the funding sources will be as well as the cumulative effect
on the tax rate. FINCOM will provide insight into the projected tax impact of these
proposed projects during the Town meeting as well as posting the same information to the
FINCOM website.



ARTICLE 2025/4 2-11 — HWRSD Consolidated Elementary School

FINCOM Supports the Consolidated School Building Proposal

FINCOM supports Article 2-11 which requires Hamilton to take responsibility for:
$61 Million of the $142 Million school project cost.

The chart below is the proposal being advanced in Article 2-11.

Entity Project Cost Debt Service
M SM Year1/
0,
M % 20-Years | Annual Year 20
State $49 36% Funded from State Income Tax
Wenham $31 22% S46 $2.3 $3.0-$1.6

Hamilton k61 42% $89 $4.4 | $5.8-$3.2

Total | $142 100% $135

Overview

The key drivers for this support are:

Consolidating two schools removes two old buildings from the capital
repair/improvement pipeline. Simply stated, FINCOM does not believe
investing ten-of-millions of funding into two 60/70-year-old school buildings is a
strong investment proposal. Consolidation would allow the District to redirect
focus and funding onto other schools in the District. (The near-term capital
contained in the FY *25 budget targeting these two schools was $9.4Million and
would be largely avoided while considering risk, safety, comfort and
functionality.)

The immediate availability (2028) of the $49M MSBA reimbursement award.
This is a “once-in-a-great while opportunity.” A delay in utilizing these funds, of
even just three years, could impose a loss of value to the school District of $6 M+
(By way of reminder, the reimbursement from the MSBA includes $1.6 Million
for “best practices” in building maintenance.)

As far back as 2014, a consolidated school was being discussed by both towns
and the District. The 2014 Hamilton-Wenham Regional School District
(District) Master Plan contains a recommendation for a consolidated school “if



the district were interested in the most cost-effective construction project, a
single school (population 728 students) is the least expensive” option out of a
range of options. (Please take the time to review this document which is on the
Elementary School project page.)

e Alternative proposals to the proposed school project (two new schools,
renovation, delay, etc.) will simply cost the School District more in the long-
run. The most vivid example of this is a scenario to build two new schools, the
2" school built 10 years after the 1% school. In this scenario, both schools would
follow the design which aligns with the Educational Plan adopted by the District.
The difference would be $86 Million in project cost which would translate into
an estimated $73Million of additional tax burden for Hamilton taxpayers.

e School construction costs have increased dramatically (30 — 50%) since 2020. It
is expected this upward trajectory will continue. Industry forecasts predict a 5-
7% increase in overall construction costs in 2025. These impacts are arising
from lack of labor availability, potential tariffs, supply chain issues, commodity
and material cost increases and overall market inflation. Any school construction
project will continue to be battered by this cost pressure.

e The Unit costs per student of this consolidated school project compare very
favorably against recent MSBA approved projects and other project scenarios
considered by the HWRSD. This means that because of economies of scale and a
thoughtful design, the cost of the consolidated project is materially more
attractive than alternatives.

o Net Project Cost per student is $ 136 thousand
o Square Footage per student is 172 Sq. ft.

One Member of FINCOM Offered a Dissenting Point-of-View

While I agree that our town needs to address the condition of our school buildings, and I
acknowledge that from a financial standpoint consolidation appears most economical, I
cannot support the proposal to consolidate our three elementary schools into one.

Research consistently demonstrates that school and class size significantly impact
educational outcomes—more than facility quality. Based on this evidence and my
personal educational experience in smaller schools, I believe maintaining three separate
elementary schools better serves our students' needs.

Rather than suggesting a specific alternative, I encourage our town and school board to
develop creative solutions that preserve our smaller learning environments, One potential
approach could include building one new school immediately while seeking MSBA aid,
then upgrading the remaining two schools to adequate standards. We could implement a
rotation system among the buildings to ensure equitable access for all students,
particularly since all schools are within close proximity. Over time, we would then plan
to replace the remaining two schools.
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This approach would likely cost more over time, but I believe this represents a
worthwhile investment in our children's education rather than prioritizing short-term
financial considerations alone.

In the commentary that follows below, FINCOM is addressing a set of topics which
we believe are important. Many questions have been asked and answered over the
past two years by the School Building Committee and the School Administration.

Please refer to the Hamilton-Wenham Regional School District website and explore
the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs) section under the “HW Elementary School
Project” page. Many financial related questions have been addressed in the various
questions and answers presented there.

Background and Discussion
Investments in School Facilities — A Look Back....and Forward

As we all review capital spending projects, whether they are personal or business related,
we ask ourselves some version of the following questions:

“What is the value derived from the investment?” What do we get for the investment?”
or more simply stated.... "What is the “return on investment.” “What do we get for our
money?”.

As we look at a proposed new school investment, we will use this “Return on
Investment” viewpoint.

When viewing any proposed investment, it is wise to consider the condition of the entire

“portfolio” of assets under consideration. In this case our portfolio is our collection of
school properties. Let’s view our previous school “investments” to set some context.

11




School Investments — A L.ook Back...and Forward

In the 1950’s and $ Greatest Baby Boomers Gen X, Millennials, Gen Z
60’s ... Generation
The “Greatest 1950 — 1974 1975 - 1999 2000 — 2024 2025 — 2049
Generation™. . | I (25 Years) (25 Years) (25 Years) @5 Years) | 290~
C lement:
....responded to , ‘ Constructed — 51 :
;he P OS‘;';VWIIII I Cutlen Additions — ‘52, ‘56 Addition~‘2 & / 740 Students
emand for schoo 127,298 5q i
capacny mn * 172 sq Mt per student
Hamilton & $ 142M — Gross Cost
Wenham... and T Constructed — *59 £ Sk e e lident
embarkedona | | WARBEOR | ©\i i e ol . - e
building N 861 - Hamilon
campaign....
Constructed — ‘53 = .
...from which the Buker Additions — ‘55 Addition = i / =
zK;utlel?, d
uker, High 5 Renovation / Investment Require
Winthrop & Soigor | Conucted—'61 | addition— 99 =
High schools -
d Miles "
emerged. : - Constructed — ‘99 X
River

The chart above provides a historical view of the construction / addition projects
undertaken for each school in the District starting in the 1950s. The oldest school in the
portfolio is the Cutler School with the original construction dating to 1951.

Of particular note are the two ~25-year time - periods between major construction
projects. These “paced” investments have allowed the District to finance and repay the
associated debt obligation while trying to avoid layering one project upon another. This
profile suggests that each “generation” in Hamilton and Wenham has invested in new
school facilities, in a periodic manner, to benefit not only the current generation of
students but also for future generations of students. This is a key pillar of public
education in the U.S.

As mentioned above, as with any portfolio of investments/assets, it is wise to review the

condition of those assets and determine if a replacement or alternative investment, with a
higher performing return, should be utilized. The FINCOM believes the HWRSD is now
at a point where a significant investment in the school portfolio is warranted. We do not
advise inventing ten-of-millions of dollars in 1950s designed buildings. This point of
view is supported by the evaluation of the Cutler School by the MSBA.

* As stated above, consolidating two schools removes two old buildings from
the HWRSD building “portfolio” and removes the need for future
investment in these two old buildings. This would allow the District to
redirect focus on the other schools in the District.
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Construction Cost Increases — Some Reference Points. (Boston Globe, MSBA
Construction Analytics)

To provide a point-of-view regarding the construction cost increases we have observed,
we used the following:

1. Boston Globe Spotlight - We were drawn to the Boston Globe “Spotlight” article
dated December 2023. While the article does not align precisely with the
Hamilton School Building Project, it does provide a valuable reference point
regarding construction cost increases in the Greater Boston area. (Please take the
time to go back and read this series of articles.) The chart below was included in
this “Spotlight” article and is sourced from the Bureau of Labor Statistics. It
indicates construction cost increases of 50% in the apartment building sector.

Up and up

While rents in Greater Boston have increased nearly 30 percent since the start of 2017, the cost
of materials used to build multifamily apartment buildings has climbed almost twice that fast.

60%

Percent ptmwlh in
c

// construction costs

40% —

Percent growth in
rent in Greater
Boston

20% - —==

T
A
Q

®

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics, Apartment List
Andrew Nguyen/Globe Staff

2. Massachusetts School Building Authority (MSBA) — The second source we
used for construction cost information is the Massachusetts School Building
Authority (MSBA).

While it is unlikely the chart below will be easily readable (please go to the
MSBA website), the rightmost area of the chart provides some visual insight into
the aggressive cost per square foot increases being realized and presented to the
MSBA for recent school building projects. These cost increases are in the 30% -
50% range. The key point is that new construct costs have now moved into the
$800 - $1,000 per square foot range.

13



Website

ATM - New School Warrant — MSBA “New” Construction Cost

s .
2 .
g - -
« @B
L] B =
D S—
!-,7- - E— w8 & -
. ¥ H

N o

3o
[
?
I
iy b—uﬁlmﬂ:’::—u— 3
T L | ¢ =5z
" '~x‘.. ; .l.:—:'—_‘/»L—"J
12023 0324 06124 0924 12724
{ 0 |
‘ h
. . | o + +
to Common Economic Indicators v I
I n ++
; 7
&+
+ j
[l=eaom on BT
| €
$750 / sq. ft. ) P
¢
x .
" i

. 7
$600/sq.ft.> / -

. T
n 2 /

Bid Close
Jan 26 -
Jul 27

14



3. Ed ZarenskKi is a construction economics analyst. He authors his research under
the name “Construction Analytics.” He has been in the construction industry for
42 years. The most vivid expression from Ed is below which illustrates the
construction cost dynamics with 2019 as the base year. He is showing 40% - 50%
cost increases.

Construction Analytics Building Cost Index

Construction Inflation

160 — —_
150 |AllIndex values set to 2019=100
140 |dataasof 2'24
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4. Boston Globe - February 2025 — School Construction Cost Increases

The increases in Massachusetts are similar to those across the nation, which are causing project
costs to soar. According to the US Bureau of Labor Statistics, new school construction costs

nationwide have spiked more than 32 percent since January 2020.

School construction costs nationwide have grown by about one-third in just five years.
Federal data show producer prices surged rapidly from 2021 to 2023.

— Change in school construction costs since January 2020.
326%

30%

School construction costs nationwide have
grown by about one-third in just five years

Jan Apr Jul Oct Jan Apr Jul Oct Jan Apr Jul Oct Jan Apr Jul Oct Jan Apr Jul Oct Jan
20 21 22 23 24 25

Chart: CHRISTOPHER HUFFAKER/GLOBE STAFF « Source: US. Bureau of Labor Statistics via FRED®

And those increases could worsen if President Trump proceeds with placing tariffs on an
assortment of imports, which could include 25 percent tariffs on steel and lumber, according to a

White House announcement and multiple media reports.
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$700 million for a high school? Boston now

seeking state finds to rebuild Madison Park Multiple Mass. schools that surpass half a

a8 estunated costs balloon billion? They’re on the horizon as the cost of
construcuon proj ects sharply rise.

By Jomes Vazmia G025t Jmfvese

By Cribopor Hutfsbar ©55 2 [lmfve®:

histary JONATHAN WIGGS/GLOSE STAFF

Generations of students have cycled through Boston's lone vocational high school, enduring
periods of neglect, failed leadership, and broken promises until finally a beacon of hope emerged T
in 2023 with Mayor Michelle's W proposal to rebuild the Roxbury campus, even dobling it in witk high schools increasingly exceeding $300 million and at |m‘ e P,‘,,m, cach likelyto cost
i maore than $700 million.

These reference points provide some insight as to what is happening in the commercial
construction sector of the U.S. Economy as well as locally.

Massachusetts School Building Authority Program — October 2022 — February 2025

In 2021, the Hamilton Wenham Regional School District (“District’”) submitted a
Statement of Interest (SOI) to the Massachusetts School Building Authority (“MSBA”™)
for the proposed Cutler Elementary School building project (Project). Previous SOIs were
submitted in 2018, 2019 and 2020. The MSBA partners with Massachusetts communities
to support the design and construction of educationally - appropriate, flexible,
sustainable, and cost-effective public-school facilities. The Authority is a financing
agency that utilizes its dedicated funding source (one penny of the Massachusetts State
6.25% sales tax) to fund school building projects across the state.

The MSBA program is highly structured and consists of three Phases:

1) Eligibility Period - (Preparation)
Compliance Certification - Completed
Forming the School Building Committee - Completed
Educational Profile & Enrollment Process - Completed
Maintenance & Capital Planning Documents - Completed
Local Vote Authorization (District & Hamilton / Wenham vote
required) — Approved October 2022 STM
2) Scope Definition (Scoping)

a. Forming the Project Team (School Building Committee) - Completed

b. Feasibility Study - Completed

c. Schematic Design - Completed

d. Funding the Project

o Hamilton/Wenham vote required) — April 2025

3) Scope Monitoring

a. Detailed Design

o e o
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b. Construction
c. Completing the Project

In March 2022, the District received an invitation into the “Eligibility Period” (EP) of the
MSBA program. The District has completed five elements (# 1a — #1¢) of the EP
program, including the submission of maintenance and capital planning documentation.
(This subject is addressed by the MSBA to determine how the District maintained its
facilities. It will be discussed below.)

In October 2022, both Hamilton and Wenham voted to provide approval to
participate in the program and authorized $1.25M to support the “Scope
Definition” phase of the program.

The School Committee, the School Building Committee and the School District
Administration engaged the MSBA school building process subsequent to the October
2022 vote. Since that time, the School Building Committee has completed three of the
four elements of the “Scope Definition” phase. (Elements 2a — 2c)

Educational Plan / Program

An “Educational Plan” is required by the MSBA to conceive, in detail, the
educational priorities a new building should satisfy.

e The Educational Plan is the key driver of the building design. This design
drives the features and square footage of the building. The cost is derived
from the features and square footage included in the building design.

e To develop an Educational Plan, the School Building Committee invited
community members, teachers, staff, and students into a visioning process, in
October 2023, for what a new elementary school could provide to our elementary
students and our community. Also, feedback was solicited through surveys,
community forums, presentations at community events and meetings, school
tours, workshops, and many touch points over the course of a year to gather a
broad perspective for the project.

e Visioning Sessions:
e October 5,2023 — Visioning Session #1 - (0 Parents Attended)
e October 11, 2023 — Visioning Session #2 - (3 parents Attended)
e October 18, 2023 — Visioning Session #3 - (8 parents Attended)

The resulting Educational Plan was published in early 2024 and serves as the key
driver of the design of the school facility. Ultimately, the design created by the school
District and brought forward for consideration, must be in alignment with Educational
Plan or funding from the MSBA is at risk. It is up to the District to ensure the building
design aligns with the Educational Plan.
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Additional Background from the MSBA regarding the Educational Plan / Program

During Feasibility Study, the District will document its educational program, define the
proposed educational activities, and work with its Designer to develop design responses
to meet the educational objectives and needs identified.

Educational Program Requirements

The District’s educational program must include the following:

e A statement of the teaching philosophy and methods.

e A thorough, in-depth explanation of the District’s curriculum goals, and objectives of
the program elements associated with the subject facility

e District’s educational program should describe and include, but not necessarily be
limited to, the following as it relates to the current program, facility needs, and
proposed program and design features:

. Grade and School Configuration Policies

. Class Size Policies

. School Scheduling Method

. Teaching Methodology and Structure

. Teacher Planning

. Professional Development

. Pre-kindergarten (e.g., Special Education only, tuition programs, locations,)

. Kindergarten (e.g., full day, half day, locations, if applicable)

. Lunch Programs (e.g., number of servings, District kitchen, full-service kitchens,
10. Technology Instruction Policies and Program Requirements (e.g., labs, in-

11. Media Center/Library

12. Visual Art Programs (e.g., in-classroom, specialized area, etc.)

13. Performing Arts Programs (e.g., music, dance, drama theater, etc)

14. Physical Education Programs

15. Special Education Programs (e.g., in-house, collaborative, facility restrictions)
16. Vocations and Technology Programs

17. Transportation Policies

18. Functional and Spatial Relationships

19. Security and Visual Access Requirements

20. Typical Day and Week in the Life of a Student

OO0 NI ON B LR e

So Why are Schools Built currently Materially Larger than those built in 1950s ?
While there's no single definitive average, schools built in the 1950s generally had less
square footage per student than schools built today, with a focus on basic needs, while

current schools prioritize larger, more flexible spaces for diverse learning needs.

Here's a more detailed comparison:
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Schools of the 1950s:

o Focus: Primarily on basic education, with classrooms often designed for rote
memorization and traditional teaching methods.
o Square Footage: Classrooms were often smaller, with a focus on maximizing
the number of students in a given space.
o Design: Classrooms tended to be rectangular with rows of desks facing the
front, and a teacher at the front.

o Other Spaces: Often had limited space for specialized areas like libraries,

computer labs, or art rooms.

Modern Schools:

o Focus: Emphasize student-centered learning, critical thinking, and creativity,
with a focus on fostering collaboration and problem-solving skills.
o Square Footage: Classrooms are larger, with more flexible spaces that can be
adapted to different learning activities.
o Design: Classrooms are designed to promote collaboration and creativity, with
flexible furniture, breakout areas, and technology integration.

o Other Spaces: Include specialized areas like libraries, computer labs, art rooms,

and science labs, as well as spaces for collaboration and small group work.

Renovation vs New Construction:

Now, let’s review the Cutler school project in more detail to unpack the Addition /
Renovation subject and focus specifically on Option (C2.1) that was developed by the

design team and presented below:

Comparisons: MSBA - Approved Projects HW School Building Committee Options
Apr '25 ATM
. C1. C2.1 C3.1 4
10 Projects 10/22| Average 4 s 4 A
ATM MSBA Projects Code Add/ New New New Preferred
I L i Upgrade Reno | Option
School Project Cost (Millions) s 85 |8 107 @' S 46 | S 1158 106 | $ 142 | $ 151 @ § 142
Enrollment 652.5 550 285 285 285 645 740 740
Cost per Student 0
Grossfl $ 130,599 | 195,233 W $159,958 | $403,941 | $373,223 | $220,734 | § 203,832 § § 192,251
Netfl $ 82,543 [ S 115,454 |l $148,760 | $269,263 | $248,787 | $147,139 | § 135872 | § 124,982
Gross Square Feet 119,627 101,941 45,800 83,945 83,945 | 128,939 127,298 127,298
Total Sq. Ft per Student 183 185 161 295 295 200 172 172
Gross SquareFeet | 119,627 101,941 45,800 83,945 83,945 128,939 127,298
67,276,105 85,914,072 35435208 | 89,484,801 | 82,679,868 | 110,666,365 117,244,050 108,493,509
Construction Cost Per SF 562 843 774 1,066 985 858 921 852
Total Project 85,216,070 107,378,392 45,587,892 | 115,123,275 | 106,368,540 | 142,373,470 [ 150,835,732 142,266,034
Total Cost Per SF 712 1,053 995 1,371 1,267 1,104 1,185 1,118

e The current Cutler School encompasses 45,800 sq. ft.

space ... grows to 83,945 sq. ft.
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The Addition / Renovation option .... reflecting the Educational Plan features and



o This expansion of the footprint of the school accounts for a sizable portion
of the “Add Reno” cost.
e If we were to hypothetically “split” the costs of C2.1 into two components:
o the “Reno” portion is $63M (54%) and
o the “Add” portionis $52M (46%).

School Building Option 2.1 Scenario: "Split "Add / Reno"

C2.1 Addition / Renovation
C1.0 C2.1
Code Upgrade Add/Reno
School Project Cost Millions of $ $ 46 | $ 115
Size Square Footage 45,800 83,945
# of Students (oLStudentai 285 285
Building
Sq. Ft. / Student 161 295
State Contribution l 3 (3,191,152)| $ (38,383,251)
""Gross" Cost per Student 3 159,958 | $ 403,941
"Net"  Cost per Student $ 148,760 | $ 269,263

While this “Add/Reno” expression is simply a mathematical model, it does give us a
view into what a “Renovation” of the existing 45,800 sq. ft. Cutler building might be
valued at. This “Reno” scenario retains the footprint of the 1950’s space design of the
Cutler School. It would not address the desired enhancement elements contained in the
Educational Plan. (Presenting this “hypothetical” valuation does not mean we could do
this project with the involvement of the MSBA, it is simply a valuation “model.”)

FINCOM Discussion of Proposed School Building Project — at Annual Town
Meetings 2022 - 2024....What have we shared previously with Taxpayers...?

October 2022 — Special Town Meeting (STM), Both Hamilton and Wenham voted to
provide approval to participate in the MSBA “Feasibility Study” component of program
and authorized $1.25M to support the “Scope Definition” phase of the program. (The
MSBA has been reimbursing the District over the past year, and it is anticipated the
reimbursement will ultimately be 48% of the $1.25M.) FINCOM included a detailed
overview of the MSBA program (in the Book of Recommendations) and urged voters to
educate themselves about the program. A financial overview of 10 recent school projects
was also included. Given the age and condition of the school facilities across the District,
and the size of the “subsidy” FINCOM supported providing funding for the Feasibility
Study.
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April 2023 - Annual Town Meeting (ATM), At the meeting, FINCOM presented a
capital forecast and tax impact inclusive of the School District and Town. The
assumptions supporting the “New School — Cutler Elementary Project” profile was
assumed to be a 700-student building with a cost in the range of $85M - $120M. This was
a 143,000 sq. ft. building. The annual tax impact presented was $700 - $1,200 for a house
valued at $713,000. (Keep in mind these were estimates for a project completing five
years in the future.)

Capital Spending & Tax Impact - Estimate -- FY '24 - FY '30

TR Comments
Gross Capital® In Estimated Annual Tax * Gross Capital equals total Project Cost before reductions,
Project Millions Impactt* for a lome valued reBpamei dnd ofliets,
e 4 The Estimated Annaal Tax Impact ks correspondingly reduced
& by any expected funding outside of property taxes,
New School - Tax Impact estimate assumes relmburcsement by MSBA (State)
Cutler Elementary Project | oM - S120M $700- 51,200 and Wenham contribution @ 34%.
£ Tax Impact estimat {fsets from Gifts, Grant !
ax Impact estimate assumes offsets from Gifts, Grants,
g Fields at High School SisM $250 - $300 Fundraising (E&D, CPC, etc) and Wenhan contribution @ 34%.  [!
)
§ High School Roof Replacement M s18 T el Ao bty Slts g
All other S10M 78 Tax impact estimate assumes Wenham conteibution @ 34%.
Sub-Tofal School Capital | S112M - SI47M $1,046- 51,596
: Water projects are generally funded from Water Revenue paid by
Water Projects Stom $0 each taspayer. (Not a tax but a usage fee)
£ Reaovations are expected (o be funded by previously approved
2 | Town Hall Renovation S6M 50 CPC grant and Free eash available, (Al funds sourced from
5 5
All Other S6M S134 Tax Impact estimate assumes no funding oulside of propriy faxes.
Sub-Total Town Capltal s22M 134
[ Total School & Town Capital]_S134M-si69M | siis0-s1730 |
Nete: Siace Tewnasd Mamtea's Preperty Taes at a compounded azzaal growth rate of 9% or $992 per year for & bome with a vatue
of $713,000. The tax Ia
3/26/23 - Version 21 ATM - Capital / Financial Ovarview - Notes 1

April 2024 Annual Town Meeting, the FINCOM presented a capital forecast and tax
impact inclusive of the School District and Town. This included a school which would
house 740 students. The capital cost was in the range of $44M - $151M. The annual tax
impact presented was 3678 - $1,569 for a house valued at $798,000.

(The “Elementary School Project” “profile” included 14 building options with the largest
building being 123,000 sq. ft.)

Capital* Spending & Estimated Impact — FY '25-FY '31

Hamilton - Gt C

} } ‘ Comments

| Ereit Gross Capital [ |Estimated Anss s from
| Millisas Tmpact** for a Home | FINCOM to project Iikely additioas] outlays for the 7-Vear perfod. |
valoed 3t STIRE0D. | os The Estimated Annual Tax Impact Is redwced by any expected funding eutside of property
| | tares. SeeverMyesrs. |
[ ! | 1 0] ze total of 14 b the
| Etementary School Project sum /!l!l.\l(l)‘ $678-51,569 (2/4) Schos! Duilding Commitice 2) Tax Impact eutimate avumes:
| L MSBA 0} - STM) - W @M%
T t '
! High School Roof Replacement | ssM | sS4 | Tax mpact exth State & W %
;i jnlgh School / Middle School | M | s18 ; T anumes W 3%
i3l { t
1B AW other (1SS - Floaring Reptaceancat, |+ sume o
12 3%
Hotler Plant Phaved Replacement, ‘ | g 5
|Window Reptacement 4 HIVAC Contrel | SI/ M) | s (9 C

{"comblacd™ new schesl.

Upgrade, Iateriar Palatisg.) |
| I Sub-Total School Capital | $623 - $160M | swe-sies |
| Water projects are fundcd from Water bils pald by cach taspayer. These rates willikely rive,
I ed I 0 t s

‘Water Projects ‘ s1om ‘ 50

{(1a 2024, FINCOM sdated dualyshi of N
Vebiles | s | 528 | Tan tmpact estimate asvumes mo funding eatuide of property tares
AN Ovher (TTizh il |
e gNmay: Fadiiety | oew | s I aume property res. |
Sub-Total Town Capital SN si2

I Total Schoal & Town Capitall  SBI/SIAIM | SLI08-31a77 |

ently schoal project opt
These “oplior ‘ede Upgrade” to multiple Combined™ School opliony; the largest at SISI Millian.
- 1 one of the "Combincd™ optiony is selected, this would allow Hfamilion (o sell one of POy for 3 sale and subsequent
\dexelopment would yicld 3 patential tax beneflt of ~ SS00K per year (187 on an average tax bill) or $22 million aver the 30-year flasncing term of the mcw school
bullding.

11724 = Version 8 e — "
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Both charts are housed on the FINCOM town website.

Tax Impact of Proposed School - from the HWRSD Project Website

TOTAL DEBT STRUCTURE
$142,266,034
|

MSBA Contribution $49,779,346
|

Balance $92,486,688

/\

Hamilton Wenham
$60,967,225 $31,519,463
65.92% 34.08%

HAMILTON’S SHARE OF THE DEBT WITH 4.5% INTEREST

Principal: $60,967,225 + Interest $28,807,014 = $89,774,239

(Avg. Single Family Assessed Value FY25: $816,085)

Year 1: $2.53 per 1000 =——————p Year 1: $2,064.70
Year 5: $2.29 per 1000 =——— Year 5: $1,868.83
Year 10: $1.99 per 1000 ———— Year 10: $1,624.01
Year 15: $1.69 per 1000 =—————> Year 15: $1,379.18
Year 20: $1.39 per 1000 =——> Year 20: $1,134.36

The rate per thousand will decrease each year. These numbers represent the rate per thousand in 5-year increments.
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Tax Impact of Proposed School - from the HWRSD Project Website (Continued)

HAMILTON Average homa assesyment
Residential Tax Rate $15.65
YEAR 1 YEAR 2 YEAR 3 YEAR 4 YEAR 5 YEAR 6 YEAR 7 YEAR 8 YEAR 9 YEAR 10
Year: 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037
Debt: | $5,701,886.35 | $5,654,710.09 | $5,517,533.84 | $5,380,357.59 | $5,243,181,33 | $5,106,005,07 | $4,968,822.81 [ $4,831,652.56 | $4,694,476.31 | $4,557,300.05
House Value i = A v = 1| o -
$100,000 00 _ §25300 $247.00 $24100] 523500 $22000|  $223.00 $217.00| $20500]  $109.00
~$200,000 00 S5C600]  $40400|  $4B2.00 $470.00 $458 00 S44600(  5434.00| o ~ $398.00
 $300,000.00 _S7sa00|  S7an00| 572300 s70500] 68700 $66900|  $651.00 g $597.00
$400,00000 $101200]  $98B00]  $06400  $94000|  $01600|  $89200| 586800 82000 $79600
$126500]  §$123500( $1.20500  $1,17500 C$1.11500] $1.08500(  $1.05500  $1.02500|  $69500
% . $1,51800,  $1,482.00 $1,446.00 $1,410.00 ] $1,338.00]  $1,302.00 $1,266.00 $1.230.00)  $1,194.00
$1771.00]  §1,72000]  $1,687.00|  $1.645.00| $1,561.00|  $1,519.00]  $1477.00)  $143500|  $1,393.00
2 $2,024 00 $1.976.00 $1,928 00 $1,880.00 $1,784.00 $1,736,00 $1,688 00 $1,640.00 $1,602 00
$2.064 70 $201573 $1.966.76 $1917.80 $1.81967 $1.770 90 $1721M4 $1.67297 $1.62401
= $§2,277.00 $2.223.00 §2,169.00 $2,115.00 §2,007.00 $1,953.00 §1,899.00 $1,845.00 $1,791.00
s $2,53000|  $2.47000]  $2,410.00]  $2350.00 $2,23000|  $2,17000|  $2.11000|  $2.05000|  $1,990.00
~ | s278300] s2717.00]  $2651.00]  $2,585.00 5245300  $2.87.00|  $232100]  $2.25500|  $2,18900
$3,036.00 $2,984.00 $2,892.00 $2,820.00 $2,676.00 $2,604.00 $2,532.00 $2,460.00 $2,388.00
= $3,289.00 $3.211.00 $3,133.00 $3,055.00 $2,899.00 $2.821.00 $2,743.00 $2,665.00 $2,587.00
1 $3,542.00 $3458.00| $3,374.00 $3.290.00 $3,122.00 $3,038.00 $2,954.00 $2,870.00 $2,786.00
% $3,795.00 $3,705.00 $3,615.00 $3,525.00 $3,345.00 $3,265.00 $3.165.00 $3,075.00 $2,985.00
$4,048.00 $3,952.00 $3,856.00 $3.760.00 $3,568.00 $3,472.00 $3,376.00 $3.280.00 $3,184.00
$4,301.00 $4,199.00 $4,007.00 $3,695.00 $3,791.00 $3,680.00|  $3,587.00 $3,485.00 $3,383.00
$4,554.00 $4,446.00 $4,338.00 §4.230.00 $4,014.00 $3,206.00 $3,79800|  $3,690.00 $3,562.00
$4,807.00 $4.693.00 $4,579.00 $4.465.00 $4,237.00 $4,123.00 $4.009.00 $3.895.00 $3,781.00
$56.060.00 $4,940.00 $4,820.00 $4.46000|  $4,340.00 $4.220.00 $4,100.00 $3,980.00
|7 s531300]  $5.187.00]  $506100]  $4.9350¢ $4.68300]  $4.567.00|  $443100] $430500  $4.179.00
§556600|  $5434.00]  $530200|  $5,170.00 $4.90500|  $4.774.00]  $464200|  $451000  $4,378.00
- _$501900]  $5681.00  $551300]  $540500 §5.120.00| 5499100 $4.85300  S471500(  $4577.00
$2.400.000 00 $6.07200|  $5928.00,  $578400  $564000| S $5352.00]  $5208.00|  $506400|  $4,92000  $4,776.00
~$2,600,000.00| | s632500  $617500]  $602500]  $587500|  $572500|  $557500|  $5426.00|  $527500]  $512500|  $4975.00
HAMILTON Average home assersment
Residential Tax Rate $15.65
YEAR 11 YEAR 12 YEAR 13 YEAR 14 YEAR 15 YEAR 16 YEAR 17 YEAR 18 YEAR 19 YEAR 20
2038 2039 2040 2041 2042 2043 2044 2045 2046 2047
$4,420,123.79 | $4,262,947.54 |$4,145,771.28 | $4,008,595.02 | $3,871,418,77 | $3,734,242.51 | $3,597,066.26 | $3,459,890.00 | $3,322,713.75 | $3,185,537.49
| stex | swer | siet | sus | s s1e3 [ sts7 ] sist ] swas | 81w |
$19300 '$187.00)  $181.00]  $17500]  $169.00]  $16300 $157.00 $151.00 $14500]  $139.00
$386.00 $374.00 $362.00 $350 00 $338.00 $326.00 $314.00 $302.00 $290.00 $278.00
$570.00]  §561.00]  $54300  $52500]  $507.00|  $489.00]  S47100]  $45300  S43500]  $417.00
$77200  S748.00)  §72400]  $70000 $67600]  $65200]  $62800|  $604.00|  $580.00|  $556.00
§9585.00 $935.00! $905.00 87500 $845.00 $815.00 $785.00 $755 00 §725.00 $695.00
$115800  $1,122.00]  $1,08600/  $105000  $1,01400 $978.00 $04200,  $90600|  387000|  $834.00
5135100 $1.30000]  $1.267.00]  $1.22500/ 51,8300  §1,141.00|  $1,09900/  $1057.00]  $1.01500]  $97300
$1,544 00 $1,496.00 $1,448.00 $1.400.00 $1,352.00 $1,304.00 $1,256.00 $1,208 00 $1,160.00 $1,112.00
$1.57504 $1,526.08 $1.477 11 $142815 $1379.18 $1.33022 $1.28125 $1.23229 $1.18332 $1.134 36
$1,737.00] 168300  $1,62000]  $157500] 5152100  $1467.00|  $1.41300  $1.35000|  $1,30500  $1.251.00
$1,930.00 $1.870.00 $1,810.00 $1,750.00 $1,690.00 $1,630.00 51.570‘06‘ $1,51000]  $1,450.00 $1,390.00
$2,123.00 $1,991 00 $1,925.00 $1,859.00 $1,793.00 $1,727.00 $1,661.00 $1,595.00 $1,529.00
5231600 $2.07200]  $2.10000|  $2.02000]  $1.0500|  $1.83400  $1.81200|  $1.74000]  $1.668.00
$2,509.00 §2,353.00 $2275.00 $2,197.00 $2,119.00 $2,041.00 $1,963.00 $1,885.00 $1,807.00
$2,702 00 $2,53100|  $245000]  $2,36600]  $2.28200  $2,198.00]  $2.11400[  $2,03000|  $1,946.00
§2,895 00 $2,71500]  $262500|  $2.53500|  $244500  $2,35500  $226500|  $2.175.00|  $2,08500
$3,088.00 $2,896.00 $2,800.00 $2,704.00 $2,608.00 $2,512.00 $2,416.00 $2,320.00 $2,22400
$3.281.00 $3.07700  $207500  $2.7300]  §2771.00|  $2,66900|  $286700|  $246500|  $236300
$3474 00 $3,258 00 $3,150 00 $3,042 00 $2,934.00 $2,826 00 $2,718.00 $2,610.00 $2,502 00
$3,667.00 $3,439.00 $332500|  $3.211.00 $3,097.00 $2,983.00 $2,869.00 $2,755.00 $2,641.00
$3.86000) $3,620.00 $3500.00|  $3.380.00 $3,260.00 $3,14000,  $3,020.00 $2,900.00 $2,780.00
$4,053.00 $3,80100|  $367500]  $351000]  $342300  $3207.00,  $3.17100|  $304500  $2.919.00
$4,24600| $3,08200|  $385000]  $371800]  $358600  $345100]  $332200|  $3,19000|  $305800
$4,439 00 $4,163.00 $4,02500{  $3.887.00 $3,749.00 $3,611.00 $3473.00|  $3,33500|  $3197.00
$4,63200 488, $4,344.00|  $4200.00 $391200|  $3,76800]  $3624.00|  $3.48000|  $3,336.00
$462500]  $467500]  $4.62500]  $4.37500] sa07500  §3.92500]  $3.77500]  $362500]  $347500
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Tax Impact of Proposed School - Alternative format — Same project

Project Cost Allocation & Financing Debt Service Impact $ Tax Impact by House Valuation
Project Cost Project Cost
Allocationwith| % toTotal wlo| %toTotal Debt Service % to Total
MSBA MSBA

Hamitton 60,967,225 42.85% 93,781,770 65.92% 89,301,824 | 65.92%

Wenham | 31,519,463 22.16% 48,484,264 34.08% MWenham | § 46,168,176 | 34.08%)

Sub-Total | 92,486,688 65.01%] 142,266,034 100.00% [l Sub - Total | §135,470,000 | 100.00%

State 49,779,346 34.99%) - 0.00%
Total 142,266,034 100.00% 142,266,034 100.00% $135,470,000 | 100.00%
Financing - By Year & Component Tax Rate Impact of Debt Service $TaxImpact by House Valuation
Annual Debt TaxRate |AnnualTax (% of 2025
Year | Balance Starting Interest Principal Total Ending Balance Year senvice Impact$ s TaxRate Year Annual Taximpact
798,000 500,000 | 798,000 | 1,000,000 | 1,400,000 | 2,000,000
1 | 2028 60,967,225 2,743,525 3,048,361 67,918,864 2028 5,791,886 253 2,016 16.1% 0 1 | 2028 1,263 | § 2,016 § 2526 | § 3,837 5,052
2 | 2029 67,918,864 2,606,349 3,048,361 54,870,503 2029 5,654,710 247 1,988 1560 2 | 2029 1,233 1,968 2,466 3,453 4,933
| 3 | 2030 54,870,503 2,469,173 3,048,361 51,822,141 2030 517,534 241 1,920 154l 3 | 2030 ,203 | § 1,920 2,407 3,369 4,013
| 4 | 2031 51,822,141 2,331,996 3,048,361 2031 380,358 235 1873 15.0% Q8 4 | 2031 ,173 1,873 2,347 3,285 | § 4,693
| 6 | 2032 48,773,780 2,194,820 3,048,361 2022 243,181 229 1,825 146%Q8 5 | 2032 ,143 1,825 | § 2,287 3,202 4,574
| 6 | 2033 45,725,419 2,057,644 3,048,361 2033 5,106,005 223 1,777 142%H 6 | 2033 114 1777 2,227 3118 4,454
| 7 | 2034 42,677,058 1,920,458 3,048,381 2034 968,829 217 1,729 136%8 7 | 2034 1,084 1,729 2,167 3,034 434
| 8 | 2035 30,628,606 1,783,291 3,048,361 2035 831,653 211 1,682 135%4 8 | 2035 1,054 1,682 | § 2,107 2950 | § 4,215
| 9 | 2036 36,580,335 1,646,115 3,048,361 2036 4,694,475 | § 205|¢ 1,634 13.1% @ 9 | 2036 1,024 1,634 2,048 2,867 | § 4,095
| 10 | 2037 33,531,974 508,039 3,048,361 2037 4,557,300 199 1,586 12.7% 8 10 | 2037 954 1,586 988 2,783 3,975
| 11 | 2038 30,483,613 371,763 3,048,361 2038 4,420,124 193 1538 | 123wl 11 | 2038 964 1538[8 19288 2699[s 3ese
| 12 | 2039 27,435,251 ,234,588 3,048,361 2039 4,282,948 1.87 1,491 119%Q 12 | 2039 24 1491]$8 18688 2,615 | § 3,736
13 | 2040 24,386,890 ,097,410 3,048,361 2040 4,145,771 181 1,443 11.6% 8 13 | 2040 904 1,443 ,808 2,532 | § 3,616
14 | 2041 21,338,629 960,234 3,048,361 2041 4,008,595 175 x,ﬁ 11.2% 0 14 | 2041 874 1,395 1,748 2,448 3,497
15 | 2042 18,290,168 823,058 3,048,361 2042 1,871,419 | § 169 1,347 106% | 15 | 2042 844 1,347 1,689 2,384 3377
16 | 2043 15,241,806 685,881 3,048,361 2043 734,243 | § 163§ 1,300 104% M 16 | 2043 814 1,300 1.629 2,280 | § 3,257
17 | 2044 12,193,445 548,705 3,048,361 2044 3,567,066 157 1,252 100% M 17 | 2044 784 1,252 | § 1,569 2196 | § 3,138
18 | 2045 9,145,084 411,529 3,048,361 2045 3,459,890 151 1,204 9.6%M 18 | 2045 755 1,204 1,509 2,113 § 3,018
19 | 2046 6,096,723 274,353 3,048,361 2045 3322714 145 1,156 93%M 19 | 2046 725 1,156 1,449 2,029 |8 2,898
20 | 2047 3,048,361 137,176 3,048,361 2047 3,185,538 1.39 1,109 8OWMN 20 | 2047 695 1,109 1,389 1,945 2,779
_l_* — = =
Total 28,807,014 60,967,225 89,774,239 $ 31,247 Total 19,578 31,247 39,156 | § 54819|$ 78312
Average 1,440,351 3,048,381 4,488,712 | § 196|8 1,562 12.5% M Average 979 1,562 1,958 2,741 3,916
e __I_‘.. =
| FY2025 Tax Rate per $1,000
| Interest Rate 4.50%! $ 1565 |
= ==

Selection of the “Combined School “Program

April 2024 - The School Building Committee (SBC) voted to recommend a “Combined”

elementary school project (C3.4). At the time of this decision there were five options

under consideration:

Project

Survey

Total
Cost
($ Mils)

# of
Students

% of
Elementary
Students

Net Cost
per
Student
($ Thous.)

Sq Ft per
Student

C1.0

Code
Upgrade

$46

285

34%

$149

161

C2.1

Add / Reno

$115

285

34%

$269

295

3.1

New

$106

285

34%

$249

295

C33

New

b e e s—

$142

645

~90%

$147

200

C34

New

X

$151

740

100%

$136

172
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June 2024 - In advance of a vote by the School Committee (SC) on the SBC
recommendation, the SC sponsored a survey of 300 taxpayers in Hamilton and Wenham.
This survey asked respondents to vote for one of three options (Noted above). The option
with the largest positive vote was to replace the Cutler School (C3.1) at a cost of $106
Million. While the positive vote was 112 to 91 in favor, the SC decided to go with the
option that provided a new facility for 100% of the Grade 1-5 elementary school
population. This population represents 41% of the total students in the District. This
option possessed the lowest cost per student at $136k and square feet per student of
172.

The SBC and the SC both felt that investing in a new school building with a capacity of
only 285 students at a cost per student of $249K was not a sound financial decision for
the towns or an equitable one for the students of the District. The consolidated option
removes two old school buildings from future capital investment. In the same vein, the
“Add/Reno” project for the same student population was not deemed a sound decision as
it did not align with the expanded space and functional desires contained in the
Educational Plan design.

FYI - The charts below provide the current student population by grade and school.

Enroliment by Grade (2024-25)
PK K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1 12 SP  Total

Bessie Buker Elementary 0 38 39 40 64 39 35 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 255

Cutler School 0 33 57 38 44 34 40 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 246

E————gg{]""""we“ha"”‘em o ol 0o o o 0o 0o 0o o 0o |17 16 107 108 0 448

Miles River Middle o 0 o0 0 0 0 0 135 136 120 0 0 0 0o o0 39
Winthrop School 31 46 | 40 60 45 59 | 48 0 0 0 o 0 o 0 0 329
District 31 117 136 138 153 132 123 135 136 120 117 116 107 108 O 1,669
School Grade 1-5 All Other Total Students
# % to Total # % to Total # % to Total

Buker 217 31.8% 38 3.9% 255 15.3%
Cutler 213 31.2% 33 3.3% 246 14.7%
High School - - 448 45.4% 448 26.9%
Miles River - - 391 39.6% 391 23.4%
Winthrop 252 37.0% 17 7.8% 329 19.7%

Total 682 100.0% 987 100.0% 1,669 100%

41% 59% 100%
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One School vs Two New Schools - 10 Years Apart (June 2024 Fincom Discussion)

As discussed above: Alternative proposals to the proposed school project (two new
schools, renovation, delay, etc.) will simply cost the School District more in the long-
run. The most vivid example of this is a scenario to build two new schools, the 2™ school
built 10 years after the 1* school. In this scenario, both schools would follow the design
which aligns with the Educational Plan adopted by the District.

One New School vs. Two New Schools — PDP Costs

The building cost data used for this analysis was based on the
12/20/23 “Revision 1” Version of the “PDP Cost Comparative
Analysis” supplied by JCJ Architecture..

Option #1: One School: Option #2: Two Schools:
New Consolidated Cutler and Winthrop Elementary School Construct: ~ New Cutler School  in 2028 - 285 Students
Construct: ~ New Winthrop School in 2038 - 430 Students
Students: 740 Students Students: - 715 Students
Square footage 127,298 Square footage 178,247
*  Per Student 172 *  Per Student 249
Cost Cost Difference I
I *  Total* $ 142V ———) ©  Tota|* $228M EEEE——— $86M
*  Construction $108M Per Sq Ft $852 *  Construction $178M Per Sq Ft $1,001
l * Non-Construction $ 34M * Non-Construction $ 50M
I *  Per Student (Gross) $192 thous. * PerStudent $319 thous.
* Total Cost is 129% of Construction Cost * Total Cost is 128% of Construction Cost

Hamilton-Wenham Elementary School Project School Building Committee Meeting 12/18/2023
12/20/2023 Revision 1 : PDP Comparative Cost Estimate Exhibit

Option 92 -

Two Schools
Cutler Site Options - Comparative PDP Estimates
frie
Repali/Cade | Renavation Addiion Renova toss Naw Comstrection
Upgrade
[3Y) A (=%} (5] as @A ‘-u:- o1 (%)
Fran s $ome. 10 fanie | genn a7 r [y [ Srom 0
| ssaason X Lrasiagr S7iminnss |
| seanreans SALA TR se. 128604
4190 Vuchery . T A s Sr8 e 2ey
— ] X = ) (S| (N _simpome | _Siemouen
043 Stadenty X sVzierarny I ST
| Saarem s $182,807 an
780 Sutents X [ Siizari.on ]
: T 3 B o | sreaes ey
Winthrop Site Options - Comparative PDP Estinjates ;
::4‘: u":::"' | Renavation rdawon/ Renevatisny 1 l(a' Comstruction
Srie Bt A ‘ WA A VLY 2l WA 0 _WAA 1
l s/ I | L $wmom | seost | tean | 19018 I anLTs s
AR LD Y v » Lo l
= X I x
430 3taderts i X " asna | !
X $111.000080 S1mans y o
T 1 -]
65 Stediom ¢ X SI0nA82.028 104, K28 ) "\
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780 3tedeens Lo | ox STILEY S I SE s
l' ek X S1SL0M6 788 Suananan
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Two Schools
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One New School vs. Two New Schools Mo el b b g

Comparative Analysis” supplied by 1C)

MArchitecture..
| Two Schools - ( [ 10 Years Apart  #1 - 2028 (Cutler) & #2 - 2038 (Winthrop) ]
ol ] New Hew tmn excalation [Two Schools Two|  #of
Iid\nlull’mmullw New Construction r o (10 Years later) o Students
T Comstruction Comt§/5F ey wess) s asses|
€11
285 [construction Cost (€C) | § 71,846,646 S 71,0664 1 LS 71,846,646 | s
| — Toral Profect Cast [PC) | § 92,125,644 S 9,12564 1 Vs 92,125,634
% Ratlo PC/CC I 128 128% L ] 128%
> Gross poor Area ] 8,383 3943 . 1 83,945
© ]umhd saUstudent | 9 295 1 : 295
|cost per student Is s s s ; Is 3238
|
[ Canninis CamfF o - R e § SN e e R e | e e g S oA = g ey
V.2 Wil VA Wiz 2 25
a |1 eeeain o § ASIUSK § AWAM'S  2130a216p $ 106,543,354 [ 430
o $ 1004250 s wmaeseols 252§ 136,828,272
A= 128%) 128% 1264 128%
t—_' 2302 94,302 sa102 94,302
§ 213 = = 19 ny 219 ==
Cost Per Studae $ 21455 $ 25456398 uﬁuls 318,205
— Conmutoncoa o mee e s e e e ) e e pomals — assels
7718 W camaruciBn ey | 35 S A | W T | S T e | e TR ks 778,390,000 | S isTh
' % Fotit Poject ot (P $ 228,953,306
g o Ratia P/ CC i § 128%)
£ (Gross (lox Ares : = £ 178,247
= item 249
Cont per tudert { $ 320,215

Hamilton Cost: One New School vs Two New Schools

Hamilton Out of pocket cost estimate: iz . srgeset
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If two schools were built....10 years apart..... the cost increase ol e W) e
over building one school is $73M over the 40 year time horizon. -
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Return on Investment — School Facilities

In February 2025, the District secured approval from the MSBA for the “Combined”
School to be built on the Cutler School site. The details of the project which was
approved by the MSBA appear below:

1)
Total MSBA % of NetCost | oo mi
; P # of Elementary per
# Project Cost Contribution per
($ Mils) ($ Mils) Students Students Student Student
! Gr 1-5 ($ Thous)
C3.4| New $142 $49 740 100% $124 172

This $49M reimbursement from the MSBA includes a “Maintenance Incentive” of ~ $1.6
Million which recognizes MSBA’s award to the HWRSD of 1.76 points out of a possible
2.0 points. Simple math indicates a score of 1.76 / 2.0 equates to a grade of 88%.
FINCOM’s assessment of this award is that the MSBA assessed HWRSD as operating
with “best maintenance practices” as evidenced by the $1.6Million award.

Comparisons: MSBA - Approved Projects HW School Building Committee Options
C1.0 C2.1 C33 C34 ayrze iy
10 Projects 10/22 | Average 4 . : -
ATM MSBA Projects Code Add/ Preferred
Upgrade Reno SR Rew Option
School Project Cost (Millions) 85 (s 107 {i s 46(S 115(S  106|S 142(S 151 i s 142
Enroll 652.5 550 285 285 645 740 740
Cost per Student 0
Grossjl § 130,599 | § 195,233 W $159,958 | $403,941 | $373,223 | $220,734 | S 203,832 § § 192,251
Netll § 82,543 | § 115,454 | $148,760 | $269,263 | $248,787 | $147,139 | § 135872 W § 124,982
Gross Square Feet 119,627 101,941 45,800 83,945 83,945 128,939 127,298 127,298
Total Sq. Ft per Student 183 185 161 295 295 200
Gross Square Feet 19,627] 101,941 45,800 83,945 83,945 128939 3 |
Construction Cost 67,276,105 85,914,072 35,435,298 89,484,891 82,679,868 | 110,666,365 117,244,050 108,493,509
Construction Cost Per SF 562 843 774 1,066 985 858 921 852
Total Project 85,216,070 107,378392 [l 45,587,892 | 115,123,275 | 106,368,540 | 142,373,470 | 150,835,732 142,266,034
| | Total Cost Per SF 712 1,053 995 1371 1,267 1,104 1,185 1,118
|

As we review the current proposed project, we pulled together some thoughts regarding
return on investment of the forgoing.

e The SBC received $1.25M from the school District / two towns to fund the
Feasibility study. The outcome was the $49M award from the MSBA. This award
allowed Hamilton’s share of the project to drop to $61M.

e The value of the $49M award to the HWRSD cannot be overstated. If we were to
delay/defer utilization of this award, the value would decline by $6.7M after 3
years, by $14M after 7 years and by $19M after 10 years (Using a 5% discount
rate). This is simply the effect of the time value of money at work. The point here
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is a delay in starting this project will create a significant “lost opportunity” cost
when considering the MSBA reimbursement of $49M.

The consolidated proposal provides an additional return in cost avoidance of
capital expenditures of the existing Cutler and Winthrop schools. In the April
2024 Annual Town Meeting Capital review, which appears above, we noted that
this point in footnote #3. This cost avoidance amounts to $9.4M. If we combine,
this cost avoidance of $9.4M with the $49M reimbursement amount we see the
“financial value” to the District totals to $58M.

The consolidation provides a new facility for 100% of the Grade 1-5 students in
the District rather than for 31% of the population in the existing Cutler School.

A significant amount of recent focus has been on renovation and remodeling of
the Cutler school. The question on the table is if we wanted to remodel the
building how much would it cost, and would the District be eligible for
reimbursements? There is no doubt that if the voters decide to not invest in the
new consolidated school building, the School District would pursue any/all
available reimbursement from MSBA. FINCOM feels that investing tens of
millions of dollars in a 70-year-old building is not a preferred route. This point-
of-view is sourced from the MSBA and their desire to support retiring the Cutler
school (as well as consolidating the Winthrop building). We feel that retiring the
Cutler building at this time makes the most financial sense for the District.

During the 2024 ATM and on the ATM Capital exhibit (see above) we mentioned
a discussion regarding the sale and potential development of one of the school
sites. FINCOM created a scenario of such a sale and a thoughtful development of
the Winthrop school site. This was NOT a “3A” scenario but rather a mixed-use
development. Such a scenario would yield a tax revenue stream of ~ $500k per
year.

The chart below provides a summary of the discussion above:

Investment $ LG T Comments
Outcome
$49M The SBC worked for two
Consolidated School years...within the MSBA
$1.25M (Includes $1.6M in program and constructed
- Feasibility Study “Maintenance” a program which secured
incentives) a $49 reimbursement

29




New school for 100%
of elementary aged
students with a 70- In 2024, the HWRSD
year life listed $9.4M of capital in
elementary school repairs
Avoidance of $9.4M which would be avoided.
in capital spending at

Cutler & Winthrog

Existing schools with Is it wise to make an
Renovation / upgraded systems / ‘

L $SOM . investment of tens of
gemodel Existing | g1gom 77 | Windows/ other millions of $83 in 60 - 70-

features year-old buildings?
improvements.

e L e

Consolidated School
$92M
- School Building

Appendix - Important Topics / Questions Addressed over the past 24 months

FINCOMs Role in the School Building Committee

As a point of information, we wanted to disclose that the Chairperson of the Hamilton
FINCOM has participated in the School Building Committee (SBC) as a “Non-Voting”
member. This role was performed by both the current and former chairperson. Elements
of that participation have been to: 1) ask clarifying questions, 2) bring concerns from the
community into the committee to ensure attention and follow-up, 3) advise on approach
4) secure a detailed understanding of the school project and 5) to deliver financial
perspective/information to the voting committee members.

Maintenance of Buildings

School Districts that have been invited into the MSBA capital pipeline after the
Statement of Interest phase is complete must submit a Maintenance and Capital Planning
(MCP) Record using the MSBA web-based Maintenance and Capital Planning System.
This information is used to facilitate the MSBA’s assessment of the District’s
maintenance and capital planning practices pursuant to state statue.

The Maintenance and Capital Planning information provided by the District to the MSBA
is a threshold requirement for MSBA funding and can account for up to two additional
points of reimbursement for eligible projects. This scoring methodology is consistent
with the goals and priorities of the state statutes and regulations under which the MSBA
operates. This scoring methodology:
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o rewards school Districts that perform all the best practices well,

o calculates average scores for those that undertake most of the best practices and

o results in a low score for Districts that only do some of the best practices and have
average or below average performance.

The MSBA awarded the HWRSD 1.76 points out of 2.0 points in this assessment.
Simple math might indicate a score of 1.76/2.0 equates to a grade of 88%. This score
equates to a reimbursement from the MSBA of $1.6 Million (included in the $49 Million
reimbursement approved by the MSBA).

Our assessment of this award is that the MSBA assessed that the HWRSD operates in the
“best practices” category as evidenced by the $1.6Million award.

Large School vs. Small School

There has been a vigorous conversation in the community regarding the subject of large
schools or small schools being better for students. The School Building Committee,
including the building designers and educators, engaged deeply on this topic. One
outcome of those deliberations is highlighted by the creation of “Learning
Neighborhoods” in the proposed building. The concept is clearly evidenced in the
building construction whereby a single grade of students coexists in a single area
(neighborhood) of the school for over 85% of their day. It appears these “learning
neighborhoods” include age-appropriate environments, flexible classrooms and
collaborative spaces which allow students to learn in dynamic environments that support
different learning styles and group work.

Follow-Up to regarding “Underground Water” at the Cutler Site

A Hamilton taxpayer requested the School Building Committee to follow-up on
commentary regarding a potential “Underground Stream” on the Cutler property. The
JCI Architecture team reached-out to Samiotes Consultants, Inc a Civil Engineering and
Land Surveying firm to pursue this topic. The 9/3/24 response from JCJ regarding this
inquiry conveys there is no mention or evidence of any wetland hydrologic connection
within or immediately adjacent to the Cutler site.

Use of Excess and Deficiency / Free Cash to Cover Operating Costs

Excess and Deficiency (E&D) and Free Cash are generated from unused operating
funds for the prior year. At the end of each fiscal year, the school District (E&D) and
the town (Free Cash), typically underspend their operating budgets. These budgeted but
unspent operating funds are clearly identified, segregated and certified. These amounts
are discussed during budget presentations in the 1) School Finance “Quintuple Board
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Committee meetings and 2) Town budget discussions. Approval to utilize these funds is
included as part of the Annual Town Meeting warrant process.

In recent years, the school District has returned E&D expenses to both towns in the form
of an operating expense credit.

Note: The School E&D amounts are clearly identified in both state (DESE) reports, and
HWRSD audited financial statements.

Returned to Towns
Offset by Expenses
.

Note: In October 2022, Hamilton stated a preference to have the District return unspent
funds to the town, rather than retain them in a Stabilization fund.

What if there is a 2 /2 Operational Override occurs in FY °27 budget or beyond?

In the FY *26 budget, Hamilton continued to achieve its goal to avoid an operational
override. This goal is obviously clearly desired by our taxpayers but will not always be
achieved. The FINCOM applauds Town Management for this accomplishment.

Each year, the towns and the school District work collaboratively to manage the costs
being expressed in each of the three budgets. This year, the school District was tasked
with absorbing the impact of the new staff contracts and collectively the towns and
the District managed to a successful outcome. This involved usage of Excess and
Deficiency and Free Cash. Hamilton was able to fund some budget line items via free
Cash without impairing any stabilization funds or reserves.

A question was raised during budget discussions about usage of Free Cash and E&D and
might it mask a potential override in the future. While that point is valid to consider, the
transparent and collaborative budgeting process employed by the two towns and the
school District will allow for clarity is the spending dynamics in effect in Hamilton and
the HWRSD.

To take this discussion a bit further, the question remains, with the consolidated school

override in front of voters at this ATM, how much could an override add to a tax bill in
2027 and beyond, if either the town or the District puts forth an override. The chart
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below provides some granularity into the potential annual $ impact of a District override

from $1M - 3M.
School Override Haml.lton Rate $
Portion
100% 66%
$ 1,000,000 | $§ 660,000 [§ 0.29 | § 235
$ 2,000,000 | $ 1,320,000 | S 058 (S 470
$ 3,000,000 | $ 1,980,000 (S 0.86 | S 705

Given the cost dynamics in the U.S. economy: inflation, tariffs, construction cost,
we are seeing increased cost pressure and hence the probability we may encounter
an operational override in the near term is heightened.

2014 HWRSD Master Plan recommendation — A Single Consolidated School

2014 HWRSD Master Plan

Option 3E: Ons New Schosl
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If the district were interested in the most
cost effective construction project, a single
school (population 728 students) is the least ==——
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Ipswich Consolidated School Use Case
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In May 2018, the Town of Ipswich proposed a building a new Consolidated Winthrop
and Doyon School. The proposal was to combine both schools into one PK-5 for all
Ipswich students. The school was intended to build on the Doyon site, tear down the old
Doyon and build fields/parking. The profile of the 2018 proposal:

Students: 775

Square footage: 123,535

Total Project Cost: $69,406,719
Maximum grant: $26,287,436
District Share: $43,400,672
Reimbursement rate (2018) 49%
Median Household: $414,000
Vote failed on May 23, 2018

On December 2024 - The MSBA invited Ipswich back into the Eligibility Phase:
Eligibility runs 270 days

e Assume PDP, PSR, SD takes 2 years

e Construction Documents and bidding: 1 year

e Potential new school start approximately 2030

e Assumption: Go to MSBA for PSB in 2028/2029
Next two years cost escalation between 3-4% with threat of tariffs,
assume 4-5% for years up to 2030
e Same school = $170-180M would be conservative estimate

Sample Calculation which Illustrates Valuation / Tax Impact and Override Costs

Sample Housing Valuation / Tax Impact LT
estimates
Year Built: 1983
In the event an override emerges from the school
Y district in FY’27 or later, due to operating costs, the
Valuation annual tax $ impact can be derived from the table
il below:
Original Cost: $ 100,000
Investments over time: $ 250,000 School Override ':,:':':";:“ Rate s
Cost Basis $ 350,000 100% 66%
S 1.000000]S 660000|S oa9|s 235
Current Assessed Value $ 979,600 : ::::::g : ::::::: : ::: § ;;:
Increase in valuation above investments: $ 629,600
Tux
Current Annual Tax Bill: (@ $15.65 per $1,000) $ 15330
Year 1 “School” tax Impact: $ 2,500
Year 1 Tax Bill: $ 17,830
Tax Cost of New School — 20 Years @ $1.95 for 20 years $ 38,204
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According to the National Bureau of Economic Research, there is a
strong correlation between school expenditures and home values. A
report titled "School Spending Raises Property Values" found that for
every dollar spent on public schools in an area, home values increased
by $20.

Research consistently shows that increased spending on school facilities
slgnificantly impacts housing valuations, with homes located In districts with
higher school facility investments generally commanding higher prices due to
the perceived valus of quality education for potential buyers, particularly
those with children; essentially, every dollar spent on school facilities can lead
to a substantial Increase in property value within that area, with studies often
citing a figure around $20 per dollar of school spending. «

Key polnts about the relationshlp between school facilities spending and
housing valuations: i o Research consistently shows that increased school spending In a district

her percetved quality: generally leads to higher housing valuations, meaning homes located in
A districinvests ; igh- areas with higher per-pupil school funding tend to have higher property
i values; with studies often indicating that for every dollar spent on public
schools, home values increase by around $20. «

Key polints about school spending and housing valuations:

Posltive correlation:

A strong relationship exists between the level of school funding and property values,
with higher spending generally resulting in higher home prices. @

Buyer preference:
Parents often prioritize access to good schools when buying a home, leading them to
pay more for properties in well-funded school districts. ¢

Resale value Impact:
Homes in high-performing school districts tend to have better resale value due to
increased buyer interest. &

The Finance and Advisory Committee recommends FAVORABLE ACTION (3-1)
on Article 2-11.
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ARTICLE 2025/4 3-2 Extensions of Lease - Cutler School

The purpose of this article is to extend the lease of the Cutler School property for 50
years. The extension provides the Hamilton-Wenham Regional School District with the
flexibility it requires to pursue a new school construction project.

The Finance and Advisory Committee recommends FAVORABLE ACTION (4-0) on
Article 3-2.

Respectfully Submitted,
Hamilton Finance and Advisory Committee

John McGrath, Chair

Alex Rindels, Vice Chair
Christopher Woolston, Secretary
Harry Philip

John Pruellage

Sandra McKean — Associate Member
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