TOWN OF CONCORD
SELECT BOARD
AGENDA
December 12, 2016
7PM – Select Board Room – Town House
1.
2.

Call to Order
Consent Agenda:
• Town Accountant’s Warrants
• Minutes
• Gift Acceptance
Florence Von Fremd Lynch
Raymond C. Holland

•

One Day Special Licenses

Concord Youth Theatre 1/7/17

3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.

$2000 Beede Center Dive Well Lift Gift Account
$1000 Beede Center General Purpose Gift Account
7PM-11PM

51 Walden Street (Wine Only)

• Request to Increase Seating at Verrill Farm
Executive Session Minutes
Town Manager’s Report
Authorize / Approve a year end borrowing for CMLP Broadband – Kerry Lafleur
Committee on Disability – Jean Goldsberry
Receive and Review Public Private Partnership Study Report
Receive and Review Estabrook Woods Study Access Committee Report
Update from CHDC and the Grantham Group – Junction Village
Request from CCRSD re: Signs at CCHS
Annual License Renewals
Recap Special Town Meeting
Public Comments
Committee Liaison Reports
Miscellaneous/Correspondence
Committee Nominations:
Committee Appointments:
Executive Session for the purposes of discussing ongoing litigation

PENDING
Monday

December 26

All Day

Christmas Observed

Town Offices Closed

Monday

January 2

All Day

New Year Observed

Town Offices Closed

Monday

January 9

4 PM

Close 2017 Town Meeting Warrant

Town Manager’s Office

Monday

January 9

7 PM

Select Board Meeting

Town House

Monday

January 16

All Day

Martin Luther King Jr. Day

Town Offices Closed

Monday

January 23

7 PM

Select Board Meeting

Town House

Monday

January 23

7:30PM

Town Caucus

Town House

Rev: 12/9/16

Weekly One Day License Log – December 12, 2016
Applicant Name & Number
16-137 Concord Youth
Theatre

Phone Number
978-371-1482

Date of Event
January 7, 2017

Location of Event
51 Walden Street

Type of Alcohol
Wine Only

Event Coordinator: Corinne Kinsman
Bartenders: Corinne Kinsman
Under 21: Yes
First License in Concord: No

Gift Acceptance Log – December 12, 2016
Gift Received From:

Date of Meeting:

For Gift Account:

Florence Von Fremd Lynch
Abode Builders of New England

December 12, 2016
December 12, 2016

Beede Center Dive Well Lift Gift Account
Beede Center General Purpose Gift Account

Total Amount:
$2,000.00
$1,000.00

Draft
Report of the Public-Private
Partnership Study Committee

December 12, 2016

Jean Goldsberry, Chair
Abraham Fisher, Clerk
Carol Aronson
Ingrid Detweiler
Miguel Echavarri
Bob Grom
Dorrie Kehoe
Peter Mahler
Tom Rarich
Tom McKean, Select Board Liaison

DRAFT Report to the Select Board
Executive Summary
In the Spring of 2016, the Select Board created the Public-Private Partnership Study Committee, charging it to:
 Become knowledgeable about public-private partnerships in Concord and elsewhere.
 Solicit public input.
 Consider whether the town should make the process transparent by providing ways for the public
to participate in reviewing short and long-term public-private partnerships.
 Consider the financial impact of P3 projects on the town.

The committee met frequently for approximately seven months. This report documents the recommendations of
the committee, as follows:

1. There should be a standing “P3 Committee,” charged with evaluating proposed Public-Private Partnerships
(P3s) and monitoring ongoing P3s.
2. That committee should have dedicated staff support, especially with respect to keeping the records of all P3s
in a consistent place for public study.
3. The Town Manager or his/her designee should act as the “gatekeeper” to the P3 processes documented herein.
4. Every new and existing P3 should be governed, in addition to any lease or contract, by a Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) which clearly sets out the “rules” for that particular P3.
5. The standing P3 Committee should review all Town of Concord P3s on (at least) an annual basis.
6. Efforts should be made to expand this process to include partnerships between the schools (including the Regional School District) and private entities.
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Introduction
Recognizing that the Town of Concord’s reliance on the use of tax-based funds is limited and therefore
public-private partnerships will continue to be used to fund Town and school-related projects, the Select
Board appointed a Public Private Partnership Study Committee—P3 Study Committee—in April, 2016.
The Committee was charged “…to explore issues surrounding public private partnerships, including the
benefits and the drawbacks of such arrangements.” At the first meeting, Select Board chair Michael
Lawson said the goal is to help the town develop a process to review and monitor future P3s in a responsible manner.
The Study Committee was asked to:
 Become knowledgeable about public-private partnerships in Concord and elsewhere.
 Solicit public input.
 Consider whether the town should make the process transparent by providing ways for the public
to participate in reviewing short and long-term public-private partnerships.
 Consider the financial impact of P3 projects on the town.
A definition of a P3 was established to guide the process.
A public-private partnership (P3) is a relationship between a public body and a private body, in
which the resulting product is a governmental asset or a public benefit (not always physical).
This relationship involves monetary or physical assets of the town. A service contract, grant,
and/or gift do not necessarily create a public-private partnership. A P3 may receive grants
and/or gifts.
Committee Members: Carol Aronson, Ingrid Detweiler, (representing the League of Women Voters of
Concord-Carlisle), Miguel Exchavarri, Abraham Fisher (Clerk), Jean Goldsberry (Chair), Robert Grom
(Liaison from the School Committee), Dorrie Kehoe, Peter Mahler (representing the Rotary Club of
Concord), Tom McKean (Select Board Liaison), and Tom Rarich. The charge included a representative
from CC@Play, but the designated member was unable to participate.

Goals of a P3 Process
Private /Public Partnerships have existed for many years and are a substantial benefit to the town of
Concord. To date, these relationships have been handled by public officials (e.g. Town Manager &
Boards, Regional School Superintendent & Committee, Community Preservation Committee) with different mechanisms.
The purpose of this report is to propose a consistent process for managing existing and new partnerships
and the projects they create going forward. Much like town ordinances define what can and cannot be
done on private property, all citizens and organizations who envision a partnership with the town will be
able to reference, and use, a standard P3 process as they plan and manage their project.
A goal of the P3 process is to include multiple opportunities for public involvement in planning and carrying out the project that may affect them and the community.
3

Another goal is to provide up-front enumeration of all the costs, revenues, and benefits that may accrue,
and provide a standard review process to assist with the management of contingencies that might arise
during a project.
The proposed P3 committee and its documentation will also provide an institutional memory to aid future project planning and supervision.
Just as the Town Governance Study Committee recommended creation of an Audit Committee, which
includes town and school representatives, we hope this proposal will be adopted whenever a partnership
is created between private organizations and the Town.

Recommendations
This document recommends to the Select Board ways for evaluating and approving new P3s as well as
monitor ongoing P3s to ensure they are fulfilling their original mission.
The Study Committee’s research and deliberation about what makes a successful public-private partnership, confirmed the need for a clear explanation of the purpose and process for each proposed partnership. There should also be clarity concerning the sources of funding to pay for the project as well as
what will be accomplished and the time frame. No partnership should be undertaken without clear public
education and involvement. We are convinced that if the public is aware of proposals and has an opportunity to follow a project through to fruition, there is less likelihood of misunderstandings.
The Study Committee recommends:
1. The need for an open process with opportunity for public input to evaluate all P3 projects.
2. Private organizations wishing to undertake a project on Town property must notify the Concord
Town Manager’s office where the project will be reviewed and a determination made whether to
consider the proposed P3.
3. Establishment of a P3 Committee to study proposals forwarded from the Town Manager’s office
or passed at town meeting. This committee shall serve as the liaison with the public, ensuring an
open process.
4. Each new and existing P3 should be governed by a Memorandum of Understanding approved by
all parties.
5. Any ‘stakeholders’ acting as a town decision maker should recuse themselves from votes on
whether the project should go forward.
The Study Committee met 2-3 times per month throughout the spring, summer, and fall. Two public
hearings were held—one in September to solicit public input and one in December to receive public
comment on a draft report.
The Study Committee reviewed P3 information from the League of Women Voters, the National Council for Public Private Partnerships, as well as from other towns and groups. Committee members researched former or existing P3s in Concord to glean information about how they were started, the relationship between the town and the private entity, what each P3 had in common, and what worked well.
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One example of an ongoing P3 is the Doug White Turf Fields located behind the high school. In 2007,
Friends of Concord-Carlisle Playing Fields (FCCPF) served as the private partner in proposing and
overseeing construction of two artificial turf fields at the regional high school campus. Through its fundraising efforts, FCCPF provided a large share of the money to pay for the project, while the Town of
Concord oversaw the work. FCCPF has continued the P3 partnership with the town by providing
$50,000 a year towards field maintenance. In addition to these funds, FCCPF is obligated to raise funds
to cover future costs of replacing the artificial turf. The use of the fields is co-operatively managed by
the high school athletic director and town youth sports programs.
Another example of an ongoing P3 is the Concord Visitor Center. The facility is owned by the town and
run by the Chamber of Commerce. The chamber pays $1.00 per year plus utilities for the building, and
it provides the staffing. The committee identified many P3s ranging from small partnerships such as the
Center for Restorative Justice, to large projects initiated by the Concord Free Public Library Corporation, Emerson Umbrella and CC@Play.
The Study Committee worked to devise a process that would allow much more transparency for the citizens of Concord and not be onerous for P3s. The objective was to involve citizens early in the process so
they could be informed and participate. The charge states in part that the Committee should “consider
whether the Town should make a special effort to guarantee transparency, access to information, and
public participation in either short-term public-private partnerships focused on a specific project or in
long-term partnerships providing an ongoing service or creating an enduring relationship.”
The Study Committee strongly recommends that such an effort be made. While there are many legitimate reasons a private entity might choose to operate privately when reasonable, in accordance with its
mission, ultimately a P3 is performing a governmental function and thus should provide the same kind
of public access that a purely public enterprise is legally obligated to provide. “Transparency” has perhaps become a cliché, but it represents a desire for openness to public input and public scrutiny without
which public trust will inevitably be lost.
Town Manager’s Office
The Town Manager’s office (TM) is the gatekeeper for most P3 partnerships. A partnership can be initiated by a citizen, a private entity, a town meeting article, or the Town Manager’s office. Typically, a P3
is initiated by a private entity, although there have been examples (Ball’s Hill land acquisition) where
the Town Manager initiated the conversation with a private entity.
The TM or his designee determines if the proposed relationship meets the definition and criteria of a P3
and decides if the proposal should be forwarded to the P3 Committee. The P3 Committee evaluates the
proposal and suggests guidelines and conditions which the TM incorporates into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU). Once the draft MOU is completed, the Committee reviews the MOU prior to forwarding it, together with its recommendations, to the Select Board for a determination whether the proposal should move forward.
Town Staff Person
The staff person provides administrative support to the P3 Committee and coordinates with town departments to provide input to the Committee. This person is knowledgeable about P3 policies and criteria. The staff person maintains a document file for all P3 projects, adding relevant documents to the
Town website.

5

The Study Committee recognized that there is a cost to the town in staffing the P3 Committee. It is important that the community understand that P3’s are not free – there is a cost to insuring that the outcome is a benefit to both the public and the private entity.
Memorandum of Understanding
In its research, the Study Committee found in many cases the details of the agreement between the public and private entities can be difficult to determine. It became clear that good practice requires that
such agreements be made explicit and recorded carefully, to the benefit of all parties.
The Study Committee recommends strongly that in addition to any contract or lease with the Town, each
P3 should be governed by a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU). MOUs should outline specific requirements that must be met by the private organization. To the greatest extent possible, MOUs should
be written in language that is clear and understandable to a layman. MOUs should describe the nature of
the project/partnership with regard to a number of key elements.
1. The MOU should clearly describe all costs and revenues to the Town and the private entity. This
should include: costs of the initial project, ongoing operating expense (including labor), any projected
long term maintenance expenses, any required town services, any capital replacement costs, and any
other burdens on Town resources. The MOU should further describe the anticipated sources of revenue—private donations and taxpayer funds, including any Community Preservation Act grants. If
taxpayer funds are needed, it may be appropriate for the MOU to require Town Meeting approval of
those funds.
2. The MOU should clearly set out the impact on the Town. This should include a statement of how the
proposal aligns with town goals and needs, how it will affect other town activities, and how it will
benefit the town character. This statement should include some estimate of the number of residents,
households, and businesses affected both by the project work and by the completed project. Any connection with the Town’s Comprehensive Long Range Plan should be identified, and any conflict with
that plan should be explicitly justified.
3. The project schedule should be described in the MOU. For larger (more expensive) projects and projects of longer duration, the MOU should set out measurable milestones and a timeframe for completion. Milestones should exist for both project goals (i.e. construction targets) and fundraising. The
MOU should clearly describe contingency plans in case milestones are not met. These contingencies
minor extensions (subject to continued oversight), renegotiation of the agreement, and termination of
the partnership.
4. The MOU should commit the P3 to regular public review by the P3 committee. For an ongoing partnership, such review should be at least annual. Reviews of specific projects may be conducted on a
cyclical basis (i.e. quarterly), at specific milestones, or as desired by the Committee. For example, the
MOU might commit the P3 to quarterly review, to review at specified milestones (i.e. 25% and 75%
design points), AND to review when such review seems necessary to the committee.
5. The items on this list are a minimum suggestion. Other requirements may be imposed by the P3
committee as it sees fit.
The Study Committee recognizes that P3s already in existence at the time this report is adopted, may or
may not already be governed by an MOU. It is envisioned that the above recommendations will eventually apply to all existing, as well as new P3s. Where P3 lease agreements and MOUs are already in
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place, the provisions therein would be included in a P3 MOU, which may – or may not – require enhancements to cover all the topics recommended above. It is not envisioned that every minor change to a
lease or rental agreement will require a review by the P3 committee prior to approval.
Private Partner
The Private Partner is typically an organization that can be a non-profit or a for-profit entity. The private
partner can have its own board of directors and is not bound by public meeting requirements. The private partner may have a lease or some other type of legal agreement with the town.

P3 Committee
The Committee’s primary responsibility is to evaluate the potential P3 and make a recommendation to
the Select Board to approve or deny the public private partnership.
The P3 Committee is composed of seven members who will serve three-year staggered terms.
•

1 member of the Finance Committee

•

1 representative from the most recent Comprehensive Long Range Plan Committee

•

1 representative from the Schools—K-8 or Regional School Committee

•

4 members-at-large appointed by the Select Board

All P3 Committee meetings are open to the public and minutes are taken in conformance with the state
Open Meeting Law. The Committee reviews all new P3 proposals and may hold a public hearing to explain the project and receive public comment. Information gathered from the review process is forwarded to the TM for inclusion in a Memorandum of Understanding and is the basis for making a recommendation to the Select Board. The Committee may also review a list of gifts made to the Town and
may also elect to review the impact expired P3s have had on current Town operations and finances.
The P3 Committee is also responsible for monitoring each active P3 project, making sure the project
meets the milestones outlined in the MOU. The Committee also conducts an annual review of each ongoing P3 to ensure it conforms to the MOU and to consider any changes to the scope of work. Additional meetings could be scheduled as needed to consider questions or issues about existing P3 projects.
Select Board
The Select Board is responsible for determining if a specific Public-Private Partnership should be created. They will receive a report and a copy of the Memorandum of Understanding developed by the Town
Manager and the P3 Committee for each new partnership. They will then vote to approve or deny the
partnership.
School Connection
The P3 Study Committee has discussed and deliberated on the benefits of including Concord Schools—
both K-8 Concord schools and the Concord-Carlisle Regional High School–in its recommended procedures. The Study Committee agreed that the Town of Concord and the Concord schools would benefit
by having a common process for approval of new projects as well as monitoring of current and ongoing
projects.
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It is the consensus of the P3 Study Committee that the Concord Public Schools—K-8—and ConcordCarlisle Regional School District participate in a common process involving the Town P3 Committee for
approval and monitoring of public-private partnerships.

Conclusion
The Study Committee devoted many hours considering a wide range of questions. Ultimately the committee determined that P3s in Concord should be addressed in a more consistent fashion, designed to
increase the opportunities for public participation without becoming too burdensome on the generosity
of the private partner. The Study Committee believes that the process and structures outlined in this report have the greatest likelihood of achieving the goals of consistency and openness while remaining
cognizant that the operation of a private entity is not normally subject to public scrutiny.
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Appendix 1 - Flowchart of the P3 Process
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Narrative for the Diagrams
Note that:

 Chart 1 shows the evaluation process for new and existing P3s.
 Chart 2 shows the process by which the Committee monitors existing P3s.
P3 Process – Evaluating P3s (Chart 1)

The following icon in Chart 1 shows where the public has access to Committee meetings and P3
related documents.

As shown by Chart 1 – 1a, the Town Manager’s office starts the evaluation process by determining which proposals should be forwarded to the Committee. Smaller proposals that don’t
meet P3 criteria, will remain within the purview of the Town Manager’s office.
If the Town Manager refers the proposal to the P3 Committee, the Committee will then review
the proposal to determine whether it meets P3 policies and criteria and whether it is a good fit for
the Town (Refer to Chart 1 – 1b). With the approval of the Committee to move the proposal
forward, the Town Manager’s office drafts an MOU in collaboration with the Committee and
negotiation with the private entity.
Chart 1-1c The MOU is drafted, based on the recommendations in the MOU section of the report
Chart 1-1d shows the role of the Support Person during the Evaluation process. For more information, please refer to the section detailing the Support Person’s responsibilities.
The Committee makes a recommendation to the Select Board on whether to accept or reject a P3
proposal. The decision to accept or reject a P3 resides with the Select Board. If the Committee
recommends that the Select Board accept the P3 proposal, then it provides the MOU agreement
between the Town and the private entity. (Refer to Chart 1-1e).
P3 Process – Monitoring P3s (Chart 2)
Please note that the following icon in Chart 2 shows where the public has access to Committee
meetings and P3 related documents.
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With the Select Board’s approval of a P3, the Committee assumes the role of overseeing the project. The MOU determines the frequency with which the P3 will be reviewed by the Committee.
Note that in all cases it is anticipated that ongoing P3s will be reviewed at least annually (Refer
to Chart 2-2a).
It should be noted that the day-to-day relationship with the partnership would remain with Town
staff (Refer to Chart 2-2e). While not shown on Chart 2, the Town Manager's Office will alert
the Committee of any P3 seeking to change its MOU. Such an action would trigger a new evaluation process, as outlined in Chart 1.
The Committee will review smaller (simpler) P3s annually during one of its quarterly review
meetings (Refer to Chart 2-2b, Routine Monitoring).
For larger (more complex) P3s, the Committee is likely to review them several times over the
life of the partnership (Refer to Chart 2-2c, Milestone Monitoring). Reviews are based on
milestones identified by the MOU. For example, a construction related P3 might have several
open meeting reviews when 25 % is completed and 50% is completed.
Chart 2-2d shows the role of the Support Person in the Monitoring process. For more information, please refer to the section detailing the Support Person’s responsibilities.
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Appendix 2 - Useful links
League of Women Voters "Best Practices" position paper:

http://lwv.org/content/strategies-best-practice
League of Women Voters “Privatization Policy Debate”

http://lwv.org/content/privatization-public-policy-debate

National Council for Public-Private Partnerships "7 Keys to Success"

http://www.ncppp.org/ppp-basics/7-keys/
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November 22, 2016
Michael Lawson, Chair
Select Board
Town of Concord
Box 535
Concord MA 01742

Dear Members of the Select Board,
On behalf of the Estabrook Woods Access Study Committee, we write to submit our Final
Recommendations duly voted at our November 17, 2016 meeting in fulfillment of our
committee charge.
The Committee was appointed in April of 2016 and charged with considering how to address
the increased pressure for adequate and safe parking at Estabrook Woods trail heads, to review
other impacts from increased visitor use, and to make recommendations to the Select Board on
or about December 1, 2016.
We met regularly from late April through November. We began our work by reviewing the
correspondence that had been received in the months prior to our creation, and continued to
review the many emails that were sent to the Committee over the summer and fall. We held
two well attended public hearings, one in June to solicit ideas and the second in October with
the purpose of presenting preliminary recommendations for public comment. Approximately
60 people came to our hearing in June, and nearly half took the opportunity to share their
thoughts with the committee. More than 75 people attended the hearing in October.
As a Committee, we familiarized ourselves with the unique history of land protection and
landownership in the Woods, particularly the significance of Harvard University’s woodland
preserve. We inventoried current access and parking spaces around the Woods, with the help
of the Concord Public Works and Natural Resources divisions. Members also visited other
conservation lands in Concord and in other communities to assess parking, rules and
regulations, and usage.
We used a number of approaches to spread the word about our committee and solicit
comments, including a guest commentary in the Concord Journal and the Carlisle Mosquito,

notices at each of the main entry points to the Woods, and through our committee’s webpage,
which invited public input.
Our agendas, minutes, presentations, maps, documents, and correspondence received and
reviewed by the Committee are available in our Committee records.
Following the second public hearing, the Committee amended a few of its preliminary
recommendations and took a final vote. The Committee reached consensus on many of our
recommendations, and where we lacked consensus we have tried to express our differences in
opinion.
The Committee considers two of our recommendations to be most important: These are:


Work with town counsel and direct abutters on Estabrook Road to resolve legal
uncertainties regarding the current dirt road trail in order to secure permanent public
access at this location.



Work with the Trustees of Reservations (TTOR) to determine the feasibility and
process for constructing a dirt or gravel parking lot for the Punkatasset Town
Conservation Land on TTOR’s Apthorp property, with a goal of building such a lot as
soon as possible

As we complete our work as a Committee, we are struck by how important it is that the
conversation about Estabrook Woods continue after our Committee is discharged. We are still
hearing positive suggestions from residents of Concord and Carlisle. And there is much to
understand and resolve with important Estabrook partners: Harvard University, the Town of
Carlisle, the Concord and Carlisle Land Trusts, The Trustees of Reservations, Middlesex School,
and many significant landowners. Their interests and their partnership are critical to the
Woods.
We thank you for the opportunity to work together toward the preservation, stewardship and
enjoyment of this special place.
Polly Reeve, Co-chair
Sally Schnitzer, Co-chair
Jeff Adams
Kathy Angell
Nick d’Arbeloff of Carlisle
Justin King
Lisa Pohl
Bonnie Pohlig
Neil Rasmussen
Peter Siebert

Town of Concord
Estabrook Woods Access Study Committee
Final Recommendations
As Voted November 17, 2016
The Estabrook Woods is an unusual, historic, and precious place. A woodland preserve comprised of
over 1400 acres, more than 20 properties and primarily owned by private entities, it has for years been
enjoyed and deeply appreciated by the public. However, many people who visit the Woods do not
realize that although the Town of Concord owns the 100-acre parcel in the Woods known as
Punkatasset, the rest of the land is privately owned and protected from development as a result of a 60
year collaboration with Harvard University.
Harvard’s 672 acres within the Woods were preserved in the 1960s for habitat protection, research, and
education. This was followed by the preservation of hundreds of additional acres by generous Concord
and Carlisle residents. In support of Harvard’s teaching and research in the environmental sciences,
zoology, ecology, and animal behavior, the Towns of Concord and Carlisle, the land trusts of Concord
and Carlisle, private owners, the Trustees of Reservations, and thoughtful visitors have worked together
for half a century to protect and steward additional land surrounding the preserve. On this private land,
the granting of public access varies. Some private land owners have given general or limited and specific
permission for access across their property. From the beginning, Harvard has generously permitted
public access on its land for compatible recreation, so long as use remains modest and quiet and does
not interfere with research and conservation efforts. The Town of Concord conservation land at
Punkatasset is open to the public in accordance with rules and regulations adopted by the Town of
Concord’s Natural Resources Commission.
Balancing three objectives – stewardship of the woods for conservation, education, and research;
respecting the interests of the landowners; and welcoming the public – is not simple, but our committee
believes it is possible.
Because our committee was appointed by the Select Board to purposefully represent different
perspectives, backgrounds, and points of view, it is not surprising that there are some areas where we
have been unable to reach consensus. However, we are unanimous in our commitment to respectfully
and seriously work toward a thoughtful resolution.
The Committee makes the following final recommendations. Most of our recommendations enjoy the
consensus of the full committee. Where the committee had a split vote, the item is shaded, and a vote
margin is given.
Two of our recommendations stand out as being of the highest priority. We recommend that the Town:


Work with town counsel and direct abutters on Estabrook Road to resolve legal uncertainties
regarding the dirt road trail at the end of the paved public road in order to secure permanent
public access at this location.
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Work with the Trustees of Reservations (TTOR) to determine the feasibility and process for
constructing a dirt or gravel parking lot for the Punkatasset Town Conservation Land on
TTOR’s Apthorp property, with a goal of building such a lot as soon as possible.

Recommendations:
1.

Educate the public about the unique nature of the Estabrook Woods.
The Committee concludes that some visitors believe that the Woods are part of a large public
park or a regional dog park, when in fact most of the land is privately owned for the purpose of
research and conservation, with portions of trails generously open to the public. With few
exceptions, these properties are managed by private landowners, without public funding or
public staff.
These misunderstandings are exacerbated by the internet, where information about the Woods
(accurate and inaccurate) is now broadly available, attracting more users and sometimes
conveying inaccuracies about the ownership, purpose, stewardship, and management of the
Woods. Therefore, the Committee recommends:
a. That the Town work with landowners to post welcome signs at each primary access
point, designed to educate visitors about the unique nature, ownership, and purpose of
the Woods and the importance of respect for landowners and stewardship of the
Woods. Visitors should be encouraged to “Honor Estabrook Woods.” We encourage
placing rustic kiosks at appropriate points in the woods near each entry point as the
most attractive and clear way of communicating this information.
b. That similar information be posted on various websites, including the Town’s Division of
Natural Resources website, to encourage more reasonable visitor expectations about
the Woods, parking, and use.

2. Foster observance of consistent guidelines that promote mutual respect.
The Committee recognizes that some visitors, particularly at Estabrook Road, have failed to treat
landowners, other users, and the Woods with respect. While most visitors are respectful and
courteous, some are discourteous to landowners and others, vandalize or trespass on private
property, fail to keep their dogs in control, and don’t make an effort to remove dog waste.
Further, the Committee believes that the lack of signage at trailheads and directional signage at
certain locations within the woods contributes to trailhead conflicts and directional confusion.
The Committee believes that there is considerable power behind community and landowner
embrace of visitor guidelines and courtesies. Therefore, the Committee recommends:
a. That visitors be encouraged to observe a set of common courtesies, or guidelines:
Dogs permitted only as follows:
i. Dogs must be on leash from parking area to “leash release” signs
ii. No more than two dogs per person
iii. Dogs must be under owner’s control at all times
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iv. Pack out all dog waste
v. Commercial dog walking prohibited
Access
vi. Access from dawn to dusk only
vii. Parking allowed only in designated areas
viii. No commercial activities, hunting, swimming, camping, or fires
ix. No motorized vehicles
Trail Use
x. Remain on established trails and do not enter those marked “private”
xi. Walk bikes through muddy or sensitive areas
xii. Leave historic Estabrook Woods cleaner than you found it.
b. That the Town and landowners, working together, post these guidelines at the primary
entrances to the Woods, and at other locations as needed.
c. That the Town provide clear yet tasteful signs to denote where parking is permitted on
Town roads or parking lots.
d. That the Town provide signs in parking areas notifying visitors of the limit of two dogs
per person, and the requirement that dogs be leashed until Leash Release signs in the
Woods.
e. That Leash Release signs be posted inside the Woods by the Town and/or landowners
on access trails to indicate where dogs can be off leash (for example: “Dogs may be off
leash beyond this point” and on the reverse side: “Dogs must be leashed beyond this
point.”)
f.

That the Concord Police Department, Animal Control Officer, and Natural Resources
Division work with neighbors and assist as possible to encourage observance of posted
guidelines, parking restrictions, and enforcement of town bylaws regarding dogs.

g. That the Concord Trails Committee review published maps, signs, and other trail
information to harmonize the information available, to minimize confusion, and to
provide trail signage where needed.
3. Resolve legal uncertainties.
Two very different legal opinions regarding the status of access at the end of Estabrook Road
beyond the paved road remain unresolved. Uncertainty has made it difficult for our committee
to propose solutions to some of the issues that led to the creation of our committee.
Estabrook Road was the historic road to Carlisle, dating back to the 17th century. Town records
show that the Town of Concord in 1932 successfully petitioned the Middlesex County
Commissioners to discontinue Estabrook Road as a public way from a point beyond #393
Estabrook Road, where the current dirt road trail continues beyond the chain at the end of the
paved portion of the road. Town Counsel is of the opinion that the Town’s actions in 1932
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resulted in the abandonment of the obligation to maintain this portion of Estabrook Road
without giving up public rights of access.
Direct abutters disagree with the Town about the public rights of access, relying on their
attorney’s legal opinion that the 1932 vote resulted in the portion of the road beyond #393
becoming a private way with ownership held by the direct abutters, each extending to the
middle of the way, and that this also gave them control of access rights. Pursuant to this
interpretation, the abutters have expressly granted permission for public use upon certain
conditions and have stated that they would like to continue to do so if conditions can be met.
Property owners in the Estabrook Road area have requested that the town make the current
temporary parking restrictions permanent, and abutters have stated that they would rescind
permission for the public to use the access trail if additional parking is created or allowed along
the paved public road. Our committee understands that the paved portion of Estabrook Road is
a Concord public road.
The Committee recommends:
a. That the Select Board and Town Manager work with town counsel and direct abutters to
resolve legal uncertainties regarding the current dirt road trail in order to secure
permanent public access at this location. This is a primary and urgent goal that has
been previously conveyed to the Select Board.
4. Address parking issues.
The Committee looked for ways to welcome visitors to Estabrook Woods while providing safety,
security, stewardship, and no undue burden on a single neighborhood. Therefore we
recommend:
a. That the Town immediately begin working with the Trustees of Reservations (TTOR) to
determine the feasibility of providing a low key parking lot made of gravel, dirt, or other
permeable surface on TTOR’s Apthorp Land at the entrance to Punkatasset, within sight
of Monument Street, with a goal of building it as soon as possible. The Committee is
divided as to the number of cars to accommodate, with a majority preferring 16-20 and
the minority preferring 12-16.1 Providing additional and safer parking here welcomes
visitors to the Woods where the Town has a public purpose and resources, including
enforceable regulations and staff to protect the land and to welcome the public. An off
street lot also allows the Town to eliminate on-street parking on Monument Street.
b. That the Town permit and assist in providing roadside parallel parking for 11 cars on
Estabrook Road. (Note, this is the number of spaces currently permitted, with parking
restrictions in effect.)
c. Assuming that a parking lot can be built on TTOR’s Apthorp Land, the Committee further
recommends:

1

VOTE: Five members of the committee voted for 16-20 spaces, and four voted for 12-16. The representative from
Carlisle agreed with the minority.
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i. Post “no parking” on Monument Street at the Punkatasset entrance to eliminate
on-street parking.
ii. By a majority vote, we recommend keeping the “no parking” restriction on the
remainder of Estabrook Road.2 The total number of cars parked on the road would
then total 11.
iii. The Committee considered whether to temporarily provide additional parking on
Estabrook Road while the parking lot is being planned and built. A majority of the
Committee favored no additional temporary parking, maintaining the number of
parking spaces at eleven. A minority of the committee recommended temporarily
lifting a portion of the “no parking” restriction on Estabrook Road sufficient to
provide parking for 3 to 8 additional cars.3
d. If a parking lot cannot be built at the Apthorp land, the committee recommends:
i. That the NRC work with the Town’s public safety staff and neighbors to provide
safer parking for 13 cars at Punkatasset, including the possibility of improvements
to roadside parking, speed limits, and/or some spaces provided on conservation
land.
ii. By a majority vote, the committee recommends that no additional parking be
added at Estabrook Road, thereby maintaining the number of parking spaces at
eleven. For some, the uncertainty over the legal rights of direct abutters to close
the access and their intent to close it if additional spaces are added was a factor.
A minority of the committee recommends lifting a portion of the “no parking”
restriction to allow additional parking. 4
e. That the Natural Resources Commission undertake due diligence and consult with
neighbors to accommodate roadside parking for 3-5 cars on the town’s frontage on
Monument Farm Road. Add a single parking sign: “Conservation Land Parking.”
5. Specific recommendations for Chamberlin Woods [Concord Land Conservation Trust (CLCT)
land on Lowell Road].
In addition to the posting of informational signage noted in Section 1 and 2 above, the
Committee recommends:

2

Vote: Seven members voted to keep the current parking restrictions in place for the rest of Estabrook Road. Two
members voted to lift the parking restrictions sufficient to provide 11 additional spaces. The representative from
Carlisle agreed with the majority.
3
VOTE: Five members voted to maintain the parking restrictions while the Apthorp lot is being built. Four
members voted to provide temporary parking on Estabrook Road until the Apthorp lot is complete, at which time
the additional parking would be removed. The representative from Carlisle agreed with the majority.
4
VOTE: Six committee members voted to maintain the parking restrictions. Three members voted to remove the
parking restrictions in order to allow 5 to 11 additional cars. The representative from Carlisle agreed with the
majority.

5

a. Preserve the “country road” appearance. It was felt that the shoulder did not need to
be enhanced.
b. That the “Trail Head” sign temporarily posted by the Town be removed. CLCT should be
asked to mark the trail entrance in keeping with signs used at other entry points to the
Woods as well as other Town and CLCT properties.
c. If parking usage significantly increases, consider whether there may eventually be a
need to define the parking area at either end with “park between” signs.
d. That CLCT be strongly urged to deal with the poison ivy in the field, which discourages
use of the trail.
e. That town plows provide roadside shoulder parking after snow storms, including
plowing to leave access to the entrance through the stone wall.
f.

That CLCT work with Middlesex School and other private abutters to see if some simple
trail adjustments could make this access more appealing and to avoid conflicts with
private owners. Ideas include slight rerouting to avoid privately held land, possible loop
trails, seeking permission for a trail to Mink Pond, and additional directional signage.

6. Specific recommendations for Estabrook Road.
In addition to the posting of informational signage noted in Section 1 and 2 above, the
Committee recommends:
a. That the Town work with the neighbors to address design changes, including grading or
relocating the existing parking spaces and removing or relocating boulders, that could
improve the situation while keeping the rural, historic feeling of the road, with such
changes and work to be done consistent with the Town’s responsibility.
b. The Town and direct abutters consider use of low key split rail fencing to keep people
and their dogs on paths, and additional informational signs (for example: “Private path,
do not enter” or “Please stay on path”) to encourage visitors to respect property rights.
c. That town plows provide roadside shoulder parking after snow storms.
7. Specific recommendations for Punkatasset on Monument Street
In addition to the posting of informational signage noted in Section 1 and 2 above, and the
creation of an off-street parking area on the Apthorp land, the Committee recommends:
a. In the short term, the Town’s public safety staff should address the Punkatasset parking
situation along Monument Street, to provide clearer signage that defines the existing
on-street parking spaces, to improve the shoulder where the new curb cuts have been
installed, and to make any other improvements for visitor and road safety as may be
advisable.
8. Specific recommendations for Monument Farm Road.
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In addition to the posting of informational signage noted in Section 1 and 2 above, the
Committee recommends:
a. That the Natural Resources Commission (NRC) add a sign to identify the conservation
land, as well as trail markers as needed.
b. That the NRC work to relocate the conservation land trail so it is fully on town land.
9. Other general recommendations:
a. The Committee recommends that the Town convene an initial meeting of conservation
organizations, landowners, members of the public, and other stakeholders with the
purpose of creating or reconstituting an ongoing formal or informal group to meet as
needed in order to:
i. Field concerns from residents and visitors to the Woods
ii. Gather facts and information necessary to discuss issues and build consensus
around solutions to both known and anticipated problems.
iii. Communicate information regarding the Woods to visitors and residents
iv. Work with landowners to further the purposes of conservation restrictions, and to
foster understanding of the rights and responsibilities of landowners
v. Engage citizens as informed “ambassadors” for the Woods, such that they can help
educate other visitors/residents, and amplify the flow of information to and from
visitors/residents
b. Recommend that the Town of Concord and its departments work generally and
collaboratively toward the goal of protecting appropriate access to the Woods.
10. Increased measures (not recommended at this time):
The Committee also discussed the following suggestions, but decided they were not warranted
at this time. If issues persist, these might be reconsidered in the future.
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.

5

Parking by permit only
Resident-only parking
Require leashes throughout the Estabrook Woods on weekends and holidays5
Require leashes throughout the Estabrook Woods at all times
Allow dogs to enter the woods only at certain access points
Prohibit dogs in the Estabrook Woods entirely

See Lexington MA Willard Woods as an example
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OS-R-The Granth-06091-SANDBOX-001
21 - Year Operating Proforma Years (Year 1-5)

Year 1

Year 2

Year 3

Year 4

Year 5

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

Calendar Year:

INCOME:

1622.

1628.

Extremely Low-Income Rental Assisted
(below 30%)
Extremely Low-Income Non-Rental
Assisted (below 30%)
Very Low-Income Rental Assisted
(below 50%)
Very Low-Income Non Rental Assisted
(below 50%)
Low Income Rental Assisted (below
60%)
Low Income Rental Non-Assisted
(below 60%)
Moderate-Income (below 80%)

1629.

Other Income (User-defined)

1630.

Market Rate

1631.

Gross Potential Income

1623.
1624.
1625.
1626.
1627.

1632.

Less vacancy

1633.

Effective Gross Residential Income

1634.

Commercial (includes parking)

1635.

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$106,392.00

$108,519.84

$110,690.24

$112,904.04

$115,162.12

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$324,024.00

$330,504.48

$337,114.57

$343,856.86

$350,734.00

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$1,262,904.00

$1,291,319.34

$1,320,374.03

$1,350,082.44

$1,380,459.30

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$1,693,320.00

$1,730,343.66

$1,768,178.83

$1,806,843.34

$1,846,355.42

$84,666.00

$86,517.18

$88,408.94

$90,342.17

$92,317.77

$1,608,654.00

$1,643,826.48

$1,679,769.89

$1,716,501.18

$1,754,037.65

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

Less vacancy

1636.

Net Commercial Income

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

1637.

Effective Rental Income

$1,608,654.00

$1,643,826.48

$1,679,769.89

$1,716,501.18

$1,754,037.65

1638.

Other Income: Laundry

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

1639.

Resident Service Income

$1,656,919.80

$1,690,058.20

$1,723,859.36

$1,758,336.55

$1,793,503.28

1640.

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

1641.

Contract Income from Shelter or Group
Home
Other Income:

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

1642.

Other Income:

$36,147.00

$36,147.00

$36,147.00

$36,147.00

$36,147.00

1643.

Other Income:

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

1644.

Other Income:

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

1645.

Total Gross Income

$3,301,720.80

$3,370,031.67

$3,439,776.25

$3,510,984.72

$3,583,687.92

1646.

Operating Subsidies

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

1647.

Draw on Operating Reserves

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

1648.

Total Effective Income

$3,301,720.80

$3,370,031.67

$3,439,776.25

$3,510,984.72

$3,583,687.92

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

EXPENSES:

1649.

Management

$98,688.06

$100,729.86

$102,814.52

$104,942.93

$107,116.03

1650.

Administrative

$719,366.34

$740,947.33

$763,175.75

$786,071.02

$809,653.15

1651.

Maintenance

$149,061.00

$153,532.83

$158,138.81

$162,882.98

$167,769.47

11/15/2016
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21 - Year Operating Proforma Years (Year 1-5)

1652.

Resident Services

$1,094,533.00

$1,127,368.99

$1,161,190.06

$1,196,025.76

$1,231,906.53

1653.

Security

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

1653.a

0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

1654.

Electrical

$65,800.00

$67,774.00

$69,807.22

$71,901.44

$74,058.48

1655.

Natural Gas

$78,500.00

$80,855.00

$83,280.65

$85,779.07

$88,352.44

1656.

Oil (heat)

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

1657.

Water & Sewer

$16,500.00

$16,995.00

$17,504.85

$18,030.00

$18,570.90

1658.

Replacement Reserve

$26,975.00

$26,975.00

$26,975.00

$26,975.00

$26,975.00

1659.

Operating Reserve

$8,300.00

$8,549.00

$8,805.47

$9,069.63

$9,341.72

1660.

Real Estate Taxes

$40,000.00

$41,000.00

$42,025.00

$43,075.63

$44,152.52

1661.

Other Taxes

1662.

Insurance

1663.

MIP

1664.

Other

1665.

Total Operating Expenses

1666.

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$84,744.00

$87,286.32

$89,904.91

$92,602.06

$95,380.12

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$37,000.00

$38,110.00

$39,253.30

$40,430.90

$41,643.83

$2,419,467.40

$2,490,123.33

$2,562,875.55

$2,637,786.41

$2,714,920.18

NET OPERATING INCOME

$882,253.40

$879,908.34

$876,900.70

$873,198.31

$868,767.74

1667.

Debt Service

$652,410.50

$652,410.50

$652,410.50

$652,410.50

$652,410.50

1668.

Debt Service Coverage

1.35

1.35

1.34

1.34

1.33

1669.

Project Cash Flow

$229,842.90

$227,497.84

$224,490.20

$220,787.81

$216,357.24

1670.

Required Debt Coverage

$815,513.13

$815,513.13

$815,513.13

$815,513.13

$815,513.13

1671.

(Gap)/Surplus for Cov.

$66,740.28

$64,395.21

$61,387.58

$57,685.18

$53,254.62

11/15/2016
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21 - Year Operating Proforma Years (Year 6-10)

Year 6

Year 7

Year 8

Year 9

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

Year 10

Calendar Year:
(e)

INCOME:

1672.
1673.
1674.

Extremely Low-Income Rental Assisted (below
30%)
Extremely Low-Income Non-Rental Assisted
(below 30%)
Very Low-Income Rental Assisted (below 50%)

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$117,465.36

$119,814.67

$122,210.97

$124,655.18

$127,148.29

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

1676.

Very Low-Income Non Rental Assisted (below
50%)
Low Income Rental Assisted (below 60%)

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

1677.

Low Income Rental Non-Assisted (below 60%)

$357,748.68

$364,903.65

$372,201.72

$379,645.76

$387,238.67

1678.

Moderate-Income (below 80%)

1679.

Other Income (User-defined)

1680.

Market Rate

1681.

Gross Potential Income

1675.

1682.

Less vacancy

1683.

Effective Gross Residential Income

1684.

Commercial (includes parking)

1685.

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$1,411,519.63

$1,443,278.82

$1,475,752.60

$1,508,957.03

$1,542,908.56

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$1,886,733.67

$1,927,997.15

$1,970,165.29

$2,013,257.97

$2,057,295.52

$94,336.68

$96,399.86

$98,508.26

$100,662.90

$102,864.78

$1,792,396.99

$1,831,597.29

$1,871,657.02

$1,912,595.07

$1,954,430.75

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

Less vacancy

1686.

Net Commercial Income

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

1687.

Effective Rental Income

$1,792,396.99

$1,831,597.29

$1,871,657.02

$1,912,595.07

$1,954,430.75

1688.

Other Income: Laundry

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

1689.

Resident Service Income

$1,838,340.86

$1,884,299.38

$1,931,406.87

$1,979,692.04

$2,029,184.34

1690.

Contract Income from Shelter or Group Home

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

1691.

Other Income:

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

1692.

Other Income:

$36,147.00

$36,147.00

$36,147.00

$36,147.00

$36,147.00

1693.

Other Income:

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

1694.

Other Income:

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

1695.

Total Gross Income

$3,666,884.85

$3,752,043.67

$3,839,210.89

$3,928,434.11

$4,019,762.09

1696.

Operating Subsidies

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

1697.

Draw on Operating Reserves

1698.

Total Effective Income

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$3,666,884.85

$3,752,043.67

$3,839,210.89

$3,928,434.11

$4,019,762.09

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

EXPENSES:

1699.

Management

$109,602.77

$112,148.16

$114,753.58

$117,420.45

$120,150.23

1700.

Administrative

$833,942.75

$858,961.03

$884,729.86

$911,271.76

$938,609.91

1701.

Maintenance

1702.

Resident Services

11/15/2016

$172,802.55

$177,986.63

$183,326.23

$188,826.02

$194,490.80

$1,268,863.73

$1,306,929.64

$1,346,137.53

$1,386,521.66

$1,428,117.31
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1703.

Security

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

1703.a

0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

1704.

Electrical

$76,280.23

$78,568.64

$80,925.70

$83,353.47

$85,854.08

1705.

Natural Gas

$91,003.01

$93,733.11

$96,545.10

$99,441.45

$102,424.69

1706.

Oil (heat)

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

1707.

Water & Sewer

$19,128.02

$19,701.86

$20,292.92

$20,901.71

$21,528.76

1708.

Replacement Reserve

$26,975.00

$26,975.00

$26,975.00

$26,975.00

$26,975.00

1709.

Operating Reserve

$9,621.97

$9,910.63

$10,207.95

$10,514.19

$10,829.62

1710.

Real Estate Taxes

$45,256.33

$46,387.74

$47,547.43

$48,736.12

$49,954.52

1711.

Other Taxes

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

1712.

Insurance

$98,241.52

$101,188.77

$104,224.43

$107,351.16

$110,571.70

1713.

MIP

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

1714.

Other

1715.

Total Operating Expenses

1716.

NET OPERATING INCOME

$872,273.81

$875,372.53

$878,039.82

$880,250.64

$881,978.87

1717.

Debt Service

$652,410.50

$652,410.50

$652,410.50

$652,410.50

$652,410.50

1718.

Debt Service Coverage

1.34

1.34

1.35

1.35

1.35

1719.

Project Cash Flow

$219,863.31

$222,962.03

$225,629.32

$227,840.14

$229,568.37

1720.

Required Debt Coverage

$815,513.13

$815,513.13

$815,513.13

$815,513.13

$815,513.13

1721.

(Gap)/Surplus for Cov.

$56,760.68

$59,859.40

$62,526.70

$64,737.51

$66,465.75

$42,893.14

$44,179.94

$45,505.33

$46,870.49

$48,276.61

$2,794,611.04

$2,876,671.14

$2,961,171.06

$3,048,183.47

$3,137,783.22

(a)

11/15/2016

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)
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Year 11

Year 12

Year 13

Year 14

Year 15

Calendar Year:
(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

INCOME:

1722.

Extremely Low-Income Rental Assisted (below 30%)

1723.

Extremely Low-Income Non-Rental Assisted (below 30%)

1724.

Very Low-Income Rental Assisted (below 50%)

1725.

Very Low-Income Non Rental Assisted (below 50%)

1726.

Low Income Rental Assisted (below 60%)

1727.

Low Income Rental Non-Assisted (below 60%)

1728.

Moderate-Income (below 80%)

1729.

Other Income (User-defined)

1730.

Market Rate

1731.

Gross Potential Income

1732.

Less vacancy

1733.

Effective Gross Residential Income

1734.

Commercial (includes parking)

1735.

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$129,691.25

$132,285.08

$134,930.78

$137,629.40

$140,381.98

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$394,983.45

$402,883.12

$410,940.78

$419,159.59

$427,542.79

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$1,577,624.00

$1,613,120.54

$1,649,415.76

$1,686,527.61

$1,724,474.48

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$2,102,298.71

$2,148,288.74

$2,195,287.32

$2,243,316.60

$2,292,399.25

$105,114.94

$107,414.44

$109,764.37

$112,165.83

$114,619.96

$1,997,183.77

$2,040,874.30

$2,085,522.95

$2,131,150.77

$2,177,779.29

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

Less vacancy

1736.

Net Commercial Income

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

1737.

Effective Rental Income

$1,997,183.77

$2,040,874.30

$2,085,522.95

$2,131,150.77

$2,177,779.29

1738.

Other Income: Laundry

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

1739.

Resident Service Income

$2,079,913.95

$2,131,911.80

$2,185,209.59

$2,239,839.83

$2,295,835.83

1740.

Contract Income from Shelter or Group Home

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

1741.

Other Income:

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

1742.

Other Income:

$36,147.00

$36,147.00

$36,147.00

$36,147.00

$36,147.00

1743.

Other Income:

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

1744.

Other Income:

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

1745.

Total Gross Income

$4,113,244.72

$4,208,933.10

$4,306,879.54

$4,407,137.60

$4,509,762.12

1746.

Operating Subsidies

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

1747.

Draw on Operating Reserves

1748.

Total Effective Income

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$4,113,244.72

$4,208,933.10

$4,306,879.54

$4,407,137.60

$4,509,762.12

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

EXPENSES:

1749.

Management

$122,944.42

$125,804.53

$128,732.14

$131,728.84

$134,796.28

1750.

Administrative

$966,768.21

$995,771.25

$1,025,644.39

$1,056,413.72

$1,088,106.13

1751.

Maintenance

1752.

Resident Services

1753.
1753.a
1754.

Electrical

$200,325.52

$206,335.29

$212,525.34

$218,901.10

$225,468.14

$1,470,960.83

$1,515,089.65

$1,560,542.34

$1,607,358.61

$1,655,579.37

Security

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$88,429.70

$91,082.59

$93,815.07

$96,629.52

$99,528.40

11/15/2016
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1755.

Natural Gas

1756.

Oil (heat)

$105,497.44

$108,662.36

$111,922.23

$115,279.90

$118,738.29

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

1757.

Water & Sewer

$22,174.62

$22,839.86

$23,525.05

$24,230.81

$24,957.73

1758.

Replacement Reserve

$26,975.00

$26,975.00

$26,975.00

$26,975.00

$26,975.00

1759.

Operating Reserve

$11,154.51

$11,489.14

$11,833.82

$12,188.83

$12,554.49

1760.

Real Estate Taxes

$51,203.38

$52,483.47

$53,795.55

$55,140.44

$56,518.95

1761.

Other Taxes

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

1762.

Insurance

$113,888.85

$117,305.52

$120,824.68

$124,449.42

$128,182.90

1763.

MIP

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

1764.

Other

$49,724.91

$51,216.65

$52,753.15

$54,335.75

$55,965.82

1765.

Total Operating Expenses

$3,230,047.37

$3,325,055.30

$3,422,888.77

$3,523,631.94

$3,627,371.52

1766.

NET OPERATING INCOME

$883,197.35

$883,877.79

$883,990.77

$883,505.66

$882,390.60

1767.

Debt Service

$652,410.50

$652,410.50

$652,410.50

$652,410.50

$652,410.50

1768.

Debt Service Coverage

1.35

1.35

1.35

1.35

1.35

1769.

Project Cash Flow

$230,786.85

$231,467.29

$231,580.27

$231,095.16

$229,980.10

1770.

Required Debt Coverage

$815,513.13

$815,513.13

$815,513.13

$815,513.13

$815,513.13

1771.

(Gap)/Surplus for Cov.

$67,684.23

$68,364.67

$68,477.65

$67,992.54

$66,877.47

(a)

11/15/2016

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

Page 9 of 9

Rental OneStop
Organization: The Grantham Group, LLC

OS-R-The Granth-06091-SANDBOX-001
21 - Year Operating Proforma Years (Year 16-21)

Year 16

Year 17

Year 18

Year 19

Year 20

Year 21

Calendar Year:
(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

(f)

INCOME:

1772.

Extremely Low-Income Rental Assisted (below 30%)

1773.

Extremely Low-Income Non-Rental Assisted (below 30%)

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$143,189.62

$146,053.42

$148,974.48

$151,953.97

$154,993.05

$158,092.92

1774.

Very Low-Income Rental Assisted (below 50%)

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

1775.

Very Low-Income Non Rental Assisted (below 50%)

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

1776.

Low Income Rental Assisted (below 60%)

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

1777.

Low Income Rental Non-Assisted (below 60%)

$436,093.64

$444,815.52

$453,711.83

$462,786.06

$472,041.78

$481,482.62

1778.

Moderate-Income (below 80%)

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

1779.

Other Income (User-defined)

$1,763,275.16

$1,802,948.85

$1,843,515.20

$1,884,994.29

$1,927,406.66

$1,970,773.31

1780.

Market Rate

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

1781.

Gross Potential Income

$2,342,558.42

$2,393,817.78

$2,446,201.51

$2,499,734.33

$2,554,441.50

$2,610,348.85

$117,127.92

$119,690.89

$122,310.08

$124,986.72

$127,722.07

$130,517.44

$2,225,430.50

$2,274,126.89

$2,323,891.43

$2,374,747.61

$2,426,719.42

$2,479,831.40

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

1782.

Less vacancy

1783.

Effective Gross Residential Income

1784.

Commercial (includes parking)

1785.

Less vacancy

1786.

Net Commercial Income

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

1787.

Effective Rental Income

$2,225,430.50

$2,274,126.89

$2,323,891.43

$2,374,747.61

$2,426,719.42

$2,479,831.40

1788.

Other Income: Laundry

1789.

Resident Service Income

1790.

Contract Income from Shelter or Group Home

1791.

Other Income:

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

1792.

Other Income:

$36,147.00

$36,147.00

$36,147.00

$36,147.00

$36,147.00

$36,147.00

1793.

Other Income:

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

1794.

Other Income:

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

1795.

Total Gross Income

$4,614,809.23

$4,722,336.41

$4,832,402.51

$4,945,067.79

$5,060,393.93

$5,178,444.10

11/15/2016

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$2,353,231.72

$2,412,062.51

$2,472,364.08

$2,534,173.18

$2,597,527.51

$2,662,465.70

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0
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1796.

Operating Subsidies

1797.

Draw on Operating Reserves

1798.

Total Effective Income

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$4,614,809.23

$4,722,336.41

$4,832,402.51

$4,945,067.79

$5,060,393.93

$5,178,444.10

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

(f)

EXPENSES:

1799.

Management

1800.

Administrative

1801.

Maintenance

1802.

Resident Services

1803
1803.a
1804.
1805.
1806.

Oil (heat)

1807.
1808.

$137,936.12

$141,150.10

$144,439.96

$147,807.52

$151,254.60

$154,783.11

$1,120,749.32

$1,154,371.80

$1,189,002.95

$1,224,673.04

$1,261,413.23

$1,299,255.63

$232,232.18

$239,199.15

$246,375.12

$253,766.37

$261,379.37

$269,220.75

$1,705,246.75

$1,756,404.15

$1,809,096.28

$1,863,369.17

$1,919,270.24

$1,976,848.35

Security

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

Electrical

$102,514.26

$105,589.68

$108,757.37

$112,020.10

$115,380.70

$118,842.12

Natural Gas

$122,300.44

$125,969.46

$129,748.54

$133,641.00

$137,650.23

$141,779.73

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

Water & Sewer

$25,706.46

$26,477.66

$27,271.99

$28,090.15

$28,932.85

$29,800.84

Replacement Reserve

$26,975.00

$26,975.00

$26,975.00

$26,975.00

$26,975.00

$26,975.00

1809.

Operating Reserve

$12,931.13

$13,319.06

$13,718.64

$14,130.19

$14,554.10

$14,990.72

1810.

Real Estate Taxes

$57,931.93

$59,380.22

$60,864.73

$62,386.35

$63,946.01

$65,544.66

1811.

Other Taxes

1812.

Insurance

1813.

MIP

1814.

Other

1815.

Total Operating Expenses

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$132,028.39

$135,989.24

$140,068.92

$144,270.99

$148,599.12

$153,057.09

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$57,644.79

$59,374.14

$61,155.36

$62,990.02

$64,879.72

$66,826.12

$3,734,196.78

$3,844,199.66

$3,957,474.86

$4,074,119.89

$4,194,235.16

$4,317,924.10

(a)
NET OPERATING INCOME

11/15/2016

$880,612.45

(b)
$878,136.75

(c)
$874,927.65

(d)
$870,947.90

(e)
$866,158.77

(f)
$860,520.00
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1816.

Debt Service

1817.

Debt Service Coverage

$652,410.50

$652,410.50

$652,410.50

$652,410.50

$652,410.50

$652,410.50

1.35

1.35

1.34

1.33

1.33

1.32

1818.
1819.

Project Cash Flow

$228,201.95

$225,726.25

$222,517.15

$218,537.40

$213,748.27

$208,109.50

Required Debt Coverage

$815,513.13

$815,513.13

$815,513.13

$815,513.13

$815,513.13

$815,513.13

1820.

(Gap)/Surplus for Cov.

$65,099.32

$62,623.62

$59,414.53

$55,434.78

$50,645.65

$45,006.87

11/15/2016
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