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Members of the City Council: 
  
The following is submitted as commentary on theFY27 budget proposals -- by Bill Valletta, 
Brickbottom resident  
  
Thanks for your attention 



Memo 
To: Mayor Jake Wilson and Members of the City Council 
From: Bill Valletta, Brickbottom resident 
Date: 4 June 2026 
Subject: Citizen comment on the proposed FY27 budget – department spending numbers     
 
 I have looked at the draft FY27 departmental spending numbers, as published on the 
website for the June 4 meeting.  I would like to offer the following comments for the record.   
 
 The administration has succeeded in presenting a FY27 budget proposal that both raises 
total spending by a modest 3.7% and takes into account the likelihood that there will be 
unchanged or slightly reduced revenue in the coming year.  This is a significant accomplishment 
and the public should applaud the effort by our department heads and finance officers. 
 
 However, while the books are balanced overall, looking at the line items, some questions 
arise about the validity of the approach overall and about certain specifics.      
 
Overall approach 
 

Overall, the approach that has been taken in the agency budget reviews appears to be the 
following.  First, there has been an assumption that in FY27 our total revenues from property tax 
and fees will be either unchanged or slightly diminished.   

 
Since, however, in the past several years, we have had substantial surplus “free cash” at 

the end, we can work with unchanged revenue this year to still allow modest departmental 
increases.  These are needed primarily to cover the incremental wage increases, already built into 
our labor agreements.  Therefore, for most of the agencies and their department sub-units, 
increases in the personnel category of spending will be authorized at the level of 3% to 5%.   

 
Offsetting the wage increase requirements are a small number of staff reductions, which 

are selective and scattered among the administrative units.  Most of these appear to involve the 
elimination of unfilled positions – vacancies or authorized jobs, not yet posted or recruited. 

 
O&M spending will not be increased and will for several agencies be decreased.  This 

probably reflects an intention to hold off on any new programs and capital projects, as well as a 
recognition that the workload of the agencies that plan and permit development will not have 
significant numbers of applications to review and process (during a weak economy).  Therefore, 
spending on supplies and consultants can be minimized.  The only exception for O&M spending 
appears to be Information Technology department, which will need to maintain a strong budget 
to keep up with computer and media technology upgrading. 
 
 I am generally in agreement with this broad approach, although I would have preferred to 
see more evidence of use of the methods of “performance budgeting” applied to the agencies.  
This method would require cross-agency reviews of service delivery and policy fulfillment, with 
the requirement that the agencies justify the work they have already done and the results 



achieved.  Tasks and projects that are having weak results or that reflect policies now changed by 
circumstances and public need, would be considered for elimination or redefinition.   
 
 With the possible exception of the category of Equity and Belonging (which we used to 
call Diversity and Racial Justice), it does not appear that the method of performance budgeting 
has been used.      
 
Focus on the specific lines with significant spending increases and reductions 
 
 For my review of the budget numbers, I have calculated generally the increases from last 
year of each department’s personnel and O&M spending authorizations and found them to be 
within the range of under 8%.  The three units that have much larger increases and two units with 
significant decreases are then identified  
 
Communications – 106% increase  
 
 The department of Communications is the glaring exception where a substantial increase 
in payroll and O&M spending is to be authorized.   
 
 As a policy matter, this presents a strange situation in which the agencies that provide 
direct services and regulatory protections to the citizens are not being expanded or enhanced, 
while the cohort of people who talk about what is going on is being increased.  This distorted 
priority of expanding talk and stagnant action is not a new phenomenon – it has been underway 
in Somerville administration for more than a decade.   
 
Table 1.A: Growth of Key Agencies Units with Communications and Constituent Liaison 
Responsibilities 
 FY2012 FY2019 (actual) FY2025 (actual) FY2026 
 Budget Emp Budget Emp Budget Emp  Budget Emp 
Information Technology  $1,411,600     8 $2,181,500   12    $5,580,982   15   $6,250,300   14 
Communications      $50,500      1      $920,600     7     1,112,900   12     1,406,900   10 
--City TV -- -- -- --        255,000     3        444,200  
--Constituent Services      595,600   13      711,400   12     1,498,600   19     1,755,700  
--Somer VIVA -- -- --     3*     1,697,000   27*     1,801,900   23 
SomerSTAT       271,400     5      456,700     6        572,300     5        496,900  
TOTAL $2,329,100   27 $4,270,200   40 $10,717,300   81 $12,155,900 
Notes: SomerVIVA had three “language liaisons” on staff in FY2019, counted with the 7 Communications staff 
   
 More recently, since COVID, the city has ramped up the number and types of 
communications efforts both in the specific departments and in the line agencies.  There are now: 

• 94 social media accounts kept by city agencies and officers (not counting personal and 
political) 

• Some 50 periodic agency unit newsletters, many published in multiple languages; 
• 48 data sets in the Open Data system; 
• Multiple mechanisms of citizen “survey,” such as “Somer Voice.”   

 
 
 



 
The content of these communications ranges from emergency alerts and routine notices 

of meetings and events to humorous stories and cultural vignettes, intended to make citizens feel 
part of a happy family (countering the anomie of modern life).   

 
I am not aware that we have ever had a public policy discussion about whether to spend 

tax dollars on disseminating recipes (Council on Aging newsletter) or humorous descriptions of 
the latest city planning jargon vocabulary (Planning Division Torchlight). In light of recent City 
Council debates over the burdens of increasing sewer and water fees and other taxes, the lack of 
oversight of this frivolous media and “engagement” spending appears highly inconsistent.  

 
 The justification for the steady growth of city “spokespeople” and go-betweens may lie in 
the reality of loss of local newspapers and radio, which used to cover the city.  Citizens get their 
information in fragmented and haphazard ways and the city rightly has some responsibility to try 
to get out accurate and timely information.  
 
 Another theory that may justify some spending on communications that have the intent of 
making people feel included and valued in the community.  All “voices” should be heard and the 
methods of public engagement should be designed to insure that everybody is “comfortable.”  
The problem lies in how to balance these goals against a tendency to “dumb down” the content 
of communications.  For example, ResiSTAT used to present its annual updates of city agency 
performance at neighborhood meetings that resembled corporate board/share-holder 
presentations.  Agency heads spoke to an audience of citizens with slides and then in question 
and answers, everyone in the room heard the concerns of their neighbors and heard the responses 
given.  Today, ResiSTAT holds pizza parties in the parks, presumably allowing individuals to 
bring their concerns one by one to the agency heads and experts, who mingle in the crowd.  This 
presumably allows any precocious nine-year old to discuss zoning and mobility issues with the 
Mayor; but it insulates the citizen questions and agency answers from being heard by everyone 
and thus eliminates the aspect of audience-wide accountability. 
 
 In my opinion, this area of Communications, cutting across agency lines, would benefit 
greatly from a “performance budget” review.           
 
School custodians and groundskeepers in DPW– 12% and 17% increases 
 
 The only other department lines with substantial allowed growth in hiring are the 
groundskeepers and school custodians in the Department of Public Works.   This appears to 
reflect a policy decision that our fields, playgrounds and park spaces have had under-investment 
for too many years and now will be better maintained and up-graded.  This appears to be a 
positive choice. 
 
Equity and Belonging -- 50% less spending 
  
 A reduction of 50% of the allowed spending is proposed for this category, which appears 
to be a re-named title for the previous department of Racial and Social Justice.  This agency has 



been the subject of past oversight scrutiny for its record of slow performance and non-results.  It 
has also had persistent vacancies among the 10 previously authorized positions.   
 
 The City Council will need to ask careful questions about the rationale for this level of 
reduction in the Racial and Social Justice agency.    
 
Immigrant Advancement – 35% less spending 
 
 The reduction in spending proposed for this agency (also renamed from Immigrant 
Affairs), appears to involve the elimination of two or three positions that have been un-filled.   
 

The likely justification for this declining staff is that the demand for immigrant services 
has been slowing.  Nationally and throughout the Commonwealth, the numbers of new 
immigrants have fallen to nearly zero and many of the families already settled in Somerville 
have stabilized their situations and have less need for emergency services.  Like everyone else, 
they need routine services through the regular city departments, rather than specialized 
assistance.      
 
 Again, the City Council needs to ask careful questions about the situation of our 
immigrant neighbors and whether the department is fulfilling its purposes in an efficient way. 
 
Sustainability – 10.5% reduction in spending 
 
 This line shows a proposed reduction in authorized personnel spending from $816,000 to 
$683,000 – that is, the equivalent of one professional job.  Presumably, this involves a job 
category that has been vacant.  
 
Debt service – no increase or decrease 

 This line shows no increase or decrease, meaning that no change is projected in the city’s 
capital program for FY27.  It appears to signal that the city will not need to borrow any new 
money next year!!  
 

This is contradictory to the existing Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) and it appears odd 
in light of the current conditions of the finance markets.  Interest rates on bonds have been 
steadily increasing as the national economy becomes more unstable.  Any financial transaction 
that the city will engage in during FY27 will be more expensive.   
 
 The public has been led to understand that the project to reconstruct the Winter Hill 
School will be going forward in FY27.   A roll-over to long term funding the $35 million paid 
out for 90 Washington Street will need to take place.  Promises have also been made (implicitly 
but not explicitly) to the Arts community to carry out $14 million repairs to the Armory building.  
Similarly, Brickbottom residents were assured by OSPCD that the projects of Art Farm 
landscape and arts related improvements will be proceeding -- Art Farm has a projected $11 
million price-tag in the CPI. 
  



 It may be that by making no provision for increased debt service, the city administration 
wants to signal that the Winter Hill project will proceed by debt exclusion (a referendum 
question that will allow its bonding off-the budget).   If so, they should make a clear statement 
and presentation of what this will involve. 
 

Similarly, it seems that all other capital spending will be postponed to future years.  If 
this is the intention of the administration, they should state this forthrightly. 

 
 
 
APPENDIX: Comparison of FY25, FY26 and proposed FY27 budgets by category 
*Note: Category designation has changed from past years – there may be inconsistency in the numbers   

Budget line FY2025 FY2026 FY27 proposed 26/27 
 Salaries O&M Salaries O&M    
TOTAL Budget 360,048,000  380,076,000  (5,5%) 394,172,946   03.7% 
      
General Government   46,998,100   49,171,000     
--City clerk       1,283,429      307,310     1,090,879        298,976 -- 
--Executive admin.     1,111,100    163,600     1,120,130      110,600       954,635        111,650 -- 
--Information tech*     1,385,800 4,706,400     1,361,000   4,889,200     1,409,019     5,735,902    
--Communications     1,112,900    273,900      1,096,700      298,400     2,107,672        766,887 106% 
----City TV          344,104        94,645    
--Constituent services       1,601,684      145,850     1,673,459        163,450   04.5% 
--SomerStat          479,612        17,350        573,834          64,600   28% 
--Equity/Belonging*        910,200     231,800        770,500      157,200        356,454        104,450 (50%) 
--Law Department        942,000    676,900     1,035,800      646,900     1,072,409        609,555 -- 
--Human resources*     1,678,400     602,500     1,781,600      488,800      1,728,003        471,350 -- 
--Inspectional Services     3,572,400      586,800     3,891,500       615,300     3,426,033        140,308 (20%) 
        
Finance         4,158,560        837,850  
--Assess          720,276      332,047         743,841        315,350 -- 
--Audit       1,454,012      131,220     1,512,234        129,900 -- 
--Grants develop          289,238        23,000        254,507          21,750 -- 
--Procurement          721,345        28,700        753,688          27,750 -- 
--Treasurer/Collector          867,340     327,100        894,290        343,100 -- 
        
OSPCD         7,144,131     2,691,013  
--Housing     1,241,000    258,900     1,283,800      184,300     1,151,609          99,600 -- 
--Housing Stability       947,700    543,500     1,084,000      637,900      1,063,211        622,400 -- 
--Planning     1,205,500    270,000     1,174,900      348,400     1,295,206        307,700   05.1% 
--Economic Develop        977,200    315,600        926,400      414,600         861,821        360,650 -- 
--Mobility        763,000    395,000        782,000      513,500        813,826        461,225 -- 
--Public Space/Forestry        654,600    323,600        658,400      349,100        684,651        323,420 -- 
--Sustainability        830,800    363,300        816,200      323,800        683,354        323,420 (10.5%) 
        
Education 106,747,000 112,300,000 122,456,384   09.0% 
        
        
Public Safety   49,544,000   54,988,000 55,149,272   00.2% 
Police Department   17,425,600      609,700        20,279,000      636,700   20,136,017        748,725 -- 
--911 response     1,376,000 --     1,802,100 --     1,772,130  -- 
Fire Department   20,989,200      940,800   23,706,300   1,144,900   23,776,086     1,095,875 -- 
Fire Department         416,700    
Emergency Managem’t        182,100     105,500        244,500        95,300        253,604          89,800  
Parking     3,288,260   1,114,600     3,903,200   1,036,100     4,020,051     1,243,151  
        
Public Health        
--HHS     2,520,900      888,400    2,422,400       783,500    
----HHS admin*            562,682          91,639  



----Public health*            820,109        575,640  
----Human services         1,910,659        826,605  
--Council Aging        543,500      250,200      635,700      352,900        689,384        382,339   08.5% 
--SomerPromise        499,200      315,500       562,000      311,100    
--Community Wellness            999,483        649,571  
--Veterans        287,100      604,700       324,300      464,700    
--Immigrant Advance*     1,371,000    325,000     1,428,800      327,100     1,077,527            60,550 (35%) 
        
Public Works  41,199,300 41,528,000 43,520,544   04.8% 
--Buildings   1,910,170 11,142,300   2,120,600 11,270,800    
--Highway   3,082,400   1,466,200   3,593,800   1,356,500     3,890,199     1,404,466 07.6% 
--Administration   1,034,200      883,200   1,140,700      829,100     1,185,084        714,648 -- 
--Solid Waste --   9,230,600 --   9,841,000 --     9,846,090 -- 
--School custodians   2,939,700   1,400,000   2,854,300   1,500,000     3,210,621     1,595,024 12.4% 
--Grounds  1,557,600   1,732,700   1,775,700   1,722,745     2,131,804     1,972,881 17.3% 
        
Culture, Recreation        
Public Library    2,655,200    848,100     3,425,900    943,100     3,607,068        950,721 05.2% 
Parks/Recreation    1,813,900    539,400     1,856,800    598,000     1,873,578        578,365 -- 
Art and Culture          632,226    314,125         674,301        317,125  
        
Debt Service    21,706,100   22,670,000   22,596,170 -- 
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Subject: Re: Mayor Wilson Submits Proposed FY27 Budget |  Carnaval Postponed to June 14 | 

Celebrate the World Cup in Somerville
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Hi There, 
 
I have reviewed the budget, and appreciate everyone's hard work.  
 
Safety has to be more of an addressed issue with particular attention to Davis Square.  
With the recent escalator situation, I think it points to a "numbness" the community has developed to 
cope with frequent issues in the area. In memory of the man who perished - Steven McCluskey, I 
think a specific fund in his honor could help to jump start a city engagement project with the 
community. There has to be a presence. There should also be a memorial in his honor at the Davis 
Square T Station, so people don't forget they walked past a dying man and didn't help. 
 
 Did they think he was on fentanyl? How do we help a person OD'ing? For most people, it is a scary 
situation. I read today on Reddit that someone was attacked outside of Diesel. Again and again, 
these kind of stories keep coming up. In Central Square, they were going through the same thing, and 
started to bring a police/city presence to known areas, such as the 7-11 on Mass. Ave. Personally, I 
was chased by someone at 7-11 when I went to the post office & returned to my parking spot in front 
of 7-11. Since then, I've noticed a police cruiser parked out front, and no one hangs out there 
anymore. People will hang around where it seems neglected.  
 
The other areas in the budget that I noticed were a disconnect from some of the data, such as renters 
(myself included) bearing a cost most of Massachusetts doesn't. I'd like to see relief funds, or 
scholarships funded by developers and big employers, giving back to the community. This is also a 
young area, and I think it would be great to plug into the energy and vibrancy of the community with 
civic engagement opportunities. People often say they are lonely, so block parties by square might be 
a nice mix & mingle event, more personal than the larger ones.  
 
I've lived here for 30 years, and those are my thoughts!  
 
Thanks very much, 
Rachel Cunningham  
 
 
 
On Friday, June 5, 2026 at 05:30:48 PM EDT, City of Somerville <resistat@somervillema.gov> wrote:  
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From: Abby Hare 
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Dear Members of the City Council, 

I am writing to urge you to ground the FY27 school budget discussion in the district’s own student outcome 
data and to ensure that the final budget reflects both demonstrated need and the School Committee’s voted 
priorities. 

The most recent MCAS results for Somerville show that only about one-third of students in grades 3–8 are 
meeting or exceeding expectations in both English Language Arts (39%) and Mathematics (33%). In other 
words, roughly 60–67% of students are not at grade level, with about 30% of students in math not meeting 
expectations at all and many more only partially meeting them. These results reflect widespread and persistent 
unfinished learning across the district. 

This data does not align with recent public statements suggesting that staffing levels included in the Mayor’s 
proposed budget are sufficient as currently structured. When a majority of students are not meeting grade-level 
expectations, it is difficult to reconcile that framing with actual academic outcomes. The district’s recent receipt 
of a Springboard grant further underscores this reality. The Massachusetts Department of Elementary and 
Secondary Education awarded the grant based on criteria prioritizing districts demonstrating a clear need for 
English Language Arts and literacy support. In other words, the same state agency that reviews our student 
performance data has identified Somerville as needing additional literacy intervention. While the grant provided 
valuable short-term support this spring at East Somerville Community School, it was limited in scope and 
duration. The underlying need remains and requires sustained investment in trained interventionists and 
special education staff. 

Students who are significantly below grade level require sustained, targeted intervention delivered by trained 
educators. Strengthening Tier 1 instruction is important and appropriate, but it is not sufficient on its own to 
address the scale of learning gaps reflected in this data. Interventionists and special education co-teaching 
positions are essential components of a multi-tiered system of supports, particularly in a district where many 
students continue to require additional help to access grade-level content. 

Interventionists typically work with students who do not have IEPs but are struggling academically and need 
additional small-group instruction. Each interventionist generally supports roughly 36 students at a time, 
making these positions one of the most efficient ways to provide meaningful support to a large number of 
children. The School Committee specifically added these positions because of their potential to improve 
outcomes for students who need extra help before they fall further behind. 

The School Committee recognized this when it voted to approve a budget that included six additional 
interventionist and special education co-teaching positions. These positions were included because they are a 
necessary response to documented student need, not an optional enhancement. 

At the same time, this year’s budget process has revealed a broader structural issue that has created 
confusion in the community about how final budget decisions are made. This is the first budget cycle under 
Somerville’s new City Charter, and it is occurring alongside the fact that Chapter 329 of the Acts of 1987—
previously supported by the City Council but not ultimately enacted—has not yet been implemented. As a 
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result, there is significant uncertainty among families about how to interpret the relationship between the 
School Committee’s voted budget and the Mayor’s proposed budget, and what authority the City Council has 
to reconcile differences between the two. That lack of clarity has only heightened concern that School 
Committee decisions may not meaningfully shape final appropriations. 

Regardless of one’s position on the specific six positions, there should be concern when the elected body 
charged with educational policy makes funding decisions through a public process—reviewing data, hearing 
from educators and families, and voting on priorities—only for those decisions to be excluded from the final 
proposal without a clear and transparent mechanism for reconciliation. The result is a process that leaves 
families uncertain whether their participation and the School Committee’s votes carry meaningful weight. 

This is precisely why many elected officials previously supported reform. Last year, the City Council 
unanimously voted in favor of amendments to Chapter 329 of the Acts of 1987 before they were ultimately 
vetoed and never took effect. Those amendments would give the City Council the option—not the obligation—
to use the School Committee’s budget figure when it conflicts with the Mayor’s proposal, creating a clearer and 
more transparent process for resolving exactly the kind of disagreement we are now facing. 

Whatever happens with the FY27 budget, this moment highlights the need to revisit that reform. I respectfully 
urge the City Council to both ensure that the final budget reflects the School Committee’s approved priorities, 
including the six interventionist and special education positions, and to bring forward and adopt the proposed 
amendments to Chapter 329 of the Acts of 1987 so that future budget cycles are governed by a clearer and 
more accountable process. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 
Abby Hare 
Ward 3 
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Madalyn Letellier
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Dear City Council, 
 
I am very troubled by the fact that the budget submitted by our school committee in Somerville was not 
what was then submitted by Mayor Wilson for approval.  Schools are not the place we should be 
skimping on resources.  Teachers and support staff are already stretched thin and the school committee 
understands this—-which is why the approved funding for an additional 6 positions.   
 
It is concerning and rather authoritarian that 1 elected official can override the work of many after careful 
deliberation.  This is why it is important that  the city also adopts chapter 329 of the acts of 1987.  This 
allows you, the city council, to hear and act on the voices of many instead of one.   
 
I understand the budgetary concerns of the city.  But perhaps you shift your perspective from one of 
should we fund this to—there is a need let’s figure out how we fund it.  With all of the development and 
private investment in Somerville surely there is a way to raise capital.  
 
Thank you for your time. 
 
Kathleen Froehlich, Ward 3, Kennedy Parent  
 
 
Kathleen Flynn Froehlich 
she/her/hers 
Work email:  
Somerville Community Growing Center:   
phone:  
 
 
 **Please know that I honor and respect boundaries around personal time, well-being, caretaking, and 
rest. Should you receive correspondence from me during a time you are engaging in any of the above, 
please protect your time and wait to respond until you are next working or in front of a computer. 
Prioritize joy, not email, when and where you can.  
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Madalyn Letellier

From: Cat Coleman 
Sent: Tuesday, June 9, 2026 8:56 PM
To: Mayor's Office
Cc: All City Council; Public Comments
Subject: Comments about FY27 budget
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Hello, 
I am writing to express my disappointment about the layoffs that just occurred and the future layoffs 
happening later this year.  
 
I've faced layoffs a few times before and I know how discouraging, infuriating, and depressing it can feel 
to go through them. It's especially worse when you look at the data and see that businesses who make 
cuts to their staff may see brief, short-term improvements in their financial situations but in the long 
term, it is damaging to financial success and performance.  
 
I hate to use the word "business" to refer to the running of a city but since America insists on it for every 
institution regardless of whether it is supposed to be profitable or not, I use it now to say that layoffs are 
not going to solve the problem. You are alienating the remaining staff and frankly the City's residents as 
well.  
 
I am tired of union-busting. I am tired of empty promises. I am tired of the same old condescension from 
those in power. I think we can do better. I urge you to reconsider the layoff decisions. 
 
Thank you for your time 
 
Sincerely,  
Cat C. (They/Them) 
Somerville resident, ward 7 
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Madalyn Letellier

From: Andres Bueno 
Sent: Wednesday, June 10, 2026 10:58 AM
To: Public Comments
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Subject: Pubic Comment from Somerville Community Land Trust Regarding FY 27 Budget 

Proposal
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Dear Mayor Wilson, 
 
Somerville Community Land Trust (SCLT) is a community-based non-profit that develops permanently 
affordable housing for working families in Somerville, who would otherwise be priced out of our 
community. Our mailing address at 337 Broadway, Somerville, MA 02145. SCLT stewarded-properties 
are community-controlled and include: 7 Summer Street in Union Square, 12 Pleasant Avenue in 
Prospect Hill, 297 Medford Street in Gilman Square and 14-16 Sewall Street in Winter Hill. 
 
We are writing in regard to the FY 27 budget proposal for the City of Somerville and we first want to thank 
you for your commitment to preventing displacement of residents via organizing, legal services, rental 
assistance, and the Municipal Voucher Program. 
 
We urge the City to invest in long-term solutions to the affordable housing crisis by continuing to allocate 
funds into the Affordable Housing Trust Fund and the Early Action Acquisition Fund. The Early Acquisition 
Fund helps affordable housing developers purchase land and buildings and preserve our existing 
affordable homes in Somerville. This Early Acquisition Fund empowered SCLT and Just A Start to acquire 
297 Medford Street and leverage the City's Affordable Housing Overlay to create 50 new homes in a 100% 
permanently affordable building in Gilman Square! 
 
We also urge the City Council to approve the Mayor’s request for $1,000,000 to a new Housing 
Stabilization Fund! This fund would prevent homelessness and residents via rental assistance, legal 
services, and more. The money came from community benefits funds paid by developers in Union 
Square! 
 
Thank you, 
 
Andres 

 
--  
Andrés Bueno 
Community Engagement Manager 
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 and help build community stability! 
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Madalyn Letellier

From: Elyse Best 
Sent: Wednesday, June 10, 2026 2:41 PM
To: Public Comments
Subject: Public Comment for June 11th meeting
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To the Honorable City Council,  

I am writing as an individual resident and not in any official capacity.  

I want to express my deep disappointment that the final budget did not include the six student-support 
positions (interventionists and special education/co-teaching supports) identified by the Somerville 
School Committee as necessary to meet student needs. It appears that months of discussion and 
planning regarding interventionists, expansion of co-teaching, and student-support staffing were not 
reflected in the final budget, despite the School Committee’s affirmative vote to approve a budget that 
included these positions.  

The School Committee specifically voted to include six additional student-support positions: special 
education teachers to expand co-teaching, and interventionists to provide targeted academic support. 
Interventionists typically work with students who do not have IEPs but are struggling academically and 
need additional small-group instruction. The Somerville School Committee included these positions 
because of their demonstrated potential to improve outcomes for students who need the support before 
they fall further behind.  

These positions were intended to strengthen support for students who need additional assistance but do 
not currently have an Individualized Education Program (IEP), as well as to expand co-teaching and 
academic intervention. It is unclear how this voted and approved recommendation was ultimately 
not reflected in the final budget process.  

Education is not a luxury. It is a fundamental right and a basic public responsibility. Supports that help 
children succeed should not be optional, particularly when they are designed to reach students who are 
already struggling. The students most affected by this decision are often those facing multiple barriers to 
learning, and they deserve the same opportunity to thrive as every other child. Why are they being let 
down?  

When schools lack adequate support staff, the consequences extend beyond individual students. 
Teachers are asked to do more with fewer resources; families receive less support, and children who 
need intervention may wait longer to receive it. These delays in services can have serious impacts on 
student well-being and academic progress.  

It is especially troubling that a city that values equity and inclusion would leave identified educational 
needs unmet. The burden of these decisions often falls most heavily on families already facing barriers, 
including disability, poverty, language access challenges, immigration-related fears, or limited familiarity 
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with the educational system. Some families may also hesitate to raise concerns when they fear being a 
burden to the system.  

These positions are not extras. They are part of the infrastructure that allows students to access their 
education, remain engaged in learning, and receive support before challenges become crises. Investing 
in early intervention is both educationally sound and fiscally responsible.  

Without alignment under Chapter 329 of the Acts of 1987, there is a risk that identified educational needs 
may not be fully carried through into the budget process. As a result, the School Committee’s 
approved request and vote for six student-support positions was essentially nullified and not included in 
the final budget. This raises serious concerns about how educational priorities are translated into 
funding decisions, particularly for students who are most vulnerable and raises concerns about whether 
the city is fulfilling its obligations under the implicit social contract around public education.  

Children’s rights are not merely policy preferences; they are fundamental to a just society. Federal law, 
including the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), guarantees students with disabilities a 
free appropriate public education and the supports necessary to access it.  

These principles are also reflected in widely recognized international human rights standards, which 
affirm the rights of children and persons with disabilities to education, inclusion, development, and 
equal opportunity.  

Relevant provisions include Articles 2, 3, 6, 12, 23, 28, and 29 of the Convention on the Rights of the 
Child; Article 24 of the Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities; and Articles 2, 7, 8, 26, and 
29 of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights.  

Full texts are available here:  

Convention on the Rights of the Child  
https://www.ohchr.org/en/instruments-mechanisms/instruments/convention-rights-child  

Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities  
https://www.un.org/development/desa/disabilities/convention-on-the-rights-of-persons-with-
disabilities.html  

Universal Declaration of Human Rights  
https://www.un.org/en/about-us/universal-declaration-of-human-rights  

While these instruments are not binding on local budget decisions, they provide an important ethical 
framework that reinforces the responsibility of communities to ensure equitable access to education, 
and that means supporting students who are struggling and deserve the opportunity be and feel 
supported.  

I am also concerned about whether current staffing levels are sufficient to meet all students’ educational 
and special education needs. Under IDEA, school districts are responsible for ensuring that 
services required in a student’s IEP are delivered. If staffing shortages interfere with service delivery, 
students may not be receiving the support to which they are legally entitled. This is especially concerning 
for students who require evaluation or additional support but have not yet been identified.  

Budget decisions reflect community priorities. When student-support positions are left unfunded, the 
impact is borne by children, families, educators, and the broader community. It is difficult to see 
decisions that were discussed and recommended by the School Committee not reflected in 
the final budget.  
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I urge the City Council to adopt Chapter 329 of the Acts of 1987 so that identified educational needs 
receive meaningful consideration in the budget process and to support the inclusion of the six student-
support positions that were voted on and included in the School Committee’s approved budget but not 
reflected in the final budget.  

Our children deserve better. A lot better. Their education, development, and ability to participate fully in 
school should remain at the center of our collective priorities. We OWE it to them.  

Sincerely,  

Elyse Best  

Ward 3  
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Madalyn Letellier

From: Derrick Rice 
Sent: Wednesday, June 10, 2026 2:47 PM
To: All City Council; Public Comments
Subject: [FY27 budget public comment] Reduce patrol officer staffing by 3, per staffing study

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

This email is from an external source. Use caution responding to it, opening attachments or clicking links. 

 

The following is a written version of a public comment I intend to deliver verbally, but with more detail 
than I could provide within 2 minutes, as well as citations. 
 
The following is quoted from the police department staffing study completed in late 2023: 
 

“It is important to consider public safety best practices when considering the appropriate 
staffing levels for a police department. The project team analyzed data on SPD’s call 
volume to help understand the City’s police response needs. Based on this analysis, there 
is an opportunity for a limited reduction in patrol staffing. Minimum staffing could be 
reduced from seven officers per shift to six without impacting the officers’ ability to 
respond to reactive calls for service, as well as proactively address public safety issues 
and cultivate relationships with the community.” 
 
“Reducing minimum staffing from seven officers per shift to six would allow the City to 
decrease its patrol staffing by approximately three positions.” 

 
Again, those are the words from the city’s own staffing study. Reduce patrol shifts from seven to six, 
reducing total patrol officer staff by three positions. 
 
That study was a direct response to community and city council demands to reduce police staffing in 
2021, but has accomplished nothing except to maintain the status quo. (More on that, below.) 
 
So here we are in a budget crunch. Municipal employees working on DEI efforts were laid off in the 
middle of unionizing. Our public educators and parents had to fight to get a level-service budget for our 
schools, and are still being denied the six special education specialists that the school committee 
formally requested. 
 
According to experts whose advice we paid for, police patrol shifts are overstaffed by 16%. There 
are vacancies in the police department. The police department has money that could be used to help 
students or keep city hall employees working for the community. 
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Instead, the city is in a hurry to spend over $450k a year for body worn cameras, including a new police 
officer position and giving the police a 2% raise for the inconvenience of wearing the devices. I urge you 
to cut the body-worn camera funding. 
 
I also urge you to cut the equivalent of 3 Patrol Officer positions from the SPD budget.  This is 
consistent with the staffing study completed in 2023. It is consistent with the staffing analysis done by 
Councilor Neidergang in 2021. It is not radical or unreasonable; it is what evidence supports. The time for 
deliberation has long passed. 
 
PS We still don’t have civilian oversight of the police. It’s been six years since it was promised. 
 
♢ The History leading up to the SPD Staffing and Operations Study ♢ 
 
The SPD Staffing was funded in 2021 and completed November 2023. 
 
Why did the city conduct this study? 

 Because in 2021, 29 of my neighbors and I collaborated to research the history of police non-
reform in Somerville. The conclusion of our research was presented to the Finance Committee 
and showed that there were 20 years of recommendations for civilianization and staffing changes 
that had very limited uptake by the police department. 

 Because Councilor Neidergang did his own analysis and determined that police patrol staffing 
was excessive and could be cut back in favor of proactive public safety measures. He laid out his 
argument in great detail, and presented that to this council and the police department. 

In response to these evidence-based demands to reduce our spending on armed police, the police 
department and administration proposed yet another study. They claimed it would take 6 months, and 
would not delay re-imagining public safety. My coauthors and I publicly criticized this as a delay tactic. 
We knew, and said then, that the study would take more than 6 months. It took two years. 
 
Two years to come up with recommendations that reinforced what we had heard from studies in the prior 
two decades. 
 
Two years to come to the conclusion that Councilor Niedergang was more right than he knew. 
 
Two years to hope that we would stop paying attention. 
 
♢ Sources ♢ 

 SPD Staffing and Operations Analysis. Funded 2021, Completed November 2023. Quote taken 
from the Executive Summary. 
https://somervillema.legistar.com/MeetingDetail.aspx?ID=1139675&GUID=D90E5470-5314-
4919-9FC0-AD7188DC9714  

 Item #211257 from M 
Niedergang:  https://somervillema.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=13087590&GUID=5DB5591E
-E85A-40D9-9667-7D7E6D098F18 
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 May 21, 2025 Presentation to Finance Committee: 
https://somervillema.legistar.com/MeetingDetail.aspx?ID=1210709&GUID=8235991A-AF1B-
451D-BE9F-1F0B7CB2073B&Options=info|&Search= 

 Slide can be downloaded here: 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1jM3Roek8f18C4PBdfTp_G48cAYJMwAG-/view?usp=sharing 

If you have any questions about these sources or their sources, please reach out. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Derrick Rice (he/him) 

 




