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Portland Public Schools

MISSION: Assuring that all students are learning for their future

This comprehensive elementary facilities plan seeks to act on our vision for
elementary schools in the twenty-first century. The goal of the plan is to
achieve equity in establishing learning environments that provide equal
educational opportunities for all students. Flexible by design, it lays out a plan
to establish anchor schools throughout our city. The plan will be adapted as
needed over the years to accommodate changing conditions in Portland.

Much of plan embodies the best thinking and builds on the findings of the
Elementary Program Facilities Committee and the Elementary Facilities Task
Force. Since 1998, the community has been invited to engage in conversations
to determine how to best meet the challenges of improving the elementary
facilities.
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Elementary Facilities Chronology
Semple & Drane Architects perform an Elementary Facilities Study.

Ad Hoc Steering Committee formed to study various aspects of elementary programs
and facilities. Their charge is to coordinate and facilitate the elementary program and
facilities planning process from a systematic focus/point of view.

Ad Hoc Steering Committee presents their Elementary Program Facilities Report to
the School Committee

Elementary Facilities Task Force (EFTF) is formed. This group is made up of School
Committee members, a City Councilor, a Planning Board member, parents, city
administration, and school staff. Their charge is to finalize a Comprehensive
Elementary Facilities plan that provides strategic planning on prioritized order for
elementary sites, and develop a cost-effective construction program that identifies
funding sources.

EFTF hires an architectural/engineering firm to evaluate elementary facilities and
develop a facilities plan. The firm (Semple & Drane) begins work on school
evaluations and continues throughout 1999, simultaneously updating the previous
facilities study that they had done in 1994-1995.

Semple & VDrane present to the EFTF and general public an in-depth review of the
existing conditions found in the elementary facilities.

Two-Day Community Workshop to help provide larger community input into the
planning process.

EFTF develops a number of options that are presented to the School Committee and
the community. Public comment is gathered.

EFTF releases a final report that recommends replacement/renovation of all
elementary schools.

“3 X 3 Committee” is formed, which consists of three School Committee member and
three City Councilors. Their charge is to finalize a Comprehensive Elementary
Facilities plan that provides strategic planning on prioritized order for elementary
sites, and develop a cost-effective construction program that identifies funding
sources.

Public Meetings take place to inform and solicit feedback from parents and the general
public regarding the 3 X 3 Committee’s two-pronged strategy to revitalize the
elementary school infrastructure. The strategy is to submit thirteen CIP project
applications to the State in July 2001, and in the meantime, 3X 3 members will also
work on a possible referendum proposal for Riverton and Longfellow; referendum
fails to receive City Council approval.

Thirteen CIP applications are submitted to the State.
The State construction list will be released.

Community Conversations on Comprehensive Elementary Facilities Plan
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Assumptions Governing the Reconfiguration Plan

+ Muiti-year plan based on decision-making factors: fiscal capacity,
enroliment trends, and educational mandates

+ Flexible plan to be reviewed and adjusted as new information becomes
available, decision-making factors change, and educational programming
options are explored

+ Reduce the current number of facilities

+ Consolidate students wherever possible

+ Limit redistricting

+ Maintain neighborhood integrity

¢ Acknowledge fiscal capacity for construction and operating costs

+ Maximize state funding

+ Minimize leased space for students during construction

+ Timeline based on the May 2002 list of priority schools for replacement
and/or renovation provided by the state

+ Acknowledge shrinking enroliments
¢+ Limit school size

¢ Provide adequate program sites (FLS, ESL, Sped, etc.) and limit out of
district movement by these groups




Elementary Facilities Timeline

BUNDLE 1 Jack/(Adams) and Riverton

2004 Referendum $11,000,000

Jack 395 students State funded Renovated or New
(Adams) Close school - students to attend Jack

Riverton 446 students Local funded Renovated

Revisit future phases of the reconfiguration plan. Examine enroliment trends, fiscal capacity,
educational mandates, and educational programming options

BUNDLE 2 _ Clifford/(West), Hall, and Reiche

2006 Referendum $17,800,000

Clifford 345 students State funded Renovated or New
(West) Close school - students to attend Clifford

Hall 342 students State funded Renovated or New
Reiche 462 students Local funded Renovated

Revisit future phases of the reconfiguration plan. Examine enroliment trends, fiscal capacity,
educational mandates, and educational programming options

BUNDLE 3 Baxter/(Presumpscot), Lyseth, and Longfellow

2008 Referendum $22,100,000

Baxter 455 students State funded Renovated or New
(Presumpscot) Close school - students to attend Baxter

Lyseth 514 students State funded Renovated or New
Longfeliow 373 students Local funded 'Renovated

- Island Schools
Cliff Island 10 students Revolving Renovation Fund $300,000
Peaks Island 60 students Revolving Renovation Fund  $1,800,000




Elementary Facilities Bundling - Concept Plan

PLAN A (Assumes State funding for Clifford and Baxter Projects)

2004

- Jack/(Adams) Clifford/(West) Baxter/(Presumpscot)
Riverton Hall Lyseth
Reiche Longfellow
$11,000,000 $17.800,000 | $22,100,000

PLAN B {Assumes State funding for Clifford Project only)

Jack/(Adams) Baxter/(Presumpscot) Clifford/{West)

Riverton Lyseth Hall
Longfellow Relche

$11.,000,000 $22,100,000 $17.,800,000

Isla.  .chools - Revelving Renovation Funding



Elementary Construction Project Concept Plan
Plan - A (Mainland Schools) - Most Optimistic State Funding Scenerio

]
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Rating Cycle 2001-02 Rating Cvcle 2003-04 Rating Cycle 2005-06 Rating Cycle 2007-08 Rating Cyelfe 2009-10
2002 2003 2004 2005 2008 2007 2008 2008 2018 2011
Prolect Sequencing
School/Ranking # Students
Jack/Adams 350-400 9,000,000 |
Riverton 400-450 2,000,000 e e}
Clifford/Waest/Hall 700-800 14,400,000 |
Rsiche 450.500 3,400,000 |
Baxter/Presump/Lyseth 750-850 15,800,000 |
Longfellow 350-400 . 6,300,000 ——emmenee]
3000-3400
11,000,000 Ref#1 17,800,000 Ref#2. 22,100,000 Ref #3

Annuai Debt Service Funding 0
Jack/Adams State 722,183 722,183 722,183 722183 722,183 722,183 722,183
Riverton Renovation RRF 140,000 140,000 140,000 140,000 140,000 140,000 140,000
Clifford/\West/Hail State ' 1,185493 - 1,155403 1,155493 1,155,493 1,155,493
Reiche Renovation RRF/Logal 242,097 242,097 242097 242,097 242,097
Baxter/Presump/Lyseth State 1,267,833 1,267,833 1,267,833
Longfellow Renovation RRF/Local 474,801 474,801 474 801
D/S State Projects 722,183 722183 1,877,877 1877677 3145509 3145509 3,145,509

- State Share 34,881 34,881 90,692 80,692 1,145,508 1,145,508 1,145,509

- Local Share 687,302 687,302 1,786,985 1,786,985 2,000,000 2,000,000 2,000,000
D78 Local Projects 140,000 140,000 382,097 3B2,097 856,898 856,898 856,898
Total Local D/8 827,302 827,302 2,180,082 2,169,082 2,356,888 2,848,858 2,356,808
Notes/Assumptions;
El tary enrolimant daalines to approximately 3000 by 2005 and rsmains censtant

Financing = 20 year bonds @ 5.0%

State debt service subsidy rute (bafora circuit brasker) = 4.83%

Dabt service subsidy cirsult breaker = .49 mit

State adjusted propatty valuation = $4.1 billlon

Clroult bramker tripped at approximately $25 mililon In stete approved projscts
Maximum local share of debt sevice cost on state approvad projects = $2.0 million
RRF-Revolving Renovation Funding » $3.0 miiflen maximumy/site (No intersat 40 yenr loan with 30% forgivan)
New construetion = Jack/Adams,Clifferd/Wast/Hall, Bexter/Presumpscot/Lyssth
Renovation = Relchs,Longfaliow,Rivarion

New construction cost = 128aq fi/student x $140/ag ft (State Standard)

Projact cost shown In year of referandum/debt service paymants start following year
New construction ailow 2.5 years from refersndum approvel {)

|=1=l— = F=T=]= T =TT T =TT T ] - |

0 1,155,493
0 32007
0 1267833
0 264801
1}

0 2423326
0 423326
{l 2,000,000
0 296898
0 2,296,898

2026

1,155,493
32,007
1,267,833
264,801

2,423,326
423326
2,000,000
296,898
2,296,398

]

027

|

1,267,823
264,801

1,267,833
61,236
1,206,597
264,801
1,471,397

2028

1,267,833
264,801

1,267,833
61,236
1,208,597
264,801
1,471,387

-t

9,000,600
2,000,000
14,400,000
3,400,000
15,800,000
6,300,000

50,800,600

62,910,188
19,548 422
43,381,766
11,637,951
84,899,718

Revised §/20/02



Elementary Construction Project Concept Plan
Plan-B (Mainland Schools) — Least Optimistic State Funding Scenario

f
Rating Cvcle 200102 Rating Cveie 2003-04 Rating Cycie 2005-08 Rating Cvcle 2007-08 Rating Cycle 2008-10  |[]
2002 2003 2004 2008 2068 2007 2008 2009 2010 - 201 0 2024 2025 2028 2027 2028 Total
Proiect Sequencing
8cheal/Renking # Studonts . m
JackiAdams 350-400 9,000,000 | 1] 8,000,000
Riverton 400-260 2,000,000 e sreermeeed] | ] 2,000,000
Baxter/Prasump/Lyseth 700-800 15,800,000 | ] 15,800,000
Longfeliow 350-400 B30 e e | f 8,300,000
Clifford/\West/Hall 700-80G 14,400,000 (I [ 14,400,000
Reiche . 450-500 3,400,000 e e o 3,400,000
3000-3400 ] N
11,000,000 Ref #1 22,100,000 Ref#2 17,800,000 Ref#3 1 50,900,000
Annug] Dabt Service Funding ) m
Jack/Adams State 72,183 722,183 722,183 722183 722183 722,183 722183 [1 722483
Riverion Renovation Local 180,485 160,485 160,485 160,485 180,485 160,485 180,485 [] 160,485
Baxter/Prasump/Lyseth Loosl S 1,267,833 1,267,833 1,267,833 1,267,833 1,267,833 {] 1,267,833 1,267,833 1,267,833
Longfeiiow Renovation Lacal 505,528 E05,528 505528 505528 505828 [I sS0s528 505528 505528
Clifford/West/Hall Stats : 1155488 1,155483 1,155483 [ 1155488 1,185483 1,155493 1,155483 1,155,493
Reiche Renovation Looal ) 272825 272825 272825 1 272825 272825 272825 272825 272,825
D/S State Projects 722,183 722,183 722,183 722183 1877677 1877677 1,877,677 0 1877677 1,155483 1,1554%3 1,155,403 1,155,493 37,553,531
- State Share 34,881 34,881 34,881 34,881 €0,692 0,692 80,692 ] 90,692 £5,810 %810 55,810 55810 1,813,836
- Local Share €87,302 687,302 ea7.3m 657,302 1786885 1,788985 1,786,985 0 1,786985 1,090683 1,000683 1,000,683 1,080,683 35,739,605
D/8 Local Projects ; 160,485 160485 1933848 1,933,848 2,206,671 2208671 2208671 [ 2,206,671 2048188 2,046,186 212825 272825 44,133,423
Totat Local DIS 847,787 847,787 2,621,148 2,821,148 3,993,866 3,893,666 3,903,856 [| 3,993,666 3,145,889 3,145,869 1,372,508 1,372,508 | 79,873,118
te: ons: .o
Bi tary il daclines te approximately 3000 by 2005 and remains constant

Financing = 20 yswr bands @ 5.0%
State debt service subuidy rate (befors ciroult breaksr) = 4.83%

Dabt ssrvice aubsidy clrcult breaker = .49 mil

State ndjuated property valustion = $4.1 bifflon

Clrouk brasker tripped at appreximately $25 miillon In state approved projects

Maxdrnum local share of delit ssvice cost on state approved projects = $2.0 milllen

RRP-Revolving Rencvation Munding = $2.C million maximum/aite (No intarast 10 year loan with 30% forgiven)

New construction » Jack/Adama,Clifford \Waest/Hall,B pacatLyssth

Renovation = Relchwe,Langfsllow,Riverton

New construction cost = 1288q fYstudent x $140/aq ft (Stats Standard)

Prajuct cost shown in yewr of refarendum/dsts asrvies payments start fellowing year

New conatruction allow 2.8 years fram refarsndum SPPIEVA] { semmaereems ) . Rovised /2002

.



