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“Foreword:

R Y

\
During recent years, the change from increasing to declining enrollment - .

pattems has caused a growing concemn among educators a;wd facility planners,

This nation-wide trend has been effected largely through such factors as planned ‘
parenthood, b‘irfh control measures, and changes in societal values, All of these
“factors have caused enrolIments to shrink ‘drasfically at the lower and middle

grades, and is gradually“affecting upper grade levels.

-

e
In fhe Highline School District we have witnéssed this change in pogulafion

by age level and have felt the éecrease in the elemenfary, and to some degree
- /

,fhe junior high, enrollment. Highline has had to contend with another ,fac.for--r

/

.,

airport expansion, ) ( ™

4

Durmg the past decade, the Seoﬂle-Tacoma\Aurporf located in fhe«eenfer

. of the nghlme School District, hqs expanded its facnlmes and "clear zone"
\

property to include several hundred homes. This in tum has led to furfher decline
\ b3 L]

in enroliment in the schools, parhculcrly those nearest the curport. Fur}b'e'r
. \/

Qz,

airport expansion will continue to reduce the number of students enrolled in the
. . /

Highline School District over the next several years, oo f
Because of these factors and the available space in school buildings, it
. .
. N, .
becomes evident that very careful and complete planning is required to meet the

challenge of declining enrollment and the needs of students, parents, staff and
B *
RN
other taxpayers of the community.

-

It is with this background that the study was undertaker, N

7" Robert D, Sealey

»

. Superintendent
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tions section of the Report of the Task Force

s

on Declining Farollment was updated in November, 1975 by

Dr. James 4nm°ngs and Dr. Doyle Wintet.

The burposé of fhe‘u;wkewx to use October 1, 1975 enrollrﬁenfl

-figures to revise the School Facility Evaluatidn' Matrix (Table #1)

e -

located on page 30 of this report. In addition, actual costs for the

1974-75 school year were'used’ as'well as projected costs for the.

-

1975-76 school year, - | : A ’
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- " ) ' TASK FORCE - _ENROLLMEN/I DECLINE

Introduction .-

>

Purpose of the Task Force Study

The purpose of this Task Force was to sfudy the programs and Facnlmes as they
relate to the erirollment declme of the Highline School District. Specnflcglly, the '
g Task Force was to: 1) esfabllsh criteria for identifying facilities where changes should ‘ .
be corisidered; 2) identify and prioritize alternatives for use of excess classroom space,
or entire buildings, and 3) assess the needs of the communQ/, identify rhe~groups that
would be affected and suggest ways for involving them in providing input prior to the
determination of uses of space. The final task was to establish procedures in'which the -
.above criteria and alfemc:fives could be.applied consistently and objectively to all
: facilities where enrgllmenf c}ecline st;ggesf? space will become available. ; ~

\dentification of Need for Task Force . B

School districts in nearly all areas of the United States have for years been
geared fo meeting demands for addmg facilities resulting }rom steady i mcreasmg

enrollmenfs

Al .

- The Hiéhline- School District reached a peak enroliment of 30,843 students in
. re‘gular programé, - 12 dunng the 1967-68 sghool year.* The dechne in enrol!menr
which began in 1968-69 has continued until October 1st, 1974, when 24,091 students
were enrolled. The decling durmg this seven-year penod represenfs 6 732 students or

21.9%. Approximately 92% of the decline has been, in elemenfary schools (6,207);

the junior hlghs are beginning to show & decline (691) while the senior hlghs have
shown a slight increase (146) os the peak enrollment moves through the grade.levels.
To further illlustrafe this pc;rfer;\ of decline, dufing the 1967-48 school Ayeai' only five
elementary schools had enrollments of less than 400 students with two schools havir;‘g
ehrollments of less than 300 students. As of October Ist, 1974 the Hkighline District '
had 24 el;amenrary schools operating with enrollments of less than 400 studenits, 13 of

these having less than'300 students. Enroltment is expected to continue to decline

e

until 1980 when approximately 17,000 students are projected for the Hiéh.line District.




V4

7

‘ schools and then to develop a procedure for mcorporahng rhese factors when considering

be considered. ~ ) : ’ -

.

‘An Educationa!_ Facilities Laboratories publicotion entitled -Fewer Pupils/

Surplus Spoce indicates that, nationwide, elementory enrollments (K -8) peoked in
1970 with secondary enrollments peaking in 1874, Highline's pattern is consrfe)nf ’
with the notional trend, but is approximately three years in odvance of the nahonal
Fugures (peak elementary enrollmenf 1967; “peak secondary enrollmenf ]969) ‘

What the total school dlsrncr population will be after 1980 is o matter of con-

’-

;ecfure but the three lajesf projections by fbe United States Census Bureau oll indicate

4

some growth after 1980. «

- .
’ The Highline District expects to face continuous decline until at least 1980 when
J

it is anticipated that elementary school enrollments will turn around and begin a modest
increase. This should leod to a period oF enrollment stability within fhe nghlme '

District in the 1980s. . . .

. ' \ i L M )
Limitations of Task Force Study , = T i : ’
{ B ) -

x

The Task Force has limifed itself to the srudy of factors related to enrollment,
X
facilities, costs, alternative uses of facilities an commumfy involvement. The task

was to identify as many factors as possible which should be considered in assessing .

change There was no arrempf to recommend mdlvudual schools in which _chonges should .
|

Because régreafesr decline in enrollment has been at the elementory level, the
emphasis for developing o prqcess of assessing schools has been at thot level. The dofa *~ =+~
for junior highs and senior highs will be collected by staff at a fter date.

o . ’ .
- s
g P | ) S -

L

Background of the Study )
— P .o M .

ate that groflvfh have,had a ge@y positive and predlcrable
: v \

\ e




\ /
impact on the commumfy ~~new schools were built, overcrowded condmons wege

relleved programs and personnel grew, and new cenfevs for community activities,

pride ond nelghborhood identification were creafed Tb,e décisions which may be

required in response to an enrollment decline are new experrences, are more complex,

ond tend to be seen as having neganve impact on the communufy A decrslon to /
A :
. close a school, for example, “based on rahonal cosf-savmg mrlnogemenf procedures /

only, may have long-term effects on the "personollry" -of a nelghborhood the s

“development of the community, and its-support for school progrqms ond finances. .

Conversely, cgnflnued operdtion of a small school mrghf resqlr in program quality .
. . -/ ’ > . ’

* decli , | ' T .
N ' S C . .
‘ In order fo best undersrond fhe long-mnge [lmpllconons oP/oss: le decisions, )
. ) . -
a search for information From various sources was underquen .~ The general areas in .. ..
which information'was sought are: e o : \
1) ~ Educational Program (Is there an ideal school size, or significant , - "
advantages or drsadvonfoges of largér or smaller schools ?) T !
. /‘l .
2) Process (How hgve other similar school districts hand’lecl o T
c . L e
, declining enrolmenf X~ what decisions have they made) on
r " the basis of what i» pation,~ and with what resulfs?) .
. |- 3) General (What other lnfornf'ohon is available wh|ch mrght Y ‘.
S l elp gurde rhe district in moklng its decrslons'?) :
S ‘ k. .
‘While the search for mformahon can in no way be considered exhoushve, 1

considerable. information has been collecyed and is here summorlzed »Perhaps the 7

| L "

«

most voluoble and perhnenf source has come from fhe /qhool dlsrrlcfs which Kave .-
poe 8
foced similar problems and have been wrllmg to shore their reporfs or candid observa~

hons with this district’ . The most helpful and rhorough points of refegence have been

the Report of the Small Schools Task Force, (Monrgomery County Public Schools, l973) .o

the Size ol' Schools ond/School Districts, (Educational Resegrch Service, ]97])

Fewer Pupils/Surplus Space (Educational Facilities Loborobory, 1974), and a conFerénce

telephone call held with the Superlnfendenr of the* San Juan, Callfornla School District

L -

and his staff (May 29, 1974). . . S o
) | 12 o
- | . e .
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. Background of the Srudy (Conf'd ) ’ e

- Y ’ )
-* .. . 1. EducationahProgram - N . ‘ ‘

\ ‘
. . (] 1
.

{though a grear‘decll of study has been done on the subject of -

small. high schools, relatively little research on elementary school size
. \is.*s. AMosf p\he reporfs available are based on opinion surveys of '
. ) superintendents, schooLprmcnpals and teachers, or on existing policies, .
“  the opinions of experfs or o combmahon of rh“e?é.\'Fhe..l.l.th‘arch
concernmg pupil outcomes related ro elementary school size has.tended ,
. to support neither the arguments for the ldrger elementary school {provrdmg .
more specnallzed services For the chlldren) nor the smaller schools, (provrdmg

ot more security to tif# younger child as‘well as keeping student transit time

\ and distance l‘: a minimum). ' Frank Hubbartg\(HB‘W‘Big is a Good School,

. a 1559)’has gone so far as to say, "School size has often been settled by
impatience and fafigue. After prolonged debare,‘\k}\\ose in authority may
RN have said, 'Make it for 500. That will cover our present needs and house

a large enrollmenr during the next few yegrs.'" ' Y

.
. 1)

. - In acrualtfy, the size oF a schoo1 is probably more c}osely related to
.. . eFFacuenr manogemenf practice ond operahng costs rhan ro dny other one
e ' " factor. When enrollment reaches a certain pomf (probably 300 students) it
‘. . L ' becomes leF\c‘Jrf to justify normal overhead costs involved in operahng a

/

school. Bx eptions to this rule tend’ ro~be -~

.rural schools, where distances and time of transit may be g
excessive (Margery Burhs, The Case for Small Schools)
T b. ,specially sfrucfured programs (alternative schools, overseas
‘ schoolsy ungraded and individualized instruction) where
*««fhetgls\f'reedom torselect feachmg staff particulqgrly suited
< . for the smdll-school envirchment. “(Letter.from M-.F. Priestly
. « 'on overseas schools, Peter Coleman, Planning in an Era
. * ®f Declining Enfoliments, February 1973y. -

-

-~ ,

. . ) Regent devc;lépmenfs”in school plant design, changing patterns of

13 . /v - ‘

-4+
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to reconsider old views on "optimum.size". (National Association of Elementary
Sghool Principals' statement, 1966). . = .. v 4 SN
. L«
T‘ne following is.a'summary of recommendations concerning elemenrary

school size collected from a variety of soyrces -- professlondl assocvahons,
surveys, books, articles and dlsrncr practices. The mformahon is arranged
with most recent recommenddtions first and is probably most usefu] in demon- -

N

strating the wide variation in belief and practice. (
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‘ ‘ .
e Background of the Study (Cont'd.) ‘ R ‘

2. Process - s .
The Educational Facilities Laborar‘c\:\rﬂyjkeporf (1974) points out that a

school has usually "bec?me‘ woven into the fabric of a neighborhood," and
district staff should not automatically-make the dssumption that the cost-
conscious citizen will see closure of a school as simple and attractive
solution. %...It is a social and human problem, accompanied by all the
stresses and srrc_;iris that press on an organization in time of consolidation."
But once idelnrified, it is a problem that will not go éwc;y. The report makes

a number of important points concerning the process that any district will need

3

. ro'consider: : —

T

1) Allow plenty of lead time." ¢ \
. _ .
2)  Don't do it by yourself-~involve the community, \and expect
this involvement to take time. Participation medhs, among /
other things, that the facts must be studied, assimilated and .
accepred ' ' . \\ .
3)  The community must be left some options-~define a lokg-range
- plan first, then select the best compatible shart-term strategy.
\ .

’ 4)  Task forces are a good initial step.

5) Public hearings are a must.

é)  Support of district staff is necessary.

Experiences reported By other school districts can only suggest possible

processes to be considered in terms of Highline's unique situation, but these
experiences offer extremely useful guidelines. In general, communities with

B a plan are noticeably more successful. (EFL Report, 1974)

The Hayward Unified School District (California) has closed four ele-
mentary schools and delayed the construction of a new high school over the, last
few years. After the first closing, the administration was taken to court by,

-parents.

19




~

. . In the San Juan, Cal.ifomia, School District (a suburb ofgéicramenfo),
announcement of ¢losure of three elementary schools caused such'an uproar
‘ ' in one of the ﬁeighborhoods that that parric.ular closure was delayed for a .
year of further'study. -In a conference call made by sxx of the Task Force :
members on May 29, 1974, the San Juan supermrendenf and two of his staff 1.~
members related some of the long-range é\oblemsi which have occurred at that’
school due to the unanticipated negative reaction and c{elay h‘i)relahng their
S - situation, they emphasnzed. the need for lead time, the need for workm.g with
?\ ) ‘ ; " ‘fhe parents and staff of the receiving school asj«'gve”lds?rhe closed school,
fmporrance of offering something better (or at fe\a_s:t»gs ’goodLiy terms of educa-

tional program in the receiving school, and the particular diFchulf;' involved

.in closirlg a school located in a high socio-economic neighborhood.

o \ +.lg Plainview, New York, elementary s%ools were paired K -3 and

\; ' V\' 4-6in1967. Now that closings appear necessary, reverting to a.,K -6 pattern
o in some schools and closing one of the pcur won't.change boUfrdery lines since
pupils in rhe dosed school 6f each pair were slated to afﬂend‘fbe other school-

anyway. The dlsrncr found the use of.a community su{'vey very‘helpful

~ E
planning. Sucl; material as demographlc information, whaf/rhe communify R
3
b ,rhoughr of its schools, and how they would like to see them used was collected. »
< The Pasadena Unified School District (California) developed and used. a
) \ schoob closure mdtrix which allowed them to objectively rank order all schools .
St . ‘ . ; - © /'““

in order of desirability.for closures (lettér from.superintenderit, April 22, 1974).

Ce §everc;| school districts have séported the use of advisory committees or
\ﬁask forces. After considerabl study, the Salt Lake City School Disrric;'s ‘
¢ounc1l on School Building/Needs recommended rhls April rhar the declining
enrollmenr situation behandled by organizational chunge --s hn‘fhback to a ) P |
K -8 and 9-:]29rram. This recommendatlop, supported largely by their

desire to keep the neighborhood elementary$chools open qnimeer the facility \
2 O v i ' . N -~

, - L \“




.- needs caused by inadequate junior high buiddings, was still under debare by

fhe School Board at lasf report. - T ’

N ~

The Reporf of the Small Schools Task: Force made to the Monrgomery

. Counfy (Md ) School Board last November, adwsed rhar each-schaol falling

“ . below an enrollment of 300 students be reviewed onnually for the following

/ - ”
possible options: closure, reduction of operating costs, expansion of enroll-

ment, thanging the nature of the school, or allowing it to operate unchanged.

-

As of fhe April 29, 1974; Schoal Board meefmg, rhns recommendahon is still

|

being debared , .
¢ ’ *”?
Reporis From addenal sources generally confirm the points report/d

. above. The EFL reporr states that any plan for dealing with ”shn/k(ge" must
PN v I

" have:

. : : »
e "ﬁ : 1) A set of agreed-on goals, with specific objectives
) ‘ . spelled out for each

2)- " A factual base defining the "givens" upon which the
plan can be developed. In the case of a plan for
.o - facility use, this base -includes enrollment and their \\
projectiogs; schools, their location, capacity, and
general level of adequacy; community changes affect- .\
N .mg the location"of people and the composition of their
3 ' . ‘groupings; and.a "plcfure" of the phyﬁcal structure \
e . of the district. Cost data on” Hew cBnstruction and * |
renovation may dlso be required.

X
A

=9

W
-

3)  An analysis of the fadtual data. -This is an exercise
in fitting the numbers--puplls and schools--together,
P anedf arranging thém in rhelr physical setting.

4 " 4) A set of possible solutions: alternative grade organ-

\ izations, patterns of school use, abandonment for outmoded
Coe ' or unsafe-schools, needed new construction or closmgs

(o borh)

. 5 A chouce among alfernahVes‘For a preferred codrse
> . ~%f-action, a' justification for the alternative selected,’
the preparation of the time sequence for the:actions to be
" ) taken, a cost analysis of the implications. of the selecred

4 " plan as against alternative options. \
& ’ ' .

\ ‘ . ] _ i 2 1 ! o~
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Bael-(grc;und of the Study (Cont'd.) ' ‘ | S
3. General . S . a ) -

Several ERIC and hbrary seafches which were made reveal that very -
little has been publrshed to are concerning a school- district's pr blems in

the EFL repqrt

R dealing wrth decl_rr_n g enrollment.—Fhe recent appearance L
. .. Fewer Pupils/SyMica;es that good infop gtion is being pre= \

: pared about this subject and the district should ake eve'ry effart to Keep -

in touch with new mformahon:slf/cmpears. )
. ’ o Prior to establishment ofthe district's Task Force, several outside

-

experts were consulfed/cm/d information from neighboring school districts

was checked.. Ofﬁer rhan Searrle, where desegregatfon and reorgamzahon

/
urring simultaneously with dechnmg enroliment, rhe Hrg‘hlme Schoof

District is ahead of other local drstncrs in its need for- plannmg to meet™t fhrs
/

are occ

"problem. ) ‘ . 2 ) \

F]

" Two other .source; of information have been heavily consulted in the _

wérk of this Task Force A Master Plan for the Highline Public Schools,

« .revrsea November,. 1973, mcludes enro”ment pr0|echons ‘through 1981
geographic and envrronmenral facfors Jond issue proposals, and descrip-
tive material and ratings‘of each school fagility. From the wealth of mfor-

mation supplied by ﬂve Sea-Tac Commbn ities Plan , demographic data such as -

median income, employmen,f, age and rype of housing, population densrfy,

. population composmdn,

pulchon mo rlrfy, vacant land, and level of
education were found-useful. {- -

«?
a

S ummayy: Our review of ‘outside informafion revealt some points for considerariorr.
1. There are differences in opinion concerning the ideal school size, but recent
\N\ innovations tend to supporr a more flexible view...as long as ‘cosfs da not
] become geaneswe or wrdely variant for different schools. The
overall picture seems to indicafe that elemenrary schools beco‘me less effrcrenr

L and more costly when they fall below’ 30studenfs.// e

Q « . 13~ ‘ - .

—



P . .
2) Various districts have closed schools using rationdle basg on cost savings.

data, facility evaluation matrix computations, task force or advisory committee

recommendations, community surveys and pl*lic hearings. It seems apparent

, -that all these factors-~costs, facilities, community aspects plus @ hard look

at possible alternative uses of space should be integrated into the plan

"adopted b).' the Highline School District. .

.
-
-
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"TASK FORCE - ENROLLMENT DECLINE

Procedures

.

Selection of .Commi ttee ] . :

At the Highline School District Board of Dlrecfors meeting on February 13 1974,
Superintendent Roberf D. Sealey presented a requesf to study cohcegns relahng to
declnhmg enrollmenf in fhe Highline School District. Dr. Sealey suggested that fh
study should be complefed by July 1, 1974 and that the Dlsfrlcf co?fracf an oufsi
consullting firm or employ remporary staff to proceed with the srudf After cons;derable
dlscussmn, fhe Board recommended the District explore the use of district staff fo cém=

plefe the study, and proceed gmmedlcfely

If was decided to take the dlsfncf staff dpproach and involve a eommlffe of-
staff people, student; and citizen represenfoh ves of the various interest
. community. A specific ob|echve was fo insure represenfofion from egs
service area. Names of persons who might be interested in serving’%

+ were requested from principals, other.staff and froni citizens a

During fhe last week of March, 24 persons were c(ontac od to see if they would -

_ be willing to serve on this committee by Dr. Doyle Wintep¢/the chairmun ‘appointed by
the superintendent . ’ ‘ -

©

In addition, Linda McClelland was employed to work as project facilitator.'to -
assist the work of the committee on a full=time basus for three months (April through

" June). The Followmg members make up the Task Forge and represent’staff'and citizens

’

from each of the high school service areas:

(,, r

/




, e 2 )
/ ! ° Coe v . . -~ . . / \
/
/‘/ , * i ‘ -
/ * . v / ‘ — .
/7 Selection of Committee (Cont'd’.) o A . ’

/‘ N Ta ., .. ‘ . ’ LT
s s t }“ ~

. Committee Membears

.. - \ N e : ‘ » [4
Chairman:’ Doyle Winter dministrative Assistant

>

.

Project Facilitator:  Linda McClelland :
\ ‘ ' >, et 3 4
Ared’ Administrator Y ' CF

/ Members: ) Walgsr Carsten L
. . S T Joh'r‘a Fallis - ", Area Adminjstrator 5 3
" Ted Gary Prmcnpal -North Hl“ Elemenrary School
- ) ?." _ Ron Hul Sfudenf Placement Counselor >
Co . blrecror, Busmegs & Planr b
. ' Vice Principal, Glacier Sr. ngh School
., ] ’ Principal, Sunset Jr. H:gh .School
RN Roger Reimer . Director, Forward Thrust Swimmfng.Pool
' g ' ’ D;ug Ringenbach :'Teacher‘, Mt. Rainier Sr. HighSchool
'4 _ Dorothy Watson. - Teacher,-Bow Lake Elementary School -
o ) K;ther;n White Principal, Valley View Elementary School
o Len Zl'e\’/enbergen' . Printipal, Evergreen St High Sc;hoél
Maxine Bowlin " Community 'Reprgse{afi;e, Glacier Area
: /_’ .o William Clothier ) Cqmmunir?' Representative, Evergre‘?n Area-\
' Larry Crowell  ~° Comrgpnity Representative, Highline Area ,
o K Thelma Hagberg Community Representative, Mt. Rainier Area
/ ’ R Ir;ne Jones . *°  Community Representative, Tyee Area:
e . ‘ o . "~ R.William Jury ° Commu.n‘i ty Represenrarive‘, Hi‘ghlir;e Area
. Adam Petronis » Community Represenrarive,'Evergre'zn Arec:
v Joan Reel Commumry Representative
L - Dan Ervin ’ Srudenr, nghlme Sr. H:gi(School
Tammy Sprague .. Student, Mt. Rainier Sr. High Schoo]
‘Resource Persons; _ George Pasnick - ‘ 'As;isranr Superintendent ‘ ’
. Ted.Knauss Administraili\'/e Intern
* ; ‘ Jerry Hansen : rAt':{m'ini.;frarive Intern
L L - _ 26 0 R
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* General Review of the Meetings .

»
’ <

. Six regulor Task Force megetings were held durmg ihe months of Aprul Moy and
K J
June. In addition, several specjal s bcommittee meetings were held. Attendance has
- been high for all meetings.« Minutes énd attendance wete recorded for all meetings and

. LK SN
are available., - K 'y
s, .

.The timeline on fhe Followmg page summarizes briefly the process through which

f fhe Task Force arrived at the data and recommendohons mcluded in this reporf .-

. - . The first meehng was held on April 17 1974 Dr. Robert 9ealey; Supermfendenf
upfroduced the members of the Task Force and ouHmed the purpose and need for its

“existence. With the aid of transparencies and Master Plah data he reviewed the husfory

v of the district’ 's growth fhrough the late ]an figures whlch reveq&ed the - °

P begmnmg, m 1968 69, of a perid of enrollment decline Inqumahon eoncerning the \
distgict's presenf status and predlcflons\?or fhe Fufure was reviewed and dlscussed Copres of .

-+ fhe Master Plan for Hughlme Publuo Schools were dlsfrubufed to all members.

v

On Méy 1 the Task Force met Yo review fhe dofo confomed in the Masfer Plan,™

raise questions, and determine how the Task Force; should best proceed. A summary oF
information concerning school size, and a list of facility criteria.to be considered were *
presenfed The numerous questions raised at this meehng fell into three mom ca’}egorles--

Focullhes and Co;i"s Alternafive Uses of Space, ono’ Community Aspecfs .

¢ Prior to fhe}Moy 15 meeting, all members were contacted concernlng their ideas

» -
g on possible uses of excess space. These suggeshons were compiled into a mosfer list.-

addihpn, a 25-queshon opinionnaire of fhe members views on community afhw‘des was

sénf to eoch member for response . S

. On May 15 the previdps meefings' accomplishments and.frustrafions were reviewed
“ ‘ Defouled information-on the main areas’ oF concern was presented w1fh suggestions for work.
o It was defermmed that €ach member should choose one of the main areas and work should

proceed in smoll groups whi¢h would report back to. fhe Task.Force: Some mefhods of

: gommg group consensus were presented, . . - )
AN - 27
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_.General Review of the Meériqgs (Conit'd.)

The subcommittees were formed ﬁs\xllbws:

presenfed written summaries to the total Task Force .

Subco mittees continued fhelr work through rﬁe Mdy 29+neehng-d on June 5

. report fol lowed presenrahons./ Based on the subcommiftee:re

‘of, the Task Forcé report was plfepared and distributed.

1 -

-

ussion and review of each '

=

Linda McClelland

George Pasnick (resource
- person)

Joan Reel

rtsy a preliminary draft

On June 19 the mémbers met for revuew and revision of the prellmmary report, -

Recommendations concerning each of fhe major sections were drafted ond agreed upon

by the membershlp A sechon on general cauhons concerping the use of the report was

_approved and ihcorporated and the revised reporr approved for final copy. All members

were urged to be preggnt for the Presentation of the report to the School Board and the-

final meeting of the Task Force was adjourned.
. . \ ,

FACILITIES ‘ ALTEQ\NATIVES ' © T COMMUNITY

‘Thelma Hagberg Walt Carsten * Maxine Bowlin’ .
“James Jennings * Ron Hull .. , William Clothier

Ted-Knauss (res\glurce person) Doug Ringenbac;h/ S Larry. Crovieil_ o

Fred Minahan ’, * Tammy Sprague ) . Dan Ervin

‘-'Carroll Myers - . : Dorothy. Watson r John Fallii*/'j,,/..// B
* Adam Petronis ' h Kathy White _Ted Gary

Roger Reimer .. ‘ . / I:;'rue Jones

\ ' “R. William Jury -
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~ TASK FORCE - ENROLLMENT DECLINE

s Community Conside;afion‘s
- . i

Introduction -

‘

[4

The Highline community has historically had a part in making decisions that

.

" affect education v&ifhin‘fhe school district. Fufure decisions related to the ‘djsmcf s

enrollment decline should be made with conhnued community input to reflecr com-
3

munlfy sentiments-and to defme, the |mpoct on the commumry

.
. ]

" The task of- suggeshng the mdnner in whlch the Highline commumfy should be
mvolved and informed prior to deCISIOHS. concerning the alternatives, and the mcmner° .
in“which the community input for rhe décisions shou?c? be uhhzecf’and commumcafed

was sfudled by the Task Force.~ The- focus of this srqu ‘of commumry aspecfs was
ceMered around the Followmg key,queshons° g e

¢ '. *
“

1) What groups in j‘he commumfy oré’affecred?

S
2) What are” tﬁe’commumry_ concerns" -~

4 - .

’ £
3). *How"an" community opinion and reaction be assessed?

4) How cah we involve the communify’rﬁg)

5)* How can we inform the community regarding decistns?

; The ideas presented represent lndlvudual suggeshons of the members, dlscussmn, .

‘ "bralnsformmg ’ pnonhzmg, and Task Force review cmd revision. A process is sug-

/gested by which the district will involve the community in considering what changes -

should bezmad,e: el : /

-
.
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Concerns of the Publics ) | ' .

.

N \ ,
" The following is a list of the general items of concern, listed in order of

importance:

.

Concérns of the Publics

/

Cost

PPN I NN L LA

Relocation of Students

Quality of Education

Emotional Impact
Compatible Land Use

Impact on Community Life
Impact on Property Values'
Timing of School Use Changes -
Airport Noise Impact
Alternative Use of Buildings
‘-Op.porruniry to Influence Decisions
"Permanence of Change

Effect on Cfu;'riculum Offering

.

N\

»




) P P o) . e
~— 777" Methods for Assuring Communications: ! ¢ )
School District > Community

The following are methods which allow for dissemination-of information to the public
and also allows the public opportunity to provude infogmation t6 the dssmcr, .The items

are hsredam order of effechveness as viewed by the Task Force

1. Building a Knowledge Base . T ) ) ‘ . \

o g

Mail survey
~ L e
. Specidl issues of school newsletters .
c.  News releases
d. Handouts: Students - Parerits (with room for response)

. e,  QSort (priority ratings by building meetings and mail)
f

Student Projects

2.  Exchanging Information . i o

a.  Public meetings -~ well publicized

b. Neigi'nbor'hood meetings at school - .

c.  Staff meetings -

. /\ d.  Meetings with specia: interest A_groups

xe- District Hotline

‘e
F.\}, Invifé_ editors.to meetings to get support . "
‘ / g/ & Informal small coffee hours - ‘ ‘
- ' . h. TV Panéf - call in . .
4 P On agenda at school board meef(ing . Pz ) o )
. . -

-

.

informarion to be Communicated with Affected Publics ) o ot

~— - t ,
The dlsrrlcf should be prepared to supply information concernmg all the areas

“

listed below undér each group. It may be desirable to establish riorities within each
J e

“? L] -

. pie
of the|groups at a later time.

? 4 “

-

1. Parents of school children
)

\ effect on taxes?)

Eltcewsed]l\m\ \ , - 32&- ‘ / o

N _
N\

\‘ ... Cost (héw much will be"sc:v?d?L .héw will vgs'be/used?

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC




Informahon to be Commumcated with Affecfed Publics (Cont'd. )

" ....Effect on qualiry of educaﬁon - .
. ~+..% Use of buildings - altermatives ’ . 7
) +++. Transportation °
. ... Non-interference with program .
.... Open enrollment - . .
.... Timing B . - - .
3 * N » .

.... Boundary alfernah\y' , ;
- ) - e(y

«+.. Permanence of ghcmge Y -

-~

+ .... Transition \ ‘

s Specnal!ducahon (where housed ?) . .

N R —

cees Imporrance of parent mpur and how it will be uhhzed
l ' «++. General effect on neighborhood (sfablhry) «
/. ... Impact 6f airport noise

oo Will the nelghborhood lose its center?

(2. Properry Owners

«o.. Cost impacf\

o . ) '
.... Land use compatibility /

g

.... Alternate use of facilities

. +.. Boundaries ) .

" +... Transportation

ce.. Timing 4

.+.. Permanence of change

++++ Quality of education :

... . Emotional impact

e

.+ .+ Long=-range impact on commupity

- a. Tax base, property vajues
. * h . 3 .
. . . b. Environment, zoning, A ) .
. (\L - & R .o ¥ e e . fe ?
j"' - .c. Positive impact . .
. . o LY e

d. Transporfohon needs

- con Credlblhry of this movement -

- 854 .. o : '

. Revised 11-74" - -24- .

EKC
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Information to be Communicated with Affected Publics. (Cont'd.) ° T -6
‘3. District Personnel . T
. .... Timing (early - continuously) '

.... Job security (assignment options)
. ... Need for i'l:neir‘supporr~ v
coe Réfofionship of program to changes 6r1ld quality
.+ +. Quality of working concﬁqnsﬁ,_ﬂc;eiliffes, materials

» ... Promotional opportunities /

)

.... Effect on individual school population

.. .. Effect on-all categories of school employees

.. «. Will elementary, junior high, ?’é}nior high be affected equally? .
4.  Students _ 7. o

.~ .. Effect on after school activities

«... Timing

.+ +. Quality of education ) ‘
= .... Open enrollment ’ Ce
. .r .KT?ansporrarion " 3 . '
we o Curriculum offering . . Lo . \
P *v... Who is involved? , et o ‘
! __— o : f
T communicating with the various pu})lics, the district has an obltiéa}ion to
pfrovide full information, srrucf;Jre a process for involv?menf, consider all i;lfernariv::s,, and \

inform the public of decisions in such a way‘as to maintain community support. A suggested

process and sample timeline is combined in the final section of the report.

o~

oo - - .
-
- ) ,.
) ' ~-'ng . ('_j\__;: Mie ' )

]




BT

-
‘
-
’
%
L
-
»
T T
»

" CONSIDERATIONS. . .-

N (Caraemy . R =
: : ’ ' Grt
. s
. - iseritey
. <
’
N
v - B
+ » . ’
- . -
. K - "F,,g
. . LY
. e
. ’
,
L] “ .
- .
- ‘ -
. * s
. ’ h
. ) - .o
s -
; . I
v N L
[} . ‘ -
> = A - ‘.
. —~
i -
i .
: e - . '
> . . .
.
N
IS ' \ A
«
. ~ ’
’ . ‘ - i
v A '
- . ‘. R
'l , ~
.. R
- . . .
. .

a2 FACILITY ., |

.

\ 2t
A vy ¥

- N 1
-




M ) . - !

JTASK FORCE - ENROLLMENT DECLINE ~ ~

Facility Considerations

t

}

-

" Introduction
_— .

- The objective of the facilities study was to develop a set of criteria which could

" be used to identify those schools where curfent operations need adaiﬁbngl evaluation.
, An appropriate instrument such as the facility evaluar'ion' matrix fJescribed in this '
secrion; provides several .acivanrages‘ in making an ovgrview of schools in the district.

It does the following: v ’

1, Defines criterig of measurement.

2. Identifies all factors ,used in the evaluation. o
° . '
: . . . . 4
. 3. Provides consistency in measurement or ¢valuation. T
) 4. Defines the rélative relationships between-evaluation components.

1

The Fa/qilifies Subcommittee identified nine categories which should be considered
in evaluating Facilifies. Each of the,caregori‘es was-assigneda weightihg to indjcate its®
relative importance. To obtain the weightings, a profile oF an ideal school was developed
and its components” were rated by the subcommmee. After the subcommittee presented a

tentative rahng scale to the Task Force For reaction, rh aregmy&re refined and
) ‘ P

|
. , i
- ~ - |

welghfed as Fo“ows

<

-

Category. , | o Weighringn . Perdent of Total
g IEdQcarional Adequacx . ) 6 - 20 ’
o Opercmonal Costs R : : 6 20 ‘
.,- /Enrollmenr ¥ Q L o o .4 3
Percent of Enro”menf Decline l 3 10 -
Alrporf Impacf ‘ L 3 . 10 T
Alrernare U;e Facfor ’ v 3 10
fion Porenhal 2 7
Building Capacity ) I 7
. Traffic and Safety Considerations * A 1 ‘ _3 .
_ 3 8 v iO . . 100 ’
N ‘ . -26-... - )
‘ : N e ,




Category Descriptions

o

. ' ) 3
v - - A . . ‘

.. <, Educational Adequacy K

. ) . .
Thls category, representing 20% of the total consuderahon, is a measure of the

Obllll’y of the facility to meet the requirements of a good instructional program.

03

P Included is an evaluation of the facility as reported in Master Plan for Highline Public
Schools, capital improvement needs, capacity as it relates to program; and several
. miscellaneous fdctors such as playgrounds,* cafeterias, walk=in schools:. v

- ‘ Operational Costs

‘ ; T‘his category, representing.20% of the total consideration, consists of fho;e
bunldmg operating costs which fluctuate little, if at all, in relahon to the number of
-, sfudenfs in attendance. ' Such non-fransferhng costs include utilities, building mainten=_
anc; and operating cqsts and supplles, and average salarles for principal , secretary and
custodian. 'E;ar e.gqh.‘s'c | a percentage of non-transferring costs and a per, pupil non-
- transferring cost has been &alculated. These costs can be used to estimate possible

savings should the Buildirig not be-in operation. ,

W
- ~ \J

. . . EnrolInfent ) -

. i ‘ .
LN 4 < ' ! o ~ A

. - P ? .
“The enrollment category comprises 13% of the total weighting and represents the

* number of students housed in a school. Two addifi;:nal factors were given consideration:

»

the relationship between a scﬁool's présenf enrollment and its caplicity, and ‘the school's

+  copability to absorb an increase in eprollment of at least 10%

-

i

Percent of Enrollment Decline -

The percent of decline category, representing 10% of the fofal'we.ighfi'ng, refers
tq the rate of enrollment decrease since1970. It is assumed that a similar rate of de-
crease will conﬁnu&in the near future. Schools with the most stable enrollment figures

" releived the highest rating in this category.

e W . 7

‘. ' 39 l ;
y
v [} ~ / . N ' ¢
- ’ 0




Carego?y Descriptions {Cont'd.)

.
’
. -

" - Airporr Noise Impact ‘ -
\ / - '
The curporr ndise impact category represenfs 10% of the total welghhng, it relates to

the proximity of the schog} to alrcraff fhghf pdtterns and resulhng noise interference. -

“

1

¥Use Factar -
&

.
. \;\ -

' This category representi

and site to a partial or

s SR
. . . | .

Building Capacity 2

The b'uilding capacity categpry, representing 7% of the total, refers to the number
pacity categgry .

of students the school is capable™f. héusing. For the purposes”of this evaluation, a

capacity of 350 students was considered optimum - .
. Y : B l
' ‘. . , Traffic and Safery~Consideraﬁons oo

. (-.

The traffic’ and safefy eategory, represenrmg 3% of the total, includes major

freeways or arterials which m)pacr the school s arrendance area and create hazards to

r .
; sfudert s w?lkl.ng‘-fo school. . . e




Category Descriptions (Copt'd.)” . . .o

-~ 7

¢
ina Fcc:lnry evaluahon matrix. The suggesred use of rhq matrix is to ndenhfy ranges

of value to the district's edecahonal program. The matrix also permits careful examin-

It is recognized that additional special considerations must be cégefull); evaluated for;

¢
each facility once ranges haye been identified.

. v
~ 1) "
. LI ~ . v

¥
It must be recogmzed that if a decusuon is made regordmg one Facnllfy, rhe "

matrix will need to be. revnsed because one chang/e could aFFecr several schools, ;usr\

.

as new data could affect rhe relahonshlp of sevgral schbols

»

A rating was assignedkndei each of the nine categories for each 'school, resulting

'a_ﬁondof schools for possible boun,dary changes, alterations, alternative uses, or ‘closure .

Ed

\

Y
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) scHOOL FACIL{TY EVALUATION MATRIX - . . R .
. (ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS)- -1 N o
: o o - e
~ ) . .PQ -\
, ) i‘éi\ ¢°§ , L~‘§\ /o & )
' S8/ e F 5 /88 &a [
. ¥t /.98 NS °3)o°@ < /0
Wei,ghfing‘s ’ x 6] x , :S X 2 x 2 x =1 30
. Bevetly Bark 3; 8|1 612 8|2 63 o| a%12] 3 6] 3 o 3 3 74
Boulevard Park 42443 181520 |% 6| 1.3]3 9 2.4) 510 1 if[° e
Bow loke . 4 "2al4 2ulae|515]3 9| 3- 8| 2 4] 3 10] T 1} 112
Cedarhurst 5 30| 184 16/ 2 2 8|74 12| 4 8] 5 0] 1 107
Chelsea Park 3 182 2] 3 3 9l 1 3l 1 24 8] 3 3l &
Crestview . 4 2411 61 1 41202 6 1 2| 4 . 8] 3 3 68
Des Moines 4 244 24|52 |2 62 6|3 o 3 6| £ 1 1 106
Gregory Heights 5°3|5 30f406| 55| 412] 5 a5 2 4] 5 0] 5 s||, |
" _Hazel Valley 4 24| % 2|46 '3 9| 3-90 5 15 2.4] 5 0] 3 3 e
" Hilltop - 4424173 18] 3 1w 412] 2 62 6 3 6| 50| 3 a ‘97.
loke Burien & 3 1815 30|52, | 41241245 15/ 3 6] 5 10| 3 3 126
= Madrona 4 24|4 24416515 2,6] 2 6 3 6] 5 0] 4 4|l
" Manhattan " |4 242 2|5 202 2 6 2 6 3 6] 5 10| 4 4 94
Marvista ' 4 24|12 12|12 8 |1 3 91 4 121 4 g 50| 3 a3 89
McMicken Heights 4 24f2.02]3 13| 2 613 o) 4 2] 20 4| 5 0| 5 5[] o
Midway -3 185 %4655 1 3] 2 6 2 41-5 0] 1 . 108
Mount View ~ |4 2404 24|46 |1 3| 412] 4 120 2 4| 5 0] 2 2 107 -
Normandy Pork: 1615 ]2 8|55 [.an2]a4 2f 2 4] 2 4] 5 5 9%
. NorthHill ' 5 3053|406 |515] 2 6|2 6 2 4] 5 0] 2 2 19
Parkside 3 18)4 24) 436 | 1 1 31 4 12 3 6| 5.10] 4 4 9% .
Riverton Heights 5 30 (1 6|1 4% 2 613 9/ 4 8| 4 8| 55 79
 Salnion Creek 4 2403 1814 186 |2 64123 9 3 6| 5°0] 1 1 102
Shorewdod la72afs w4165 5| a12] 4 12] 3 6], 5 10] 2 2 127
Southem "Hsights 4 202 12|32 |1 3|1 3] 2 6 3 6] 51| 2 2 78
Sunnydal & |8t e 302 1 30,3 913 9 2 4] 5.00] 1 1 72
Sunny Terrace , 4 2|, 2 8 |1 3|72 6} 3a93 6| 3 6| 3 3l 71
) Valley View - 2 1202 12]2 8|2 6| 4a12]5 15 510] 3 6| 2 2 83
 White ConterHeights * | 4 24 | 5 %] 416 |2 613 93 o 5 10| 5 10 3 3|l 117
) ‘ . R . c .
[ P N .
. - ™ .
c Y 676, : .

IToxt Provided by ERI
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. Supporting Information for the Matrix - . _ L

The remammg pages in this section further explam how rahngs under each category

in the matrix were esfabhshed and how the mformahon was collecfed

. k . ),\ .
' ‘ ‘EducahonaliAHequacy C '

The following scale, in the Masrer Plaﬁ for Hughlme Eubhc Schools was used for '~

derermmmg the reom evaluation rating: ) . S RN
. ) \ s . B . e ¢ ‘ * . s S
¢ 5 = Excellent . o L -

LY 4 GOOd‘ T ~— .' ./ ’.\ ) ’

- 3= Average - . 7 -~ - ot o
» 2 = Marginal 3 o . . ' ;
. 1 = Poor’ . ¥ v . .
Lt 4 Ao [

e - IS -~y

The ophmal program size figure mdncofes havmg fwo grades af ‘each level a full-time

‘ [y

principal, and a full-hme librarian. The rating scale used 'was: - ° .

LN - .
.o -
- I\ 2 .
-
D
¢
- 3 P .

- 5= 350+ i enrolIment potential L Tty
}‘T 300-349 . w .
Y 3= 250 - 299 L " .
‘ ., 2= 200-249 . v : ",
- .. 1 = Less fhan 200 enrollmen,r pofenhal . . . s

‘v
. The modermzo.hon cost flgures for each school were taken from the Master Plan. J'he A

following scale was Utilized: ‘ . " .

f ' ! o

. -5°= No, modernization reqqlred . I
4 = Under $25,000 in modernization requured ~ .
. 3 = $26,;000 to $75,000in modernization requ:red T,
T . 2 = $76,000 to $]25 000.in modernization required ‘ ..
1 = Over $126, OOO in modernq,zahon requnred . L

*
. e

]'he square footage per pupil af bu:ldmg,enrollmenr ca acnfy was rqfed for® each_

_ school. according to fhe\Followmg scale: '

5 IOO +5q. ft. per pupil
© 4=.90-99 sq. ft. perpupil -

3 = 80-89sq. ft. per pupil
. 2 70 - 79 sq. f+. per pupil : . "

1 = Less than 70 sq. ft.. pec’pupil . :: . s ..

. PR L} ! )
‘ ) T ' ! o

Révised 11-75 - ' “-31- s L.
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Supporting Information for the Matrix (Cont'd.) . .
' .o Educatignal Adequacy
. (Cont'd.)
‘ s - . ’ o
- A miscellaneous factor was developed to-measure other desirable school features .
. ’ R » . . . &
-which a schogl may possess. Schools possessing-a cafeteria, a covered play area, ora
< sfudenf populahon all living ‘within walking distance received 1 point for each feature. * '
] -
In add"non school sites of. 11 acres or more, teceived 3 pomfs- sites of 9 to 11 acres
N | recewed 2 pcmfs, and sites of 7 to 9 acres received 1 point. Sites Pelow 7 acres rece:ved ‘
_ no additional points, A total for.all mnscellaneous points was developed and rated
accbrdgng to the following scale: . - N o - R e -
) " +5 = 5o0r more m:sceilaneou; pomfs . ) 7 - ' -
R ' 4 = 3or 4 rhiscellaneous points . . o -
3 = 2miscellanegus points . -* * - -
. 2 =1 miscellahecus point - ; .
’ . 1 = Omtscellaneous pomf‘s TN . .
. . A - R (" AN - ' . -
q ’ A L4
¢ A final rafing of the schools For edocahonal ddequqcy was obtained by nﬂulhplymg'

bath fhe team evaluation and ophm‘al program size factors. by 3 (due to greater sngnlfl—
cance of these factors) and adding the i'ofal to the paints for the other three factors, A

) final.total was achieved which ‘was rated on the following ‘scale: - ‘ .
C 5 = 38 total points or higher - ‘ o -
. * 4 = 34 - 37 total points Lt :
) 3 = 30 - 33.tofal points ) -
v 2 = 26 - 29 total points '
\ | 1 = 25 or fewer total points . . -
' > a ., ¢ » ’
. ¥
K ) L
. ,//ﬂ
. S
. Revised 11-75 ;




Table #2

< ‘ .
. C - EDUCATIOMAL ADEQUACY /
% | SUMMARY sHeET - .
.. " '
’ 2 '-Sc’ . y
. . ( 5 .‘§o\ (\Qs? . .
§§ és ‘@«oqe c;f"'\ éf " s \éb o\f
' G q{’.(_, év 1% \OC @ L:OQ(,\
' el § Z,S\Q'?_é’\ &/ #E S y /&8
S8 §/8/)SL/E5 ) & /&S
s - . \ & ¢ /0 O « /.7 & S /% ‘
e Weightings X 3 x 3 x 1 x 1 x 1 )
o Beverly Park | 4 123 9 5 5 0 31 3 ‘
' Boulevard Park 3 95 15| 3 4 s [ [ 4
%" . .- Bowloke ~ |4 2| 5 is 3 2. 2 {I° 34| 4
Cedarhurst ' 5 15| 5 15 4 3 SVl 8T s
Chelsea Park 3 9 4 12 5 4 <1 31 3
Crestyiew 4 12 | 4 12 4| 3 3 "34 4
Des Moines , 3 9| 5 15 5.1 4 | a7 sa 4
o f.Gregory Heights 4 12| 5 15 5 3 3 38 5
~ "Hazel Valley - 3 915 15 3 5. 2 34 4 /
Hilltop 3 12| 5 15|, 43 2 36 4 2
Lake Burien ' 3 91 5 45 3 2 1 30 [ - 3
Madrond' ) 4 12] 5 15 3 4 1 35 4 .
Manhattan 4 12 5 15 5 2 3 37 4
< . Marvisto 4 12| 5 15 "4 2’ 4 37 A0
McMicken Heights 4 12| 5 15 5 1. 4 1 37 4
i Midway 3 91 5 15 N E -2 [[- 30 3
. Mount View 2 12| 5 15 5 4 - 17| 37 4
. Normandy Park 14 122 6 1| s 1 25 1
. North Hill 4 12| 5 15| - s 2 4 38 5
Parkside 3 9| 5 15 2 3 3 32 3.
Riverton Haights ¢ 5 15| 5 15 AEE 2 3 5
 Salmon Creek ' th 4 12| 5 s 3 3 2 5 4.
Shorewood * 4 12 5 15 4 3 0 34 4
) Southemn Heights 4 12| 515 5 2 1 35 4
- _ Sunnydale .| 2 6] 5 15 3 4 2 30 3
. Sunny Terrace . 4 12| 3 9 4 5 4 34 4 )
Valley View & 12| 3 9 ] 4 2 28 2 “ 1
White Center Heights 4 121 5 15 5 .3 2 37 4 ’

;Revised.ll-75 ‘ 45 \ a




Tl e ¥ | EDUCATIONAL ADEQUACY
AL ©ol  DATA SHEET  ° ‘ -
SCHOOL”
Beverly Patk =~ 77
* Boulevard Park
Bow Lake
Cedarhurst
Chelsea Park .
» Crestview 86 10.9 Yes
Des Moines 92’ Yes
Gregory Heights 87 9.5 Yes
Hazel Valley A/G 425 40,000 108 Yes 8.9
Hilitop G’ 350 10,000 86 8.3 Yes
Loke Burien P/A@ 475 40,000 70 Yes
Madrona G 375 75,000 94 8.4 .
Manhattan  » G 425 78 9.9 Yes
Marvista G 375 15,000 79 14,7, Yes
. McMicken Heights . G 425 96 ’ Yes
Midway . A 375 135,000 87 ' 10,5 .
Mount View G 450 £24 Yes
Nomandy Park G 200 170,000 100 Yes
North Hill G 500 77 13, Yes |
Parkside A 400 87,000 86 14.2
Riverton Heights E 525 12,000 86 Yes Yes
Salmon Creek " G 350 45,000 84 Yes Yes
Shorewood G 525 5,000 80
Southem Heights G 450 ' 76 Yes
Sunnydale M/G 475 95 Yes )
Sunny Terrace G 250 101 9.8 Yes Yes
Vallay View G 250 98 \ Yos . | Yes
Whit Center Heights E/G 400 85 9.8 Yes
7 . : —
" “, -
1
O od 11-75 *

.
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. Supporting Informaﬁon‘ﬂ;f the Matrix (Corit'd.)

.
.

Costs -

Each schools' non~transferring: per pupil costs (operating cosfs.bnafféqfed

by enroliment) and the percentage of that school's total expenditures were calculated,

Each factor was rated 5to 1, and totalled for a final cost rating.

‘The scale used for rating the non-transferring costs per pupil was as follows:

follows:

The scale used for determining the percentage of non-transferting costs was as

Less than $210
$210 -
$226 -
$251
Over

$250
$275
$275

Below 25%
25% - 26% °
27% - 28%
29% - 30%
Over 30%

$225 °

* A final cost rating was achieved by addingthe per pupil and percentage figures,

_ using the Followmg scale based on thé total:

Revised 11-75
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10 points
- 8 points
- 6 points

W\ O

- 2 points

Ve

- 4, points °
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Table ¥ 4

-

! N ( ,
N o f
- ACTUAL COSTS |
g 1974-75 . .
SUMMARY SHEET
& 54 o /s s
cl'\ o ;{\‘0 ogi‘g g °~éq9§ / \0(5;’% v
FELD Qée& & §y /&85 8. /&S
SCHOOL i & ARV NYAL
Beverly Park 231.98 29.2 , 3 3 6 .| 3
Boulevard Park 236.67 29.9 3 2. sv | 2
Bow Laké 246.43 0.0 3 2 57 2
"Cedarhurst 228.43 9.3 3 3 | 6 3
Chelsea Park 306.15 34.3 1 1 -2 1
Crestview 265,86 30.2 2 2 4 2
Des Moines 214.83 - 27.4 4 4 8 . 4
Gregory Heights | 220,24 , 27.8° 4 3 7 3
Hazel Valley | 226.37 28.2 . 3 3 6 3
Hilltop . 215.62 26.1 4 4 8 4
loke Burien ' 223,22 28.7 4 3 7 3
Madrona 226,95 27.8 3 3 6 3
- Manhattan 222.94 . 28.7 4 3 7 3
. Marvisla . 247.17 29.2 3 2 5 2
McMicken Heights 764,39 30.4 2 | 2 4 - | 2
Midway 177.36 © 3.7 5 5 10 5
Mount View 207.80 - 2.5 5 | s 10 5
Normandy Park  ~ 207.94 25.3 5 5 10 5
North Hill 224,41 27.4 4 3 7 3
Parkside - 194,23 24.2 5 | s 10 5
Riverton Heights 279.48 31.0 1 1 2 1Y
Salmon Crebk | 215.94 2.2 4 4 8 4
Shorewood 235.34 30.2 3 | . 4 2
Southem Heights 260.91 30.1 2 1 3 1
Sunnydale 298.63 - 35.2 1 1 v 2 1
Sunny Terrace A 26413 * 31,3 2 2 4 - 2
Valley View * \L 33.30 33.0 K 1. 2 1
White Center Heights 196.62 25.3 I 5
3 ol|angletake .| 275.98 M5 1 1 2 1
% % Burlen Helghts 240.15 28.2 3 3 6 3
§ '% Lok eview | 3m.22 . ‘35.} 1 t .z 1
2 %|Maywood 259.07 30,1 2 q 3 1
O ”[North Shorewood | 300.39 32.6 - 1 i’ 2 s 1

N . )
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& PROJECTED COSTS

4 . , 1975-76 . s
o ' ) . SUMMARY SHEET
5" 5’ S d o o @
. ) O N 388 e & /8x»
- g”“g@\&\% Sl NG S \g 3.Q
. o~ ) VEF SIS JEEE) & /S5
‘ . SCHOOL ] ¢ g QO ~ &
+ © Beverly'Park T s 277,95 30.3’ 1 2 3 1"
S’ Boulevard Park 237.57 28.4 3 3 6 3
* Bow Lake 202.84 26.9 5 4 9 ' 4
Cedarhurst 233.35 27.3 3 3 6 3
Chélsea Park 265,33 s |- A [ 2 4 2
Crestview ' 314,52 32.6 1 1 2 1
Des Moines . 216,42 26.9 4 4 8 4
Gregory Heights 184,76 24.3 5 5 10 5
. Hazel Valley 213.79 25.1 4 4 8 4
Hilltop . .| 235,38 26.4 3 4 7 3
» " Lake Burien 185.28 23.8 5 5. | w0 5 )
) Madrona ) . 209.97 25.9 5 4 9 4
Manhattan 230.79 ».5 | 3 2 2
Marvista 254,72 27.7 .2 3 2
McMicken Heights 274,05 30.3 2 2 4 2
Midway ) 180.47 - 22.8 5 5 10 5
Mount View | 218.31 26.3 4 4 8 4
 Normandy Park [ 198.20 24.6 5 5 10 5.
North Hill T 158.47 2.9 5 5 | w 5 )
Parkside 210,19 25.8 4 4 8 4
* Riverton Heights 29501 30.4 1 2 3 1 \
Salmon Creek 235.49 ’ 27.8 3 3 | s 3 .
Shorewood N 167.74 22.3 5 5 10 5
N Southem Heights 258,53 30.9 2 2 4 2
Sunnydale 306.07 .5 to ] 1
Sunny Tergce 282.04 | .3 | % 1N 1
Valley View | 26494 L 20.2 2 2 4 | 2
White Center Heights 198.70 24,3 . 5 5 10 5.
% . B . - ‘ ‘ .
by * .
< 49 .
* Adjusted to exclude Multi-Handicapped .
\‘1 . 5 ) - )
EMC Revised 11-75 | . . c =37 - - . )
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Supporf Information for Matrix (Conf'd.)

. Costs
: (Cont'd,)

/ Collection of Cost Data

¢

The Task Force members suggested that cost considerations should be given approxi-
mately equal cohsideration to educational adequacy in evaluating facilities. In view of
this concern, an attempt has been made to gather pertinent cost information on the

«

[ 2
thirty~three elementary schools in the district, . _ N

A cost sheet was deveioped by the staff and was used fof each elementary school to
‘ gather actual cost figures directly attributable to that school. Average salaries were used
in all cases, however, fringe benefits were excluded, as were specially=funded personnel - ,
costs, For utilities the 1974-75 actual costs were used. For program suppiies and maférials
the district per pupil budget allocation was used to determine the cost\.' Mainfenancg and
operation costs, excluding custodians assigned to specific buildings, were computed by

multiplying the district average square feet cost .78¢ by the square footage of the building.

For each school’s total operaﬁl:\g costs, ce}fgin costs, which vary little or not at all‘
with enrollment, have been_computed. A percent of the total building costs and a per
.pupil cost (based on October 1, 1975 enrollment) were then computed. These figures
" have been summarized in Table 5. The data have been organized to point out the rela-
 tionships between non-transferring costs and enrollment factors and display the variation *
in such costs among schools. The information should prove hglpful in: 1) considering
potential future savings should a facility berutilized for other than regular school programs,
2) documenting certain cost trends related to enrollment and building use, and 3) identi- ‘

fying for further study those schools whose ‘costs vary markedly from comparable schools,

o

Revised 11-75
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: S Table # 6
. Supporting Information for the Matrix (Cont'd.) ' ‘ .

. . .
B

Costs
. . } - (Cont'd.)

Table 6 is used as a graphic means to demonstrate the relationship between the
projected Non-Transferring Costs and the enrollment of a school . Generally speaking .

 those schools with the lower enrollment have the higher per pupil costs. :

.

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PER PUPIL NON-TRANSFERRING COSTS AND ENROLLMENT
s ELEMENTARY. SCHOOLS 1975-78
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" Table #7 ‘ ACTUAL COSTS ) / "

. : 1974-75 ’ /

' . | DATA SHEET A .
‘ . R Non-Transferring Costs -« -~ - - - -
Individual School Non-Trgnsferring " Percent of the Per Pupil
Operational Costs + Cost Total School Cost Cost
School ’ 1974-75 1974-75 1974-75 1974-75
Beverly Park - $ 218,218.95 § " 63,794.31 29.2% ©$ 231,98
Boulevard Park 380,313.76 | 113,840.09 29.9 236,67
Bow -Lake - 315,646.85 94,875.04 30.0 246,43
Cedarhurit 294,061.71 86,346, 30 29.3 , 228,43
Chelsea Park 218,859.91 . 75,007.96 34,3 - + 306,15 '
_ Crestview 217,972.76 465,933,59 ' 30.2 265,86
. Des Moines . 367,176.31 100, 538,34 : 27.4 214,83, .
Gregory Heights 378,812.26 _105,274,49 . 27.8 220,24 5 <
Hazel Valley 349, 599.32 © 98,696.58 283 226,37
‘ Hilltop ‘ 301, 321.04 ) 78,703.05 26.1 : 215,62
Lake Burien @ 285:680.37 _ ' 81,920,24 28.7 223,22 i
Madrona 325,720.48 90, 553. 59 27.8 226.95
. Monhattan " 287,776.85 82,713.72 28.7 222,94
* Marvista 235,438,92 68,715,32 29,2 247,17
McMicken Heights 309, 328.60 . 94,121.34 30.4 " 264,39 )
Midway 406,804.03 - 94,176.40 23.1 177.36 -
Mount View 421,987.86 *103,482,49 24,5 207,80 '
" Normandy Park " 241, 595,46 61,134,56 - 253 207.94
North Hill 320,425.26 | 87,969.02. || 27.4 ' 224,41
Parkside ' 363,839.18 * §7,893.0% 24,2 194,23
*Riverton Heights 229, 547,54 71,268.80 ' 31.0 279.48
Salmon Creek 327;634.88 85,944.13 <22 | 2594
Shorewood 36,4545 || 95,312.59 0.1 > 235,34 _
Southem Heights 277,519.14 83,753.60 30,2 260,91
Sunnydale 306,009.38 107,804, 95 35.2 298443 ‘
Sunny Tersace 230,057.57 : 72,107,.87 . 31.3 264?1 3
“S_Valley View " 215,918.15 71,296.89 33.0 © 33%.30
White Center Heights 376.383.02 9516457 - || - 2513 196.62 4
3 to | Angle Lake 190,993, 14 65,863.74 34,5 275.98
'Q % | Burien Haights 167,735.57 47,310.33 28.2 . 240.15
A 8| Lokeview 170,858.47 59,990.31 . 35a 359,22
at - 2 .
2 % | Maywood ~.  252,890.52 76,165.28 30.1~ }59\07
3 ¥ | North Shorewood 153,645.63 49,263.69 32.6 " 300,39
TOTAL . . . §9,45,227.43 $ 2,717,026,19 . NG
'* Adjusted to exclude Multi-Handicapped Stjdents . Average . . ... .. 28.7% $ 237,00° N
. Range.’. .. ... .23.1-352% $177,36 - 359,22 ~
. TOTAL COSTS refer to att"the cost factors recorded on the cost analysis sheet for each building: Personnel,

insfruction, ‘supplies and materials, utilities, building maintenance and operation, etc.

NON-TRANSFERRING COSTS refer to those swilding-level costs which do not vary by pupils but rather stay
with the building: Principal's, secrefary's, and custodian’s salaries, building maintenance and operating.costs
o . and supplies, and utilities included, H o
MC levised  6-76 - 40 - 5 ~
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PROJECTED CASTS Toble #8,
1975-76
. DATA SHEET S
-_— H4

-
D

v - .
: Projected
Projected . Non-Trbns%erring Cos¥s~
ividual School ‘Non=Transferring Percent of the Per Pupil

Ind
. 3peraﬁom| Costs ¢+ Cost Total School Cost Cost
SCHOOL ( 1975-76 1975-76 1975-76 1975-76

~

Beverly Park ' $ 252,412.57 76,436.10 30.3% 27795
Boulevard Park “ . 385,710.39 109,518,452 " 28.4% $ 237,57
Bow Lake 358, 162. 42 96, 555.40 26.9 202.84
Cedarhurst 319,458.90 87,038, 42 27.3 233.35
Chelsea Park 214,228.05 .- 66,066.58 30.8 ' 265.33
Crestview 208, 410, 42 67,935.73 32.6 . 314.52
Des Moines 351, 307, 40 94,577.37 26.9 216.42
Gregory Heights ’ . 450,250, 91 109, 562. 21 24,3 184.76
Hazel Valley , 385,448.90 96,634,78 25.1 213.79
" Hilltop 305, 752,71 80,734.32 26,4 235,38
Lake Burien 364,661,17 . 86,712.54 23.8 185.28
Madrona 360, 159, 56 93,225.66 25.9 209.97
Manhattan 277,325,90° 81,929.70 29.5 - 23079
Marvista 245,614,77 68,009.94 27.7 254,72
Mc Micken Heights "~ 305,328.85 ©92,630.01 ©30.3 - 274,05
Midway 418,154, 42  95,285,97, 22.8 180,47
Mount View ™ 382,493, 56 100,422.29 26.3 - 21831
Normandy Park 237,429, 42 58,469.83 24,6 £ 198,20
"North Hill : 449,529.87 93,812,18 20.9 158.47
Parkside 338, 431,05 87,230.48 25.8 . 210.19
* Riverton Heights 231,769. 55 70,506. 57 30.4 295.01 - °
Salmon Creek 305,828, 70 85,011.14 27.8 235.49
Shorewood 7 427,374.05 95,443,21 2.3 167.74
Southern Heights 268,586.96 || ©  82,987.78 3.9 258,53
Sunnydale ) 293,800.82 101,310.10 34.5 306.07
Sunny Terrace : 202,452.11 . 63,458,75 31.3 282,04
Valley View 199,047, 58 . 60,140,74 . 30.2 264,94
White Center Heights 372,322,47 90,408.9'2‘ 24,3 198,70

¥

TOTAL . . .. §8,911,453.48 $ 2,392,055.64

’ Average . . .\ . 27.4% $ 232,53
* Adjusted to exclude Multi-Handicapped Students  Range . . . , . 20.9- 34.5% $ 158.47 - 314.52

TOTAL COSTS refer to all the cost factors recorded on the cost analysis sheet for each building: Personnel,
instruction, supplies and materials, utilities, building maintenance and operation, etc.

NON-TRANSFERRING COSTS refer to those building-level cos ichdo nof/vary by pupils but rather
stay with the building: Principal’, sacretary's, and custodian's sa/®iss, building maintenance and operating
costs and supplies, and utilities included,

Revised 11-75 ' 5 3




Suiaporﬁng Information for the Matrix (Cont'd,) . o

.
. . H S . .

: Enroliment ’ . .

k,. Y. K ». ’. ! ' ) » * "

The staff developed an enrollment: factor for each school which contained three
| " components: presént enrollment, percent of capacity enrolled, -and ability to absorb

| ik an increased egrollment. The scale for present enrollment (October 1975) was developed

as follows: N . _
S = 350 + students o'
4 = 300 - 349 students
3 = 250 -, 299 students
, 2 = 200 - 249 students
_ 1 = Less fhan 200 students
A gercent of capacn'y rating was developed for each buuldmg, base}on the concept
t at a'building operating at 90 to 95% of capacity would most ideally be using resources Q
; while mal’ifommg some flexibility. The following scale for percent of capacity was developed:
. ,
g 5 = Over 90% capacity
4 ' =, 86 - 89% of capacity
3 = 80 = 85% of capacity
' 2 = .75 - 79% of capacity .
1 = Less than 75% of capacity
A ranking of schools on their ability to absorb an increase in studerfts was developed
according to the following scale: » )
N 5 = Able to absorb over 10% increase
4 = Ablétoabsorb5 - 9% i increase ,
3 = Abletoabsorb0 - 4% increase-" ’
2 =, Atcapacity -
1 =. Over 5% above capacity
A total for the abéve three components of enrolIment was achieved by multiplying .
the actual enrolIment rating figure by 8 (due to its greater significance) and adding that
figure to the rating figure for egch of the other two categories. The following scale was
used to achieve a final overall enrollment rating: ‘ . ‘ .
[4 8
5 ="' 23 ormore total points
. 4 21 - 22total points -~
3 =18 - 20totdl points - : T - /)
2 =. 15 - 17 total points . .’ . '
1 = 14 orfewer total points .
. s A

Revised 11-75 .
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[ -
‘) Weightings *~

* étgludestMuiﬁ-Handicapped

Revisad 11-75

’

- x 1

Beverly Park” . * 275 " 00 2 ‘16
Boulevard Park 4561~ 80’ 5 + 23
Bow Lake ~ 476 106 20 422
Cedathurst 373 79 5 22
Chelsea Park 1. 29 83 ' 5 14
Crestview o~ S 67" 5 12
Des Moinés, * 437 97 3 23
Gregdly Heights 593 108 ] 2]
" . Hazel Valley 452 106 1 2
” Hilltop 343 98 3 20
Laké Burien 448 99 3 23
Madrona 444 118 ] 21
Manhaftan ‘355 | a4 .5 23
Marvista' 267 71 5 15
McMicken Heights #338 80 5 20
Midway 528 141 7. 2
Mount Yiew: - 469 102 2 - | .2
.+Normandy Park 295 148 1 15
Noith Hill 592 118 ] 21
Parkside 415 " 104) 2 22
* Rivérton,Heights e i 5 12
Salmon Creek . % .| 103 2 - 2
SHorewood ~ 569 108 3 ki
Southern Heights 21 “71 5 18

" Sunnydale J° 331 « 70 5 18
Sunny Terrace 4. 25 90 . 4 15
Valley View 27, | G 4 15
White Center His. 455 114 g 21

¥
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. Percent of Enrollment Decline”

"

YA percentage of enrol Iment decline since 1970 was developed for edch school

The schools with fhezleosf decline were rated highest. _The schools with the grgafesf
enrollmenf decline were rated lowest, ‘The fable shpws the rafe of enrollment Jeclme
from 1970 - 1973 and from 1973 1975 as well asa combmed“declme fror_n 1970 - 1975
The fO‘fCll decline from 1970 - ]975 was used in derermmmg fhe wexghhng for‘fh:s cate-

gory. The followmg scale was used: . 4

L]
a‘ rx

\ . - v

5= 0 - 10% decline
4 = 11,-19% degline
3 20 - 24% decline
2= 25 - 29% decline

Over 30% décline.




‘.. ' ' , 1] ., - r
e . ! \ ‘v ; . ‘.’ +
R ] PN i o : Table # 10 o
Lo PERCENT OF ENROLLMENT DECLINE. , - " L,
- * _SUMMARY AND DATA ShEer * - . N '
. [ L 4 I'. [ Y : (:, ’ } 3
' N . » . J . e s ‘. ‘c' o‘_ .. .« - . .. R
. . i T g = v ’ 2 — T
> v ! -. Qe—’l ’ * -é\Sﬂ (‘l\\¢ ‘(' &o@oq . ’ .
¢ s ¢ (3 . o o O
. . .y QQ,\ Q &\ Q& A [e) Q-o .
: ' L S S o & .o
e At .05 ’ b 5’U » O WL R A '
. R S S NS &>t
, . . ‘,:. . “ d?ol\\ < . O,Q " ' Qq,c;‘\ 'Q & ) . \
. . SCHOOL ) S ., < T A R
¢ ot R [ - c . DU “ - - - + -
. " " Beverly Park Y ., 2% ¢t D% - 25% 2 )
4 Y - . 4 K - p M
. " Boulevard PéFk SR e e 8 .25, 2, "o
RN « . 1, Bow Loke R 19 o ¢15) * e 0. ‘ s
. 5. - . . . \ . ] K
.o . oCedarhorst - . . 7| o237 .0\] . 20 .25 ! 2 .
o . ChelssaPark N, | 13 -u Lo Y9y B | g - {
. SR Crestview = .* \ < I IR ‘50 . ‘ 1 C . Do . .

X

" DesMoes ., . ° L] 7. Lvas U o -2 e -
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e . Hazél Valley L. .t6s. 157 s | 20, s 3, - |-
"Hilliop ¢ ' SN T R "9 L S L
. lokeBwien - | g YT dige T 1 t R
© ' Madrona 3 3. iy | et | 5] .
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T Mount View, E L T ot Con
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_ Parkside .. C oy 2 P N N |
) ¢ Riverton Hefghts ' 1 3 8 |, 4 |4 .
’ * Salmon Craek ’ c ' 29 .2 P r» .,

g - r -

' - " . 5 ' N -
- ' - Shorewood” . LAY Y I (+23) * () Bl RPN I
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S_Eporfnng Informahon for the Matrix (Conf d.) : « e
a" ( . ,
. B . . Anrporf Nolse JImpact

. &,

The exfent of alrporf noise |mpacf on individual schools was determined by

'ra:mg edch 'sb,‘hool s locqhon in relation to Average Noise Exposure (ANE) meqsure-

menfs as defprmméa’ by 1973 studies conducted by the Sea-Tac Community Plan.

Schools locafed in areas with no aircrdft noise impact received the highest raﬁng.

P 1 = ANE - 40 and over - : S '(~_
T2 - ANE : 35-39 , SR
, 3'= ANE - 30-34 : | " v'
L " 4= ANE - 25-29 . _ ‘
. ¢ 5 = ANE - 24 ar:d under ‘ . o
3 . ﬂ
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. McMicken Heights

g
4

- AIRPORT NOISE IMPACT

SUMMARY AND DATA SHEET

>

SCHOOL

’ Be\'/erly Park

* Boulevard Park

" Bow Lake

»

Cedarhurst . . . ’

€helsea Park

»
- Crestview

.“Des Moines

+
Gregory Heights  *

Hazel Vailey

Hilltop R

Lake Burien

-

Madrona

Manhattan

Marvista

W W N[N S R W NS W N W

Midway.. - »

—

" Mount View

-

» Normandy Park /

b

North Hill

N [

Parkside = ~ ‘.

Riverton Heights ., .

Salmon Creek .

Shorewood

Southern Heights

—

IR B LR

Sunnydale > .

Sunny Terract '

Valley View

White Center Heights N
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Supporting In?ormation for the Matrix (Cont'd.), e ..

[ 4 . M
: ; Alternate Use Factor Lo
*
.Each school and school site was rated separately according to its potential -/

adaptation for a non-educational use. This evaluation factor scores highest on
those buildings and sites which had little potential for alternate, non-educational

uses. The following scale was used.

3
€

Least potential for alternate use

Below average potential for alternate use
= . Average potential for alternate use
Above average potential for alternate use
Greatest potential for alternate use

il

il

r
—_ N W Hh n

-

il

- ‘ -
A total of the site and building factors was computed. A final rating for an

alternate use fagtor was developed according to the fol lowing scale:

5 = 9or 10 total points
4 = 7'or 8 total points <
) »3°. = 6 total points
' 2 = 4or 5 total points
‘ 1= 2or 3 total points
\ . ‘
- 9‘ \
// / - / -
//
s .
' * e
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Table' #12

ALTERNATE USE FACTOR

SUMMARY AND DATA SHEET

" SCHOOL

Beverly Park

Boulevard Park
Bow Lake
Cedarhurst
Chelsea Park

Crestview

Des Moines

Gregory Heights
Hazel Valley é
Hilltop

Lake Bun'epn
Madrona
Manhattan
Marvista
McM%cken Heights
Midway

Mount View
Normond; Park
North Hill
Parkside

Riverton Heights
Salmon Creek:
Shorewood
Southem Heights

—

w JL“ Nl N

—
7

Sunnydale

Sunny Terrace

Valley View
White Center Heights
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"Supporting Information for the Matrix (Cont'd.) . . .

A

Modernization Potential

. . Each school was evaluated for ease of modernization. Factors considered
were: general plan of the building, the nature of the structural components, the
location of utilities, the type of interior partitions, and heat and ventilation

redesign requirements for larger or smaller spaces. The rating scale used for each of

the above was as follows: . : ' \7 -
I - . “

. oo <

5 = Most favorable fo- future alteration 2

4 = Favorable for future alteration

3 = Average for future alteration . :

2 = Less than average potential for future alteration

1 =

Least favorable for future alteration

A total for all factors was compiled. The buildings were then rated from

0

5 to 1 according to their total. The scale used was:

S5 = 23 = 30 total points
4 =19 -22 .-
3 17 - 18 .
2=15-16 : -
1=10-14 i
’ Y4
1
* 62
& el -
S~
N
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i Table # 13
) s ' .
4 ’ - N
MODERNIZATION POTENTIAL ’
SUMMARY AND DATA SHEET )
'—:'t . —) -~

& fo s .
) : £$ .;5 -i?éq /\f\?
- § /& /SS/ S /8

v SCHOOL, 2 & » SEVAS
Beverly Park ¢ 4 3 12 | 3 3 2 7 |\ 3
Boulevard Park 2 3. 2 3 2 3 5 Vo2
Bow lake - | 2 3 3 3 2 2 15 2
Cedathurst | 4 3 4 5 3 2 21 4

¢ Chelsea Park” > 1 _ 3 1 3 2 2 12 1

' Crestview 3 3 | 3 3 1 14 1
. Des Moines 3 3 3 3 3 3 18 3

Gregory Heights 2 2 | ™ 3 3 3 15 2
Hazel Valley 3 3- . 1 3 3 3, 16 2 L 4
Hilltop N 3 3 3 2 17 3
Lake Burien - |3 3 37| 3 3 17 3
Madrona Ry 3 5. 3 3 2 18 3
Manhattan L 3 4 3 3 3 3 2 17 3
Marvista L. 2 -3 3 3 4 | s 20 4
McMicken Heights 3 2 |2 3 3 2 15 2 i
Midway 2 3” 3 3 3 2 16 2
Mout View 3 2 1/5* 3 2 3 16 2
-Normandy Park 2 .3 3 3 3 1 15 2
North Hill’ Lo 2 3 3 i | a3 2250 16 ) 2
Parkside - 3 | 3 3 3 3 2 7 b3
Riverton Heights -3 3 5 L o3 |.3° 2 9 | 4
Salmon Creek 2 -3 5 3 |.3 2 18 3 .
Shorewood | 3 3 2/ |- 3 3 2 16 3
Southem Heights 2 3 5 3 2 .2 a7 | T3 T
Sunnydale 2 .3 1 3 | 3 3 s oo
Sunny Terrade 2 3 5/ 3 3 2 8. | 3 -

) Valley View 5 -5 " 5° 5 5 I 26 S |
White Center Heights . 5+, | 5/3 17 | 54 |5/3* | 5/3* 25 5 -

: . N 5 s ) . [l

* Addition/Original, - - . 63 | . -

Revised 11-75 . T ‘ J *




. " Supporting Information for the Matrix (Cont'd.)

) Building Capacity

. Each school's enrolIment capacity was developed by multiplying the number of
classrooms by 25 (students). _ This is the State Board of Education's method of defgr-

mining capacity of a facility. This figure is contained in the Master Plan for the . -

" Highline Public Schools . An adjusted buuldmg capacity was used in this section. To

determine an ad| usted. capacity, subsfandard classpooms were delefed In addition, in '
v

schools which did not have a resoyrce center, a deduction of one classroom was made . -

Each building was rated from 5 to 1 according to the:-number of students the facility

could house. The standdrd used was:

5= 350+ _
. 4 = 300 - 349
) 3= 250-29%9 )
2 = 200 - 249

1 = Less than 200 =




Table 14

- « . .

BUILDING CAPACITY ) ‘

| SUMMARY AND DATA SHEET . Hﬁ
% )
- S
l ! «‘é)&\e‘ oz;S\Q
| . $ & £
| SCHOOL — , ¥ g
' Beverly Park : 3 e 275" 3
Boulevatd Park ) 5.75 5
Bow Lake . ) . 475 5
Cedarhurst e 475 R
" - Chelsea Park : 300 4 .
o _ Crestview ‘ 325 4 ‘
. . Des Moines | 450 5
’ Gregory Heights r 550 . 5 -
Hazel Valley 425 5. s
. Hilltop ' - 8% 5
S Lake Bufien - ~ | 475 5 .
" Madrong R ' 375 5 .
Manhattan 7 425 ‘ 5
Marvista - . 375 5
" McMicken Heights 425 5
Midway* . ~ 375 5 a
Mount View o, 450 5
Normandy Park ) ‘ 200 2
North Hill s 0 | 5 )
, Parkside . , 400 5 .
“* Riverton Heights 325 4 )
R Salmon Creek A i 350 ‘5
Shorewood ) 525 5
* Southem Heights 450 5
Sunnydale - ' 475 5 .
Sunny Terrace ] o 250 3
Valley View . 250 . 3
White Center Heights " : 400 s

Yoo “Excluding Multi-Handicapped (8 rooms) i ‘ )

Revised 11-75 ' .
| s

|
i
l
T
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Supporting Information for the Matrix (Cont'd.)

-

Traffic and S‘afefy Considgrations

‘and safety factors

he Master Plan for the Highline Public

Each school was evaluated according to the traffi

‘
operating arourf the buildi
Schools, location gfcrossing guards, and locations of major traffic arterials were

. considered. The/rating scale used was: a

9 . “~

L
No hqzards -

-

_Favorable traffic conditions
="' Average traffic conditions

Y

1 = Severe traffic hazards dnd crossing guards / :

o <

5
c 4
3
2

= Some traffic concerns

-




TRAFFIC AND SAFETY CONSIDERATIONS

SCHOOL

"SUMMARY AND DATA SHEET

/

2

’

" Tablef15

Beverly Park v

Boulevard Park

Bow Loke

Cedarhurst

Chelsea Park -

' 4
|

Crestview

W [wW

Des Moines

Gregory Héighfs

Hozel Valley

Hilltop

Lake hurien

w |wYw |»

Madrona

N
h

« Manhatton

Marvista

- McMicken Heights

Midway

‘Mount View <

Normandy Park

a

North Hill ,

Parkside

Riverton Heights

ald v NI~ 0w |~
~

.Solmon Creek

—

. SHbrewood

Southemn Heights

Sunnydale

Sunny Terrace

Vojley View

W N W [~

Wl'kfe Center Heights

~

Revised 11-75
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TASK FORCE +- ENROLLMENT DECLINE

. - ) < . , a* ’

B

Alfernahx Use oF Space or Facility ", . S

,
“~ 1 R - - n 34
B \,\fi\l, :..\\*L
. ) reporfeq in this section. The esfabhshnfenf of pnormes at fhls fime was meant te *\\\\
v clanfy the ophons available so that decisions may be boded on sohd mformahon gnd G .
h)
. devefoped fhrough ) planned process. .- : o " . s
.‘ . ’ .- I3 . i . J\ .i i . I K .
e The followmg 'sfafements summarize the consensus of fﬁe Task Force- . ( - "
- - . . . - . * .4
1. Eulf:llmg educational needs- is-of first :mporfance, meehng commumfy .S
, ..+ needs is second; allowing pnvate or commercial. usages is third;-and _
‘ oL
T redevelop:ng the site shoujd be fhe Fmal cdhuderahon.' . _ - St
A ‘s s e . *
A . N2 Oufslde agenc:es\w\gr\ups whlch Iease or rent dumc? fac:lmes should e
: ) . ~ -‘ ¢
IR - be respons:ble for covering%com of mamfenance, o.perahon and " C
) ;o deprecnahop of rhe Fac,:lmes used. B ' ; . 3‘ e
o 3 in phunmngcfor alfemcfe Fac:hfy. use, the dlsfncf w:ll need to esfubbsh
' . -a process and timeline whigh allows the distnct to take advantage of
R S
\ i fac:hfy uscge opporrumhes wn‘h neithei long delays nor. hurfied decm‘ .
' R ) 4, The commrffee suggesh encouragmg oumde ogencm and groups to submlt\\ o
: hi . ‘_ - |deas for usage of space and facclmes fhat may become avallabje. 2o N T
- IS -t ’ - v e
’ ’ - In defermining bu:ldmg use p(lormes-, the Task*o&:e-spec é:glly consndered .
fhe Followmg . T K .7“»" . 2 T . .
IR M F:?sslble Changes in Dlstncf Orgemzdﬂonal Paﬂ'er SR ‘
o < 2 . District Uges e, . o - . - ) .. ’
~ . R - - N N - " A s .’ « T \4 . PR .
. CoL 3 Nen-Profit_C)-rgenizafierpl Uses - .7 e } . e
) ) Private Uses -~~~ " $° o - oo e




- . [y

. Y d . .. K
Possible Changes IILD!S!’J’!CT Oranuzahonai Rq)fe:ns .

. &
A number of rh,e Lfses of spdce suggesfed hb\/e |mp|1caf|on for exrendmg or _‘ k
- ch’ongmg ofgamzononol ﬁorrerns. Such possrble thanges I:':clude (not in order of i
prlorxfy) . - %, | . ,r o, % ' . ‘ : “ oo g
e Cenrer School Concepr/ ) .o ‘ '1_: vy - :f:_‘._ . : . ; . :' .
.« Y.ear)Round Schools /A & T ol b M - e‘c
.4 et

'. v .. The 4-4-4 porfern of groupmg school gradqs P

LI . . -

.. .. Extension of ,ppogrum to'four-yebr-olds (eorly chrldhood educahon) ‘”‘,-
«+«. Paired schools K-Gggmdes in oe school, grades 4-4 in nelghbprmg schoo1)

R Dlsfr.lcr-wrde daytime eommurmy s,qhools programse L. - BN
. . Establishment’ of "alternative schools , A P =y S '
. S -
[] . Al . e N * . ~ { s ¢ A3
B . ’ R . 1 . e . N .

. . X3 , . ., LI . R .
District Uses ) SN T F S B
S — . . L. . . ' . .

. : . ' o ', “ae B
. . Parfi‘ol Use of Buﬂding's_.' .o o o
. \ . : . . . .

1. Use space that becorrLes avolloble at -each level Yo fulfill educohoncﬂ

admlmsfrofnie and opemhonol needs belng met m some schools but not™

gm orhers. Such needs mlghr mcluQe . v ( TR s s

, !

Resource Cenrers )

¢
c 8

M;Jsfc_' Teaching Areas

: T Srorage . ..« " -Special Reading Areas '
' - +.Audio=Visuat Rooms * Smal| Group Instrucfional Spdce
S " Yutoring Areas - . ' Cross Age Tutoring
e Tt v - Administéation Offices Appropridte Work Spacéffor Teachers -
¢ ‘”.,“,-.»:___’-,;' © "' F Specialists' Offices Tutoring by Adults ‘
X Reserve space for new, ideas being contemplated to fulfill- educononol
, o«
qdmmlsrranve and operational needs of the schaol dlsrncr Such needs
might include: . ' , - ‘ *
. ‘ . , - Industrial Arts Iiooms L Retreat Roon;s ' . .
' * Science Labs Private Space for Teachers-to Confer
. Horticultural Labs =~ - . with Students .
e - Multi-Service Rooms for * TV Centers ..
J . .+ Cooking, Art and Carpentry * 0
w, . ) L] ., '
- . , s -
- ’ h P
e : - r ‘1 O ¢
. ’ ;. . y . . %
: ° ) ‘e ‘.- -57 -- ¢ :
. - . * .‘/ )




SRNERE PN 7 ParNQIUseoFBunldmgs CEet L . w»

RNl T -, .‘-.' (Conrd) S '
g . ‘ . . . . ) . \‘ ; - ) . . ,
oL - 3. Sharr some "Cenfer School" programs in elemenr.ory school space. )
.. VRN L - . . \ . W . ‘, . « . .‘ - -
" : “r 4, l..Use rogms for specnol secondary progroms or classes (such as auto
ot eoe L mechamcs, droma, culrural arts) where there now is insufficient space.
v w88 Pravide several, rooms dnsrnct-wnde for commumry schools' progroms
Lot L e, whlch have: farge space ar srorage requirements.
L4 . it . . . o b .
SR " 6. Prqvude rooms for add.monal dayhme Communlry Schools classes, - .
e L A ' . . ‘ ) .
: R g0 Reser'Ve soine rooms For meehng spaces and Thservice training only.
. S . ' . <
w e < 8.” Use par? oF a bunldsngfo prov;de a Teacher Center for district sraFF
P R , . ’ . -
NI . 9.  Establish preSChoo‘l ih the wing of a Bui!dilng wheﬁ itis compyﬁble with .
RS other uses. : b : *
IR 10,  Place the oyerlood of regular hlgh school classes in exfra space in elementary .
. ' e schools. .o, ) ' .
Ne - Lo T . . ° . A ' v
e et 11, + Place admlmsfrdnon for all Federal and state specnal granr programs at '
» one school ‘ . v
. . 12, Provide specnal reading labs for adults of our. commumfy as well asschdgl , = ¢
T e » child en . . - B
T *\;/'/ h‘ ' .. - - : : . ’
) o % ' ? R -;. . ‘
/-’/\ - . T3. . Establish day care centers.or preschool centers; - : -
" M » . . . . . N . - .
3 14. * Close or demolish old _parts_of sfrucfures and use only the newer wings;
- . - ‘ where appropriate . - . K s,
[ c ' ,
. 15.  Close wing(s) of schools where design allows this fo be done moFFensnvely
’ . (not prioritized). u . ) .
’ * < -
. L , i . 4
, L ‘. r . ‘ 3 ' v ! A . . /{ ) L . *
* . LA s . ° ¢ \ B .
o " - Totad Use of Buildings or Sites . - t &
¢ o o ‘.o N . ope i $ ) ) . |
o 1. Createa dlsfrwf-wnde facnlrfy (Center School) for: g -

a, odvonced work in, the oreo; of droma, music, art, culrurol ennchmenh

. b reading (and boslc skll]s) Iabororory for pnmory through adult;

¢\ affernohve" school for students of all ages, mcluded gifted; 7
’ d. a specnol h’plmng center for all levels of st(,idenfs for advanced work -
) in such sub|ecfs as landuage, mathematics and science.
Q ‘ - : ' -58- . : -

ERIC S 1o v s




. ) ‘v |
District Uses (Cont'd.) - “
= Total Use of Buildings or Sites
N . (Cont'd.)
] r’.
2> Create a TeacherCenter: work space, tools, materials, etc., for

.

3. \ Create a "Model" school where the district can try out and demonstrate new -

4.

- ’

5.

developing curriculum materials apd teacher skills and exchange of ideas.

ideas or innovations, perhaps in connection with a "Teacher Center."
] A - %

- Establish additional storage or depository facilities.

..,Converf several elementary buildings to middle schools--change the .
junior highs to ntddle schools. (The 4-4-4- plan was not popular with

" the subcommittee). .
- . « & . /
4
Use of Sites Having No Buildings T
Create playfields. o ' g
. ' [] . ’ ’
.Use for vocational agriculture .
Madke sifes availablé for usage as parks. * -’
. ®
' . . . s B
Establish ecological study areas.” — = =™
L ‘ ’ y R
Provide garden\sites: -

~

Create an archae logﬁql site.

Establish our own farm site including animals.

£
! V)
i ¢
g '
M s
v h 4 =Y
-
] .
(] “_, .
. 2 ' '
- -59 - - . )




’ Use by Non-Profit Ollganichions

. ‘ " Partial Use of Building f
1. Provide space for community use such, as commynity. schools (daytime i
AR activities), recreation, parks, adult education, branch libraries, culf}hl .

events, day-care centers, preschools, an art pavilion, festival planning,
field house, theater groéps and art guilds, when fiscally appropriate.
. -2, Allow use by the Park Department, government agencies on all levels.
" Might include industrial training center, District Court,. family counseling,
vocational trdining, out-patient clinics, heart watch and community health
P offices, Department of Institutions' learning ce:gngL_glcohol education ,
center,” drug education center and "reintegration” center for institutionalized.
g . youth. This should not include uses that might be unacceptable in the commu-
nity, such as an animal center compound.

¢

3. " Provide space for community organizations such as senior citizens' groups,
ethnic groups, grandparents' organization. Such facilities might be partially
staffed by retired or semi -retired people from the field of education or -

L community services, ’

-

-

‘4, ' Establish rooms for oganizafions such as Scouts, Junior Achievement, U.G.N.,
. agencies, Campfire, Big Brothers, Juvenile Court, Community Planning,

. "YMCA aond YWCA.

5., Share facility with other educationally related organizations (extension,
adult education centers or community colleges) with each group sharing
‘minimal mdintenance, upkeep. ‘ » .

6.  Invite civic, ethnic, educator, educafiod-relafed groups and individuals to

submit proposals to local, state and federal agencies and the school district

to sponsor their ideas which would require partial use of a school building or
site. The district should determine minimum upkeep and maintenance for
whatever space is requested and available. Offer district aid to groups or
individuals in the preparation of such proposals.

7. Provide inexpensive places for community clubs and groups to meet (for
social, square dances, whatever). '

8.  Lease or sell for a community health facility, such as a mental health clinic ;
or free medical/dental clinic. ) - 7

9. Provide space for low cost meals for senior citizens.




”
- -~

Use by Non-Profit Organizations (Cont'd.) ' N
. ' Total Use of Building or Site - -
. ’ E
1. 'Furn into local "tuition vocational school for our community. (sumllar to

fhe Renton Technical tnstitute).

2. Sale or |#use to governmental.agency (includes city, counfy, state oFFnces,
parks, playfields, govesnmental and community centers and courts).
— .
3.  Lease or sell to apy commumfy-based non-profit setvice orgamzahons, e.g%,

Boys Club; etc.

4. Lease or sell for community health facility, such as a mental health
clinic or free medical/dental clinic. . . . E S
’ 5. Use for the expansion of library facilities (especially south end of district).
| 6.  Lease one facility to a vayiery of different small age'ncies or organizations.
7. Cc_mverf to meeting place and cafeteria for:senior citizens.

8. Community museum. !
Private Uses

Partial Use of Building

1. Rent or lease to special schools-~dance, art, etc. ¢

2. Rent or lease to preschools.

3.  Rént or lease to private

°

parochial schools.

4.  lease gym facilities to service organizatians.

s

Total Use of Building or Site

ease space to private commercial use, such as a beauty school, pottery
guild, business school, art school, dance school, at reduced rate in cases
where some training for high school youth can be provided in conjunction
with the use.




.

- ¢

Private Uses (Conf‘d.)» .

Total Use of Building or Site o
(Cont'd.) - a .

} =

Lease building to business community for educdfionally——relatesl needs,
e.g., vocational and career trainin®® Boeing Education Center, etc.
. i

Lease or sell to a church with large programs for youbh, .

<~ . .
Rent, lease, or sell for medical-dental clinic.
- v 3 . i
Rent or lease or sell to private or parochial schools’. o
Lease facilitiés to service organizations. )" \
‘ ¢
Lease or sell to be used as office space, small shopping mall, etc.

v ‘ (

Convert to nursing home.

..

Rent, lease or sell forlight industry.
5 .

- .

Sale of Building or Site
Sell land for 3bpropriafe commercial uses where zoning is compatible.

Sell vacartt sites to private developer to build homes, multiple-family
dwellings. ,
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TASK FORCE - ENROLLMENT DECLINE

Conclusigns and Recommendations

Introdyetion : - T
N
The purpose of this Task Force was to study the programs, facilities, and

alternatives of the Highline School District as rhey relate. to enrollmenr declme

o More specifically, rhe Task Force was to: e
- ' 1) establish criteria for identifying facilities where changes should
, be cansidered, .

2)  identify and prioritize alternatives far use of excess classroom

space,

-~

3)  determine a process for involving the community in the develop-
‘ment of awareness, understanding, and for providing nnpur prior

to maklng changes in schools because of enroliment decline.

The crireria for facility evaluation are found in the Facility Considerations

L}

section,

’

section and the alternatives are identified in fhi Alternative Use of Space or Facility

L)

Process of Community Involvement .

-«
] ’ The four-phase process for anvolvung the community whlch follows sugdests the

purpose of egcb/nhase, the methods to be used and special concerns where appropnare. ”

The process for .carrying out the involvement of the community has been set up in four

phases which are outlined on the following pages. The purpose of each phase has been i
“ . identified, along with methods and special concerns which should be considered. A

specific timeline has also been suggested; however, it is recognized that rhere may

-

appropriately be some overlapping of these four specific phases. b

o ' [}




LI

ANY

Procéss of C-ommunify Invqlvement (Cont'd.) . . . /'

-

, PHASE 1
Recommended ’ ’ .
* Timeline ORIENTATION TO DECLINING ENROLLMENT AND ITS ;
N RAMIFICATIONS p e B
Purpose:  Informational stage For general and broad awareness’
: " and undersrandmg for all the publics affgcted. This
July- , includes process for involving communify and infor-
through . mation on facility evaluahons and alternative uses
of space. t
September - . - ‘ .
1974 Methods:  Methods of communication described as "one-way"
. would be expected to predominate. i
' * Special Garnering support of key groups. District staff and
Concerns: area media people should be among the first to be
involved and in more detail due to type of involve-
i . ment, understanding, and support needed from: them.

PHASE 2

INPUT/OUTPUT

Purpose:  Offer opportunity for people in community to express/fj

opinions, syggestions, ask questions, etc. Allow :
resent more specific information and ’
ut on a more personal or interest basis.

0 \\ " N - .
rhrough /*/A . Methods: It is intended that all community lnPlf/f cancerning

December a school stayld be presented for consideration prior,
1974 . ' to Phase 3. Exploration of specific alterpatives will
' X be a part of this phase. Described in "exchange/of
information" section most heavily relied/on. The two-
way exchange should be applied in a manner so that

opportunity for community input will be considered
prior to implementing Phase 3. "

>

. . district to
~ September . - receive i

s




-

e

/ January
through N

Process 6f Community Involvement (Cont'd.) . .

Recommended
Timeline
' -
s

~

February
1975

 “Methods:

March
1975

and through

implementation

SCHOOL BOARD'S DECISION PHASE 3

AND POST-DECISION INFORMATION DJ|SSEMINATION .
Purpoic: To communicate the use of community inp‘ut in the
decision-making process, rationale for decisions
and the decisions to be implemented.

Such methods as the following might be used:

. News releases
‘ ... Home School publication
.+ School Bulletins
.. Staff meetings
... Neighborhood meetings
.. Meetings with special interest groups

Special The decision should be communicated with feeling
. Concerns: of-certainty or "finality". In order to do so, it is
) -important that enough time be allowed during
Phase 2 for all input to be gathered and considered
prior to Phase 3.
> PHASE 4
IMPLEMENTATION ' .
Purpose: ~ Insure smooth fransition.
Methods:  Communications during this period are to be considered

equally important to predecision communications.

The community, or communities, should be informed
regarding all the implementation steps and provided
input and evaluation by those affected in order to
facmfate a positive transition for students, parents
and community groups. A

-

79
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Task Force Recommendations v ‘ ' ‘ :

The following specific recommendations are based on the Task Force findings: :

T

rd

The school district should continue the precedent of involving citizens in

decisions which have effect or impact upon the community.
y . (
The district staff should prepare additional-information which may be

. i . . » . M
Priority for community involvement should be given parents and taxpayers

required to answer the concerns of the various publics. \
» S

Others who need to be considered in the process include district personnel,

students, governmental units, civic as well as business groups.

Involvement of the communify’musf emphasize and assure opportunity for

two-way exchange of information. ) ,

The Facility Evaluation Matrix should be used as an initial indicator to
identify schools where fyrther stu%y should be made for possible implemen-

tation of suggested alterndtives. ¢

School Board decisions regaraing alternative uses of buildings or sites should
be based on such data as included in the Facility Evaluation Matrix but should
also include certain factors which may not fit the matrix pattern,e.y., airport

»

/

] <

expansion.

Further study is/n éded by'.d-istricf.sfaff to determine the point ‘af which

dea‘ining 9n|7!lmenr and rising costs indicate a school should be considered

for ¢ Josure .

% .

“'The district staff should further analyze the costs per individual school to

deterinine specific reasons for variances. A

Alterrate d}s!posriﬁon of excess space in schools should be implemented with the

" following priority: 1) educational uses, 2) governmental and community

non-profit uses, 3) commercial and private uses, and 4) sale or demolition.
. / )
: - 66~
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v

. Task Force Recommendations (Cont'q.)

10.

1.

12,

All partial alterngtive uses of schools must be compatible with educational

use of facility .

All non-educational alternative uses of facilities must be financially’ .

§

sel§-supporting and acceptdble to the neighb_o}ing community.

v

©
The District staff must proceed in collecting data on secondary schools in
anticipation of corollary problems which-will become a concern dt that level .

when the elementary enrollment decline-reaches the secondary schools.




Cautions Concerning the ’Use of rhls Reporr Y :

« .
.

1) + Declining enrollment creafe& problems F‘or which there are no simple

answers;-therefore, a decision-making process is recommended which

&

takes into consideration such factors as the effects upon the educationl .
) program, the financial picture, the desires and needs of the community
and the facilities available within, the district. Because the impact of

enroliment declin&vaties between grade levels and from school to school, -

’ , . .
the problem is more complex. : \ S
el v "
' »
,’ .

The data provided aboot exisring,conditions, cost figures and projections

P

should be used for guidance purposes but should not*be the only criteria .

used. In individual cases, factors such as airport acqu:snflon oF school / -
property may override all other considerations: e -
.3)’ All alternatives should be carefully welghed before a dec:s:on is reached, Cc,

~ A solution to a declg;ng enrollmenf situation in one msrance may not be

appropnare for a different sef*of circumstances. - 1

4) Alfhough the process recommended in this report iticludes a timeline for -

mplemenfohon wurhm ‘the next year, it also can be considered @ model
L

for Furure use. . ‘ . < - T,
. e ~ .,
52' Be¢ause fhe Task Force hus concenrrared on only one issue~~that of declmmg /

enrollmenf—* there is a need for this plan to be mfegrared with total district o

. . /s
long-range plans.// . . //




