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I. CALL TO ORDER

2. ROLL CALL

3. DISCUSSION

a. Salem-Kejzer Public School Facility Draft Plan Presentation

4. OTHER BUSINESS

This time is provided to allow Council members the opportunity to bring matters beforethe Council
which are not on tonight~sagenda.

5. WRJT~ENCOMMUNICA11ONS

To inform the Council of significant written communications and petitions.

6. A~1OURN

Upon requ~auxillary aid and/or c/alservice, for those with disabilities wi/Ibeprovided To reqI~]
serykes pleasecontact us at390 3/C0or throagh Oi~tonRelay I-~l3S2900atleast i~wov~vrkingdays

(4i9hours)in advancE.



CITY COUNCIL MEETING: July10, 1995

AGENDA ITEM NUMBER: 3a

TO: MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL

THROUGH: DOT1YTRYK,.&.~~
CITY MANAGER

FROM: JOHN N. MORGAN, AICP
COMMUNITY DEVELOPME~troR

SUBJECT: SALEM/KEIZER SCHOOLS PUBLIC FACILITY PLAN

DISCUSSION:

The 1993 Legislature revised the state land use laws to require schools districts prepare public
facility plans as is done with other public facilities. These plans are to be adopted as elements
of local Comprehensive Plans.

Salem/Keizer Public Schools has completed a draft public facilityplan and will be presenting
the draft to the Council, along with the Planning Commission and other community groups,
this evening. A copyof the draft is attached.

The Council, and other participants, are asked to review the presented material and offer
comments. These will be considered for incorporation into the final draft.

The final draft is scheduled to be before the Planning Commission for consideration in
September, and before the Council for public hearing and adoption in late September or
early October.

RECOMMENDATION:

It is recommended Council receive the presentation and then informally offer comments on
the draft.
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~, ~OR~ TOM McMULLEN, DirectorFacilitiesPlanning,Construction,aridPropertyManagement

3630 StateStreet• Salem,Oregon97301
(603) 399-3290• FAX (503) 375-7806

JON YUNKER, Director
LEM’KEJZER BusinessSerAces

PUBLIC SCHOOLS HomerKearns,Superintendent

June6, 1995

DearCornnijtteeMembers,City Councilors,PlanningCommissioners,BoardMembers,and
InterestedCitizens:

The following documeiit is thefirst DRAFT of the SchoolFacility Study sponsoredby Salem-
KeizerPublic Schools. For your information,the SchoolDistrict is still consideringthe class
size,either 27 and30 studentsper classroom,for usewith the final document. A separate
technical supplement is available for review at the Mid Willamette Valley Council of
Governmentsandthe SchoolFacilities Planning offices.

On behalf of the SchoolDistrict, I invite your review arid comment of the Study. The
comment page provides four categoriesto aid the processof assimilatingall suggestions.

. A. RECOMMENDED ADDITIONS,
B. RECOMMENDED DELETIONS,
C. RECOMMENDED CHANGES, AND
D. OTHER

Return all commentsto the Mid WillamefteValleyCouncil of Governj~e~~5(COG), 105
High Street, Salem,OR 97301,by 5:00 p.m., Tuesday, August 8, 1995.

Foradditional information,pleasecontact either Mike Unger or Masjorie Mattsonat the COG

office by telephoning 588-6177.

Sincerely:

Tom McMullen, Coordinator

Facilities Planning, Construction,andPropertyManagement

.



O SALEM-KEIZER PUBLIC SCHOOLSSCHOOL FACILITY STUDYDRAFT DOCUMENT COMMENT SHEET

Name,Address,and TelephoneNumber:

COMtvIENTS

RECOMMENDEDADDITION(S):

RECOMMENDED DELETION(S):

RECOMMENDED CHANGE(S):

OTHER:

DATE: __________________
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Draft SchoolFacilitiesStudy

.
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Salem-KeizerSchoolDistrict, in cooperationwith the Citiesof SalemandKeizer,
Marion andPolk Counties,andtheSalemAreaTransitDistrict, workedcooperatively
to developeda long rangeschool facilities study(Study). The Studywill helpthe
SchoolDistrict andlocal governmentsplanfor anticipatedschoolagepopulation
growthover the next20 years.

The Studyinventoriesexisting facilities, forecastsschoolage populationgrowthwithin
theSchoolDistrict, determinesthenumber,by type, of schoolsneededover the
planningperiod aswell astheapproximatelocationof theneededfacilities, and sets
forth a schedulefor public improvementsand site acquisition. The Studyis designed
to meettheschool facility planningrequirementsof OregonRevisedStatute(ORS)
195.110.

The Salem-KeizerSchoolDistrict is at or nearcapacityfor elementary,middle, and
high schools. The schoolage populationis expectedto growby an additional 38
percent(nearly 12,000students)over thenext20 years. The greatestgrowthwill be
in SouthandWestSalemareas. This growthtranslatesinto theneed for nine
additionalelementaryschoolsandtwo additionalmiddle schools. The School. District’s 21stCenturyHigh SchoolAdvisory Committeerecommendsthat futurehigh
schoolcapacitydemandsbemet by additions,remodeling,andoperationalchangesat
theexistinghigh schoolsfor thenextfive years.

The Study reaffirmstheimportanceof anticipatingtheneed for new facilities. The
availability of suitableschoolsiteswill continueto decline asthe Salem-Keizer
urbanizableareadevelops. Therefore,the School District shouldattemptto acquire
sitesatleasttenyearsin advanceof theneedfor a new school. The Studyidentifies
generalareaswhereschoolswill beneededandestablishescriteria to evaluateschool
sites.

The Study setsfortha frameworkfor assessingneededfacilities andimprovementsto
existingfacilities. However,theStudy is justthe startingpoint. It mustbe
continuallymonitoredandupdatedto reflect growthpatternsand changesin
educationalprograms.

. Executive Summary



Draft SchoolFacilitiesStudy.
SECTION 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 ScopeandObjectives

The Salem-KeizerSchoolDistrict, in cooperationwith the Citiesof Salemand Keizer,
Marion andPolk Counties,andthe SalemAreaTransitDistrict, developeda long
rangeschoolfacilities study(Study). The Studywill helptheSchoolDistrict andlocal
governmentsplanfor anticipatedschoolage populationgrowthover thenext20 years.

The Studyis a comprehensiveevaluationof futureschool facility requirements.
Primary objectivesinclude:

• Inventoryof existing facilitiesto determinecurrent capacityandneeded
improvements;

• Forecastof schoolagepopulationgrowthwithin the Salem-Keizermetropolitan
areaover thenexttwentyyears;

• Recommendedsiting criteria for new schoolfacilities;

• Identificationof potentialareasfor additional schoolfacilities;

• Reviewandanalysisof alternativesto new schoolconstructionandmajor
renovation;and

• Developmentschedulesandprogramsfor public improvements,site acquisition,
andfacility development.

The Salem-Keizermetropolitanareais projectedto grow from approximately175,000
in 1995 to 245,000in 2015. Schoolagepopulationis expectedto grow from 30,968
to approximately42,700 duringthe sameperiod,a 38 percentincrease.

1.2 StatutoryRequirements(ORS 195.110)

In 1993, the OregonLegislationenacteda lawrequiring long rangefacility planning
for large,high growthschooldistricts(ORS195.110)’. A high growthschooldistrict
is definedasa district with:

copy of ORS 195.110is provided in Section— of theTechnicalSupplement.

Introduction Page1



Draft School FacilitiesStudy

1. An enrollmentof over 5,000 students;and

2. An increasein studentenrollmentof six (6) percentormore duringthe
three(3) mostrecentschoolyears.

The Salem-KeizerSchoolDistrict meetsboth criteria. District enrollmentis nearly
31,000and thestudentenrollmentincreasedmorethan 10 percentover thelastthree
years. The following tablesummarizestheSchoolDistrict’s growthover thelast eight
years.

TABLE 1-I
SALEM-KEIZER SCHOOL DISTRICT FIRST QUARTER ENROLLMENT FIGURES

1986-87TO 1993-94

Year Enrollment Annual Three-Year
Growth Growth Rate

1986-1987 25,213

• 1987-1988 25,844 2.50%

1988-1989 26,669 3.19%

1989-1990 27,103 1.63% 7.50%

1990-1991 27,893 2.91% 7.93%

1991-1992 29,210 4.72% 9.53%

1992-1993 30,225 3.47% 11.52%

1993-1994 30,735 1.69% 10.19%

Source: Salem-KeizerSchool District

1.3 Process

Early in 1994, Salem-KeizerSchoolsappliedfor andreceivedaTechnicalAssistance
Grant from theDepartmentofLand ConservationandDevelopmentto conducta
SchoolFacilitiesStudy. The Schoolcontractedwith the Mid WillametteValley
Council of Governments(MWVCOG) to serveasprojectmanager.

.
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Draft School Facilities Study

Staff members fromtheCitiesof Salemand Keizer,Marion County,andtheSalem
AreaTransportationDistrict servedon a TechnicalAdvisory Committee(TAC). The
TAC developedtheScopeof Work andprovidedtechnicalassistance.

The Salem-KeizerSchoolBoard, theTransit District, the SalemandKeizer City
Councils,andtheMarion andPolkCounty Boardof Commissionersappointed
representativesto a CoordinatingCommittee.

The Coordinatingand TechnicalAdvisory Committeesreviewedandapproved
elementsof the Study. Preliminaryinformationregardingschoolagepopulation
projections,existingschoolfacility capacity,alternativeeducationalprograms,and
recommendedsiting criteriawaspresentedto thepublicat six presentationsin the
Springof 1995. Two additionalpublic meetingswereheldin June,1995 to allow for
public reviewof thedraft Studybeforeit wasforwardedto theSchoolBoardandlocal
jurisdictions.

1.4 StudyOutline

The Studyis dividedinto five sections. Section 1 definesthe scopeandobjectives,
• outlinesthe statutoryrequirements,andreviewstheStudyprocess.

Section2 reviewsexistingschool facilities. Facility capacityis assessed.
Improvementscompletedasa resultof a bond measurein 1992 are summarized.
Neededfacility improvementsare outlined.

Section3 analyzesfuturefacility needs. The Studycomparesprojectedschoolage
populationwith currentbuilding capacities. Neededfacilities areassessed.Alternative
educationalprogramsarereviewed.

Section4 reviewsfundingoptionsfor schoolfacility development. Desirablesite
acquisitionanddevelopmentschedulesareprovided.

Finally, Section5 summarizesStudyfindings andrecommendsfuture steps.The final
decisionon programdesignsand additional facilities is the responsibilityof theSalem-
Keizer SchoolBoard.

.
Introduction Page 3



Draft School Facilities Study

SECTION2
EXISTING FACILITIES

2.1 Existing SchoolDistrict Facilities

During the 1994-1995schoolyeartherewere39 elementary,six middle, andfive high
schools,servingnearly31,000students. The District is currently in a building
program,fundedby a $96 million bond programpassedin 1992. The building
programfundednumerousimprovementsto existingschoolsandprovidedfor the
developmentof four middle schoolsandtwo elementaryschools.

The improvementsfundedby thebondprogramwill providefor themaximum
utilizationof existing schoolfacilities. This Studydoesnot contemplatetheclosureof
anyexistingfacilities with theexceptionof LeslieMiddle School which is currently
delayedpendinga decisionby Land UseBoardof Appeals (LUBA). This decisionis
not anticipatedprior to November1995. Section— of theTechnicalSupplement
includesa completelist of fundedimprovements.

2.2 Criteriato AssessSchoolCapacity

ORS 195.110requiresthe School District to adoptobjectivecriteria to assessfacility
capacity. The localjurisdictionsare requiredto adoptthecriteria, “to thegreatest
extentpossible,” to evaluateordinanceor comprehensiveplanchangeswhichimpact
residentialdensities. The capacitycriteriacannotbeusedto enacta development
moratorium.

Schoolcapacityis a functionof:

• The numberof classroomsand supportfacilities available;

• The numberof studentsper classroom;and

• The operationof the school(i.e., hoursof operation,schoolcalendar,etc.).

The Studywill establishastudentsper classroomratio; however,theratio hasnot yet
been established. The Study evaluatescapacityatboth 26 and 29 studentsper

.
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Draft School Facilities Study

classroom for kindergarten throughsecondgrade(K-2) and27 and30 studentsper
classroomfor the third throughthe twelfth grades(3~12)2.

The numberof availableclassroomsis not a staticfigure. The SchoolDistrict uses
portableclassroomsto accommodatelocalizedcapacityconstraints. The Study
acknowledgesthat the use of portableclassroomscontinuesasa method to increase
capacityat certainschools. However, the Studymaintainsthat portablesarea
temporarymeasureto bridge the capacitygap until new or expandedfacilities are
constructed.The inventoryof facilities assessesindividual sitesandestablishesthe
maximumnumberof portableseachsite can accommodate.The differencebetween
the regularschool facility capacity and the capacity including the use of portables is
called “strain area.”

The Study calculatescapacity basedon schooloperation. The Study assumesthe
continuation of the regulartwo semesterschoolprogram, but also provides capacity
calculations basedonalternativeschool programs. The alternativesare further
explored in Section3.3.

2.3 Capacity of ExistingFacilities

The following tables list theexistingbuilding capacity for elementary, middle, and
high schools. The capacity is assessedusing boththe 27 and30 studentper classroom
ratio (26.5 and29.5 studentsper classroomfor elementaryschools). The strain area
(capacity + the maximum numberof portables) is also provided.

A. ElementarySchools

Elementaryschoolsare divided into six geographically-basedstudyareas.
Studyareasare furtherdescribedin Section3.1. The maximum building
capacityfor elementaryschoolsis determinedby thenumberof classrooms.
District wide building capacityis multiplied by a factorof .93 basedon the
following:
1. Factoring in additional classroomsfor specialeducation, integrated

socialservices,andhigh needstudnets, and
2. Constraints on an evendistributionof studentsdue to geographical,

transportationsystemboundaries,etc.

2
The Study averagesclassroomcapacity for elementary schools,usingratiosof26.5 and29.5 students

perclassroom.

Existing Facilities Page5



Draft School Facilities Study

TABLE 2-IA
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL BUILDING CAPACITY BY STUDY AREA

26.5 STUDENTS PER CLASSROOM

Study Area/Schools Classrooms Building Maximum Capacity+ Portables
Capacity* Portables (Strain)*

~~ ________ ~1~:N~~ _____________

BrushCollege 20 493 2 542

ChapmanHill 22 542 0 542

Myers 18 444 4 542

Total 60 1,479 6 1,627

~ W~iii_____ _____ ________

Keizer 28 690 0 690

Cummings 16 394 6 542

Kennedy 15 370 6 518

Gubser 20 493 6 641

ClearLake 17 419 10 665

Centennial 6 148 0 148

Total 102 2,514 28 3,204

~ _____ ~ TI~1~~
LakeLabish 5 123 0 123

Hayesville 18 444 6 591

Middle Grove 5 123 0 123

Scott 19 468 6 616

HazelGreen 7 173 2 222

Yoshikai 17 419 10 665

Total 71 1,750 24 2,341

.
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Draft School FacilitiesStudy

Study Area/Schools Classrooms Building Maximum Capacity+ Portables
Capacity* Portables (Strain)*

~, sp~~fj~~ ~ !iIII~~
Swegle 20 493 6 641

Fruitland 4 99 0 99

Four Corners 18 444 4 542

Bethel 4 99 0 99

Auburn 20 493 4 591

MEyre 20 493 6 641

Total 86 2,119 20 2,612

~ ________ ~

SalemHeights 18 444 0 444

Momingside 19 468 2 518

Schirle 19 468 6 616

Liberty 21 518 2 567

Wright 20 493 2 542

Sumpter 20 493 6 641

Pringle 22 542 6 690

Rosedale 9 222 4 320

Total 148 3,647 28 4,338

.
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Draft SchoolFacilities Study

Study Area/Schools Classrooms Building Maximum Capacity+ Portables
Capacity* Portables (Strain)

5

~ ~t&!1I~!P~UI~EIII~ *~IS~
Candalaria 13 320 0 320

Baker 3 74 0 74

Highland 18 444 0 444

Grant 13 320 0 320

McKinley 15 370 0 370

Richmond 18 444 0 444

Bush 17 419 0 419

Hoover 18 444 6 591

Englewood 17 419 0 419

Washington 18 444 4 542

• Total 150 3,697 10 3,943

District Total ] 617 15,206 116 18,065

* Capacity and Straintotals aremultiplied by .93. (seapage5.)

.
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TABLE 2-lB
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL BUILDING CAPACITY BY STUDY AREA

29.5 STUDENTSPER CLASSROOM

Study Area/Schools Classrooms Building 1 Maximum Capacity + Portables
Capacity* Portables (Strain)*

M~~11F1II~1ii~4~dI1I~ ~I~NtiIii
Brush College 20 549 2 604

ChapmanHill 22 604 0 604

Myers 18 494 4 604

Total 60 1,646 6 1,811

*4~e~t~1r~1~_______ _______ ___________

Keizer 28 768 0 768

Cummings 16 439 6 604

Kennedy 15 412 6 576

Gubser 20 549 6 713

ClearLake 17 466 10 741

Centennial 6 165 0 165

Total 102 2,798 28 3,567

~ mII~~ _______ ~

Lake Labish 5 137 0 137

Hayesville 18 494 6 658

Middle Grove 5 137 0 137

Scott 19 521 6 686

Hazel Green 7 192 2 247

Yoshikai 17 466 10 741

Total 71 1,948 24 2,606

S
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Study Area/Schools Classrooms Building Maximum Capacity+ Portables
Capacity* Portables (Strain)*

__________ ______ ~~I~t&~JJII~ 1~L~
Swegle 20 549 6 713

Fruitland 4 110 0 110

FourCorners 18 494 4 604

Bethel 4 110 0 110

Auburn 20 549 4 658

M.Eyre 20 549 6 713

Total 86 2,359 20 2,908

~ ~I1hIii ~ ________ ____________

SalemHeights 18 494 0 494

Momingside 19 521 2 576. Schirle 19 521 6 686

Liberty 21 576 2 631

Wright 20 549 2 604

Sumpter 20 549 6 713

Pringle 22 604 6 768

Rosedale 9 247 4 357

Total 148 4,060 28 4,829

.
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Study Area/Schools Classrooms Building Maximum Capacity+ Portables
Capacity

5
Portables (Strain)*

_________ _____ ______ L!UII~~
Candalaria 13 357 0 357

Baker 3 82 0 82

Highland 18 494 0 494

Grant 13 357 0 357

McKinley 15 412 0 412

Richmond 18 494 0 494

Bush 17 466 0 466

Hoover 18 494 6 658

Englewood 17 466 0 466

Washington 18 494 4 604

• Total 150 4,115 10 4,390

DistrictTotal 617 16,926 ] 1161 20,110

Capacity and Straintotalsare multiplied by .93 (seepage5).

Currently, therearetwo “starter” elementary schoolsin the Salem-Keizerarea.
A starter schoolequatesto 17 classrooms. Five (5) additionalclassroomsmay
be addedin the future to create a full elementary school.

B. Middle andHigh Schools

Maximum capacityfor middle andhigh schools is basedon the numberof
classroomsandthe student per classroomratio. In addition,capacity is based
on other facilities available (i.e., sciencelabs, mediacenters, etc.). The
district doesnot propose any classroomadditionsto any existingmiddle
schools.The following tables show the capacityof existingmiddle andhigh
school facilities.

The maximumcapacity (strain) for a middle andhigh school is determinedby
how many students thefacility canaccomodateat one time. This takes into
accountcafeterias,restrooms,media centers, sciencelabs, and facilities. May

.
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includetheuseof portables. Strain is thepoint at whichthereis a serious
impacton operations.

.

.
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TABLE 2-2
MIDDLE SCHOOL BUILDING CAPACITY

Middle School Building Capacity BuildingCapacity Maximum Capacity
at 27 Students/Class at 30 Students/Class (Strain)*

Crossler 965 1,025 1,145

Houck 965 1,025 1,145

Judson 965 1,025 1,145

Leslie 580 620 710

Parrish 725 750 810

Stephens 965 1,025 1,145

Waldo 965 1,025 1,145

Walker 965 1,025 1,145

Whiteaker 965 1,025 1,325

• [i~Ôi~AL ] 8,060 ] 8,545 9,715
* Seepage11.

TABLE 2-3
hUGHSCHOOL BUILDING CAPACITY

High School BuildingCapacity Building Capacity MaximumCapacity

at 27 Students/Class at 30 Students/Class (Strain)*

McKay 1,625 1,700 1,750

McNary 1,625 1,700 1,750

North 1,625 1,700 1,750

South 1,650 1.725 1,775

Sprague 1,700 1,800 1,900

TOTAL 8.225 8,625 ] 8,925
Seepage11.

During the 1994-1995schoolyeartwo new elementaryschoolsopenedandduringthe
1995-1996schoolyearthreenew middle schoolswill open.

.
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2.4 NeededFacility Improvements

The SchoolDistrict and local jurisdictions inventoried neededon- andoff-site
improvementsfor existingschool facilities. The information will help guide the
District’s facility improvementprogram. It will also help the SchoolDistrict and local
governmentscoordinateoff-site public improvements(i.e., streets,sidewalks,etc.)

A. Needed On-Site Improvements

The SchoolDistrict inventoried existingfacilities prior to thepassageof the
1992 bond measure that funded neededimprovements. When complete,the
improvementswill result in the maximumutilization of existingschool
facilities. The following arefunded improvementsthat will increaseDistrict-
wide capacity:

• Classroomadditionsto eight elementary schools;
• Two new elementary schools;
• Three new middle schools(an additionalmiddle schoolsis planned to

replacetheLeslie Middle School) for a total of four; and. • Improvementsto science,homeeconomics,industrialartsandcomputer
areas,gymnasiums, auditoriums, media/library centers,music rooms,
and play fields.

B. Improvements Recommendedby Local Jurisdictions

The Cities of Salemand Keizer, Marion County, and the SalemArea Transit
District assessedthe schoolsiteslocatedwithin their jurisdictions. The
recommendationsfor off-site improvements include:

• Constructing sidewalksand bike paths;
• Installing traffic signals;
• Improving streets including dedicating additional right-of-way, widening

andaddingturn lanes;
• Adding busshelters;
• Providinghandicapaccessibilityto adjoiningparks;
• Providing additionalparkingand paving andstriping existing parking

lots; and
• Removingvegetation that interferes with vision clearance.

The detailed evaluationsof neededimprovements are provided in Section_of the
TechnicalSupplement..
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SECTION 3

FACILITY NEEDS

3.1 Study Areas

The Study divides the SchoolDistrict into six (6), geographically-basedstudyareas.
Areasinclude West Salem,Keizer, Hayesville, Southeast Salem,South Salem,and
Central Salem. The useof studyareas allows for a more localizedanalysis of
elementary schools. Middle and high schoolsare studiedon a district-wide basis
becausethey aredesignedto servea wider geographical area. The following map
showsthe six (6) schoolstudy areas.

FIGURE 3-1
STUDY AREAS
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The studyarea boundariesare basedon transportationanalysis zones(TAZs) coupled
with geographicalboundaries. The use of TAZs allows for population and land use
assumptionsto be consistentwith the SalemlKeizerarea transportation model. The
study areasdo not reflect current attendanceboundaries. Attendanceboundariesare

relatively

fluid, moving as population fluctuates or school capacitychanges.
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3.2 PopulationGrowth Projections

Schoolage population growthwasprojected to the year 2015. The total school age
population is projected to increasefrom 30,968 in 1995 to 42,700 in the year 2015, a
38 percentincrease.

FIGURE 3-2

SchoolAgePopulation Growth
1990 to 2015
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The population growth is not expectedto be evenlydistributed throughoutthe School
District. Growth in Keizer, which has been the fastestgrowing areain the
metropolitan area, is expectedto slowas vacantareasare developed. South and West
Salemare expectedto experience the greatest amountof growth. Belowis a summary
of schoolagepopulation growth for elementary, middle, andhigh schools.

A. Elementary SchoolProjections

Elementary schoolpopulation is expectedto increaseby more than 5,800
studentsover theplanning period. This equatesto the need for nine (9)
additionalelementary schools,assumingthe current school program and a 26.5
studentper classroomratio. Six (6) elementary schoolsareneededassuminga
29.5 student per classroomratio. The following figures illustrate theDistrict-
wide elementary school population projection, as well as existing capacity and
strain.

•
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FIGURE 3-3A FIGURE 3-3B

ElementarySchoolProjections Elementary SchoolProjections
District Wide (Classsizeat 265) District Wide(ClassSizeat 29.5)

22,000 22,000

1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015
Year Year

~~ected growthrate Projectedgrowthrate
-- Buildingcapacity(15,206) — Building capacity(16,927)
— Strainarea(18,065) Strainarea(20,110)

Elementary schoolprojections, capacity, and facility needsarecalculated for the
individual study areas. Elementary school capacitywithin a study area is calculated
basedon the capacity of the elementary schoolswithin eachstudy area. The localized
projections arepossiblesincetheattendanceboundariesaregenerally coterminous with
the study area boundaries. The following table lists theelementary schoolpopulation
projections andschoolcapacityfor the individual study areas.

.
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TABLE 3-LA‘ ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS (K-5) CAPACITY AT 26.5STUDENTS PER CLASS
BY STUDY AREA

WESTSALEM AREA 1 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015

Population 1,442 1,820 2,190 2,675 3,167

Capacity 1,479 1,479 1,479 1,479 1,479
Studentsovercapacity 341 711 1,196 1,688

KEJZER AREA 2 1995 2000 2005 2020 2015

Population 2,464 2.730 2,956 3,020 3,085

Capacity 2,514 2,514 2,514 2,514 2,514
studentsovercapacity 216 442 506 571

BAYESVILLE AREA 3 1995 2000 2005 2060 2015

Population 1,803 1,986 2,159 2,321 2,483

Capacity 1,750 1,750 1,750 1,750 1,750
Studentsovercapacity 53 236 409 571 733

SESALEM AREA 4 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015

‘Population 2,085 2,151 2,246 2,345 2,444

Capacity 2,119 2,119 2,119 2,119 2,119
Studentsover capacity 32 127 226 325

SOUThSALEM AREAS 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015

Population 3,400 3,889 4,365 5,038 5,711

Capacity 3,647 3,647 3,647 3,647 3,647
Studentsovercapacity 242 718 1,391 2,064

CENTRALSALEM - AREA $ 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015

Population 3,936 3,971 4,043 4,054 4,064

Capacity 3,697 3,697 3,697 3,697 3,697
Studentsover capacity 239 274 346 357 367

DISTRICI’ WWE TOTAL 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015

Population 15,130 16,547 17,959 19,453 20,954

Capacity 15,206 15,206 15,206 15,206 15,206

Studentsovercapacity 1,341 2,753 4,247 5,748
Source:Salem-KeizerSchoolsandMWVCOG
*** denotesthat areaisUNDER capacityat the time
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TABLE 3-lB. ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS(K-5) CAPACITY AT 29.5STUDENTSPERCLASS
BY STUDY AREA

WESTSALEM AREAI 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015

Population 1,442 1,820 2,190 2,675 3,167

Capacity 1,646 1,646 1,646 1,646 1,646
Studentsovercapacity 174 544 1,029 1,521

KEIZER AREA 2 1995 2000 2005 201* 2015

Population 2,464 2,730 2,956 3,020 3,085

Capacity 2,798 2,798 2,798 2,798 2,798
Students overcapacity 158 222 287

IIAYESVILLE AREA3 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015

Population 1,803 1,986 2,159 2,321 2,483

Capacity 1,948 1,948 1,948 1,948 1,948
Studentsover capacity 38 211 373 535

SESALEM - AREA4 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015

I Population 2,085 2,151 2,246 2,345 2,444

Capacity 2,359 2,359 2,359 2,359 2,359
Students overcapacity *5* 5*5 *** *** 85

SOUThSALEM AREA $ 1995 2000 2005 2010 200

Population 3,400 3,889 4,365 5,038 5,711

Capacity 4,060 4,060 4,060 4,060 4,060
StudentsovercapacitY *5* 304 977 i,650

CENTRAL SALEM- AREA~ 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015

Population 3,936 3,971 4,043 4,054 4,064

Capacity 4,115 4,115 4,115 4,115 4,115
Studentaovercapacity *5* *5* *5* *5*

DISTRICT WIDE TOTAL 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015

Population 15,130 16,547 17,959 19,453 20,954

Capacity 16,926 16,926 16,926 16,926 16,926
~ ~Studentaovercapacity 1,033 2,527 4,028

Source:Salem-KeizerSchoolsan~AWVCOG
~ denotesthat areaisUNDER capacityat thetime
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B. Middle SchoolProjections

Middle schoolneedsareexaminedon a district-wide basis. Middle school
enrollment is expectedto increaseby nearly 2,500 studentsby 2015. The
following figures illustrate the projectedmiddle schoolpopulation increaseand
thefollowing tablelists the projected middle schoolpopulation growth.

FIGURE 3-4A FIGURE 3-4B

Middle SchoolProjections Middle SchoolProjections
DistrictWide(Class sizeat2~) 16000 District Wide(Class size~ 30)

16,000 5
114,000 ,~ 14,000
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I z
4000

I I I

190 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015
Year

~i~c
4

eetedgrowthrate ~~jected growthrate
Buildingcapacityat 27 ~,060)I Buildingcapacityat30(8,545)

Strainarea(9,715) -.Stjainarea(9,715)

.
Source:Salem-KeizerSchoolDistrict andMWVCOG

TABLE 3-2
PROJECTED MIDDLE SCHOOL POPULATION GROWTH

BY STUDY AREA

StudyArea 1995 Middle School 2015 Middle School % Increase
Population Population

Area 1 - West Salem 750 1,436 91%

Ares2 - Keizer 1,201 1,425 19%

Area 3 - Hayesville 976 1,259 29%

Area4- SE Salem 1,126 1,318 17%

Area5 - South Salem 1,876 2,842 51%

Area 6 - Central Salem 1,576 1,691 7%

TOTAL 7,5051 9,971 33%
Source: Salem-KeizerS~hooIDistrict andMW ~COG.
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C. High SchoolProjections

High Schoolenrollmentis projectedto increaseby morethan3,400students
overtheplanning period. As with theelementaryand middle school
projections,Southand WestSalemare expectedto experiencethehighest
percentageof growth. The following tablesshowenrollmentprojectionsto the
year2015 andhigh schoolgrowthprojectionsby studyarea.

TABLE 3-3
HIGH SCHOOL (GRADES 9-12) ENROLLMENT PROJECTION

1995TO 2015

_________________[_________________

1995-1996 8,334

1996-1997 8,609

1997-1998 8,842

1998-1999 9,047

1999-2000 9,236

2005 10,042

2010 10,901

2015 11,759

* Numbers includealternativehigh school students. All numbersareannualaverage

membership.
Source: Salem/KeizerSchoolDistrict andMWVCOG

S
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TABLE 3-4

PROJECTED HIGH SCHOOL POPULATION GROWTH
BY STUDY AREA

Study Area 1995 High School 2015 High School % increase
Population Population

Area I - West Salem 833 1,694 103%

Area 2 - Keizer 1,333 1,680 26%

Area3 - Hayesville 1,192 1,605 35%

Area4- SE Salem 1,142 1,434 26%

Area5 - South Salem 2,167 3,445 59%

Area 6 - CentralSalem 1,667 1,901 14%

TOTAL 8,334] 11,759] 41%

Source: Salem Keizer SchoolDistrict and MWVCOG

District-wide capacityfor existinghigh schoolfacilities, withoutportable5 classroomsoruseof interim spaces,is 8,225 for a 27 to 1 staffing ratio and
8,625 for a 30 to 1 staffmgratio.

The District-wide operationalcapacitycanbe increasedto 8,925 by adding
portableclassrooms,usingspacessuchaslibraries, meetingrooms,and
workroomsfor classroomspace,andlimiting somesubjectofferings. High
schoolpopulationsbeyondthis will requirelimitations in classroomofferings,
andareassuchasthemediacenter,restrooms,office space,andparkingwill no
longerfunctionadequately.

3.3 Alternativesto New SchoolConstruction

OregonRevisedStatute195.110requiresaschooldistrict to providean “analysis of
thealternativesto new schoolconstructionandmajor renovation.” The following
potentialalternativesareexplored:

• ImplementingYear RoundEducation(YRE)
• Providingdoubleshifts at schoolsites
• Increasingthenumberof studentsper classroom

S
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Implementingothertrendsandinnovations,including contractingwith
businessesandagencies,allowing college-typeschedulingfor high schools,and
expandingtheuseof instructionalcomputertechnology

A. YearRoundEducation(YRE)

A YearRoundEducation(YRE) programchangesthetraditionalnine-month
schoolyearby eliminatingthesummerbreakandreplacingit with shorter
breaksstaggeredthroughouta twelve-monthperiod. Actual schooldayhours
remainsimilar to thetraditionalprogram.

Another potentialelementof YRE is dividing studentsinto groupscalled
“tracks” androtatingtheattendanceschedules. One groupattendsclasses,
calledan “instructionalblock” while anothergroupis on vacation,calledan
“intersession.”

The Studychoseto considertheoptions of both four- andfive-track systems.
Three(four-track)or four groups(five-track) of studentsattendclasseswhile
onegroupis on intersession.Breaksbetweeninstructionalblocksaverage
abouttwo weeksper intersession.The potentialto increasecapacityusing a
four-tracksystemis approximately33 percentanda five-track systemis
approximately25 percent. The following tablelists someprosandconsfor a
four-trackandfive-track yearroundeducationprogram.

.
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TABLE 3-5

PROS AND CONS
YEAR ROUND EDUCATION (FOURAND FIVE TRACK ARRANGEMENT)

PROS CONS

•Relievesovercrowdedconditions creatinga better •Increases,initially, operating costs. (There is the
learningenvironment. Using a four-track systemin potential for a ‘break-even’ point. Consider
a schoolof 1,000studentshas750students increasesin comparisonwith the costof
attending at onetime, constructing new facilities.) Air conditioning and

supply storageunits are examplesof ‘start-up’
•Creates the potentislofadditionalbuilding capacity costs.
at an existingfacility rsnging from 25 to 33
percent. •Createsan initial needfor additional public

outreach programsto counter the initial resistance
•Maximizesthe available spaceand delaysthe need from parents.
for new construction or expandedfacilities.

•Establishesa need for non school supported youth
•Eliminates schoolfacilities remainingvacantover activities for studentson intersession.
the summermonths.

-Requires renegotiating contractswith all levelsof
•Has beenshownto enhanceacademicachievement schoolemployees.
levels.

•Disrupts traditional summeractivities by families
•May reduceteenvagrancyandschoolvandalism andstudents.
during summermonths.

•Allows shorter, more frequent vacations throughout
the school year for families and teachers.

B. Double Shifting

Double shifting (or split days)breaks an actual full classday into either
morning-only or afternoon-onlysessions.

According to the OregonAdministrativeRules, a schoolyearis defined in
instructionalhoursversusarequirednumberof days of attendance.
Instructionalhoursdo not include breaksbetweenclassesor lunchbreaks.
Basedupon the currentcalendaryear,the morning sessionwould beginbefore
8:00 a.m. and the afternoonsessionwould not enduntil after 5:00 p.m.

The following table lists the pros andconsof double shifting.

.
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TABLE 3-6

PROS AND CONS
DOUBLE SHIFTING

PROS CONS

•Createsthe potentialfor doublingschool capacity. •Doublesthenumberof requiredschool personnel.

•Msintainsa moretraditionalschoolyearand Changesthe schoolcafeteriascheduleby adding
summervacation, morningand afternoonsnacktimes.

•Providesbetteremploymentopportunitiesfor older Requiresadditionalspacefor off-dutyteachersand
students, storageof theirmaterials.

•lmpsctasportsandextracurricularactivities. Early
morningandeveninghours areavailablefor
activities.

Estsblishesa needfor non schoolsupportedyouth
activitiesfor studentson eithera morningor

• afternoonbreak.

•Increasesthe ‘wear andtear’ on a facility by
doublingthe numberof students.

•Createsa schoolday thateitherbeginsearlyin the
morningor endsearlyevening.

•lnspactsbusschedulesandparking facilities due to
thepotentialoverlapin hoursbetweenthetwo
sessions.

C. IncreasingClassSize

An increasein classsizeallows for greatercapacity. Capacityincreases
approximately 3.5 percentfor eachadditional studentper classroom. The
following tables illustrates someof thepros andconsof increasingclassroom
size.

S
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TABLE 3-7

PROS AND CONS
INCREASEDCLASS SIZE

PROS CONS

‘Increasesbuildingcapacity 3.5 percentfor each lncreasesimpacton classroomsand non classroom
additionalstudentperclassroom areas,suchascafeterias,libraries, computer labs,

etc.
•Delaysthe needto enlargecunentbuildingsor
constructnew f~ci1ities. ‘Increasesteacherworkloadandmayrequire the

additionofteacheraides for individual classrooms.
‘Allows the current schoolschedulefor classes,
extracurricularactivities, andpersonnel contracts to •Decreasesindividualized attention forstudents.
remainconstant.

•Requiresadditional studentsupplies.

D. Othertrendsand innovations.

Contracting with privatebusinessesand otheragencies. Articles publishedin
businessand schooljournalsdiscusscooperativeefforts betweentheprivate
sectorandthepublic schoolsystems.However, theprogramsmayhavea
negligible affect on schoolcapacity.

For programsthat do includeoff-site trainingin theSalem-Keizerarea,up to
severalhundredstudentsparticipate. Thepotential changesin education
specificationsmaycreatemoreopportunitiesto instruct studentsoff-campus.
The designof thoseprogramsdeterminetheextentthat studentsattendclasses
at their own high school.

Salem-KeizerPublic Schoolsleasewith otherfacilities for uniqueeducational
programs,suchasalternativeeducationalprogramsfor teenparents.
Approximately200 studentsare involved annually. Theseprogramsmaybe
expandedandcombinedto thepoint of creatinganalternativehigh school.

While theremaybevacantoff-site spaceavailable,establishingthat inventosy
requiresresearchto determineif the space:

.
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• Isusableduringregularschoolhours;

• Meetsappropriatecodesandregulationsfor classroomuseby children;

• Is centralto thestudentpopulation;and

• Is physicallyaccessibleandsafefor useby areayouth.

College-typeschedulingfor high schoolstudents. A college schedulefor high
schoolstudentsallowson campusstudentsto attendschoolduringscheduled
classes. The total numberof studentsthat couldattendduringeachscheduling
block wouldneedto be limited beforeit would haveany effect on actual
building capacity. While this mayprovide for additionalclasses,theimpacton
otherfacilities would not decrease,suchas useof libraries, studyareas,
cafeterias,parkinglots, etc. Expandingthe hoursfor an earlierstarttime and
delayedendallows moreflexibility. Changingtheprogramdesignfromtwo
semestersto four quartersandschedulingclassesover a full yearcouldincrease
high schoolcapacityby up to 20 percent.

Computertechnology. The accessto networkedcomputersystemsand
educationalbulletin boardsmaychangethe educationalprocessandthe
traditional classroom. Innovationsusing this technologyareat beststill
experimental. One private schoolprogramin BritishColumbia allowsstudents
to choosetheir own curriculum,hire theirown teachers,andmeetwith the
teacheronly once aweek. The computerassistededucationdesignshavenot
beenimplemented,andareunderconsiderationby the schooldistrict committee
evaluatingeducationalspecifications.

3.4 Facility Needs

The existingschool facilities are at or nearcapacity. Capacityconstraintsvary
throughouttheDistrict. To a degree,the SchoolDistrict is ableto adjustattendance
boundariesto compensatefor localizedcapacityconstraints. However,geography(i.e.,
distance,majorstreets,andtheWillametteRiver) limits the SchoolDistrict’s ability to
movestudentsfrom over capacityschoolsto schoolswith surpluscapacity.

Basedon theexistingeducationalprogram,additional facilitieswill be required. The
numberandtiming of additionalfacilities will dependonpopulationgrowth, classsize,
andthe educationalprogram. The following is anassessmentof neededfacilities
basedon the statusquo conditionsandtheimplementationof the alternativesdiscussed
in theprevioussection.

S
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A. Elementary Schools

Elementaryschoolneedscan beevaluatedat a study area level since they serve
smaller, more localizedpopulations. Basedon a ratio of 26.5 studentsper
class,nine (9) additionalelementary schoolsareneededby 2015. Six (6)
schoolsareneededif theclassroomsizeis 29.5 students. The implementation
ofa year round program or use of a double shifting program will reduce the
number of facilities needed. The following table showstheneeded facilities by
study areabasedon the educational program alternatives.

TABLE 3-8
ELEMENTARY FACILITIES NEEDED

BY STATUS QUO AND ALTERNATIVES
IN THE YEAR 2015

SI1JDY AREAS
EDUCATIONAL
PROGRAM Meal Area2 Area3 Area4 Area5 Area6 IDTAL

-_______________ WestSalem Keizer Hayesville SE Salem SeuthSalem CentralSalem

Classsizeat 26.5 3 1 1 3 • 9

Classsizeat29.5 2 0 I 0 3 0 6

5. track YRE 2 0 0 0 2 0 4

4-IrackYRE 2 0 0 0 I 0 3

Doubleshiftine 0 0 0 0 0 0

Gzewthin SE SalemandCentralSalem generatesthe need forone addilioaalschool.

B. Middle Schools

The SchoolDistrict’s recentbuilding programwill accommodatemost of the
demandfor middle schoolsover the next twenty years. Two (2) middle
schoolsareneededassuminga 27 student per class capacity; one (1) middle
school is needed assuminga 30 studentper classcapacity. No new schoolsare
neededif theother alternatives areimplemented. The following table shows
the neededmiddle schoolsin the year 2015, basedon the alternatives.

.
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TABLE 3-9

MIDDLE SChOOLSNEEDED
BY STATUS QUO AND ALTERNATIVES

IN THE YEAR 2015

EDUCATIONAL NEEDED
PROGR4j~f — SCHOOLS

Classsize at 27 2 —

Class sizeat 30 1 —

5-trackYRE 0 —

4-track YRE — 0

Double shifting 0

C. High Schools

• For the lastyeartherehasbeenconsiderablediscussionand studyregardingthe
evolutionofthe high schoolprogram. The 21stCenturyHigh SchoolAdvisory
Committeeevaluatedtheconstructionof a completelynew facility, as well as
the improvementof theexistingfacilities to meeta significantly different
programthancurrentlyoffered.

The committeeis not recommendingthe constructionof a newhigh schoolat
this time. They believethat thefive existingfacilities shouldbeupgradedto
meetprogramneedsandincreasedcapacitythrougha combinationof additions,
remodeling,andoperationalchanges.The committeerecommendationhasnot
yetbeenforwardedto the SchoolBoardfor review. This approachdoesnot
assumethat all high schoolswill be the samesize. The SchoolDistrict will
continueto studythecomplex issuesassociatedwith programdelivery, the
movementof studentsbetweenfacilities, andtheimpactof alternativedelivery
methods.

Operationalchangesunderconsiderationincludeanextendeddayproviding
moreperiodsto deliver the programanda four quarterprograminsteadof the
two semesterprogram nowin place. The four quarterprogramwouldprovide
for a modifiedcalendarapproachanda degreeof selectivity for individual
studentneedsand specialprograms. A multiple track ‘year round” school
systemseemsto havelesspromiseat this time, but is worth additionalstudy.
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Trendsaffecting facility capacityincludean increasedemphasison off-site
education,suchas“on thejob” experiences,andextendedlearningopportunities
usingcomputersfor off-site interfaceto thefacility.

There is a growingneedfor an alternativehigh schoolto housespecial
programs. The District currentlyrunsthe StructuredLearningCenterfor
studentsexpelledfrom school,a TeenParentProgramfor parentsand expecting
parents,andtheDowntown LearningCenter for studentsseekingdifferent
choicesfor completingtheir high schooleducation. Somestudentsgo to
ChemeketaCommunityCollegefor completionof their G.E.D. (General
EquivalencyDiploma). ProgramssuchastheEmotionalGrowth Centerneeda
specialenvironmentto besuccessful.

An alternativehigh schoolwould houseabout400 students. This facility
wouldneedto be reasonablyaccessibleto the entiredistrict, including access
by public transportation.The site would not needphysicaleducationspacesor
athleticfields to meetprogramneedsandwould fit on a threeacresite. The
building wouldbeabout55,000squarefeet.

3.5 FutureFacilityLocations

The Studyevaluatedareaswhich maybe suitablefor future schooldevelopment.
Specificsitesarenot evaluated. Instead,generalareasappropriatefor future school
sitesare identifiedbasedon thefollowing factors:

• Needfor additionalfacilities generatedby populationgrowthof
surroundingareas;

• Availability of landcapableof supportingtheeducationalprogram
(approximately12 acresfor anelementaryschooland20 acresfor a
middle school);

3
and

• Geographicalrelationshipto existingschools.

A. ElementarySchoolLocations

The following mapsidentif~’potential locationsof future elementaryschool
facilities. Separatemapsareprovided,basedon classroomcapacitiesof 26.5

~ Section— of the TechnicalSupplementprovidesan inventoryofbuildable landsin the Salem-
Keizer area.

NeededFacilities Page30



Draft School FacilitiesStudy

.
and29.5 students. The SchoolDistrict ownsa site in WestSalemwhich is
deemedsuitablefor a future elementaryschool.

.

.
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FIGURE 3-5A

POTENTIAL ELEMENTARY SCHOOL LOCATIONS
(26.5 STUDENTS PER CLASS)
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FIGURE 3-5B
POTENTL4J~ELEMENTAJ~ySCHOOL LOCATIONS
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B. Middle SchoolLocations

The following maps identify potential middle school locations basedon
classroomcapacitiesof 27 and 30 students.

FIGURE 3-6A
POTENTIAL MIDDLE SCHOOL LOCATIONS

(27 STUDENTS PER CLASS)
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FIGURE 3-6B

POTENTIAL MIDDLE SCHOOL LOCATIONS
(30 STUDENTS PER CLASS)
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3.6 Siting Criteria

Developmentof standardsfor schoolsite selectionrequiresflexibility. The siting
criteriaare designedto helpevaluatepotential schoolsites. The criteriado not apply
to the existingschoolfacilities.

A. ElementarySchool(650 students)

PreferredSite Size:

With park: 15 acres
10 acresfor school
5 acresfor park

Withoutpark: 12 acres

Location:

Elementaryschoolsshouldbesited in areasplannedfor residential
development. Schoolsshouldbewithin a reasonableproximity to the
anticipatedpopulationserved.

Access:

Vehicle accessshouldbe from a local street. Public transportationneeds
shouldbecoordinatedwith theTransitDistrict.

B. Middle Schools(925students)

PreferredSite Size: 20 acres

Location:

Middle schoolsshouldbe sitedin or contiguousto residentialareas. Schools
shouldbewithin a reasonableproximity to theanticipatedpopulationserved.

Access:

Primary accessshouldbe from a collectorstreet. Public transportationneeds
shouldbecoordinatedwith the TransitDistrict.

.
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C. GeneralDevelopmentStandards

Utilities:

The full complementof utilities (i.e., sewer,water,and stormdrainage)must

beavailableand capableto servethesiteat thetime of development.

Site Conditions:

The minimum site sizemustbe evaluatedwith regardto topography,
configuration,hazards,and otherpossibleencumbrances.The preferredsite
sizesreferto theminimum developablearea,free of encumbrances.

ParkSites:

The SchoolDistrict, in cooperationwith theCity or County, shouldattemptto
acquirepark sitescontiguousto schoolsites.

Bike andPedestrianAccess:

Multiple bike andpedestrianaccessesshall beprovidedto schoolsites.

Locationwithin theUrbanGrowth Boundary:

Schoolsprimarily servingtheurban areashouldbe locatedwithin theurban
growth boundary.

Site Desinn Criteria:

School site andfacility planningshall be proposedaccordingto theappropriate
jurisdiction’sdesigncriteria including,but not limitedto, zoningregulations,
buffering,screening,etc.

.
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SECTION 4

FACILITY DEVELOPMENT

4.1 FinancingOptions

The constructionof new school facilities orexpansionof currentfacilities requiresa
fundingsourcefor theimprovements.The SchoolDistrict’s tax baseandstatesupport
do notprovide adequatefundsto developnew school facilities. The financing
mechanismsavailableto Salem-KeizerSchoolsincludegeneralobligationbonds, lease-
purchaseagreements,andtax andrevenueanticipationnotes.

A. GeneralObligationsBonds,Notes

Schooldistrictscanauthorizeissuanceof generalobligationbondsandnotesto
finance capitalconstructionandimprovements.Aftervoter approval,the
methodfor securingthesebondsandnotesis thefull faith andcredit of the
schooldistrict. A schooldistrict unconditionallypledgesto pay the principal
of, andintereston, thebondsandnotes. The revenueis from propertytaxes. leviedon all taxablepropertywithin the boundariesof theschooldistrict. Most
schooldistrictssell bondsthatmatureover 15 to 20 yearperiods.

Issuing generalobligationbondsis themethodcurrentlyusedby the Salem-
Keizer SchoolDistrict to financetheconstructionof newor expandedfacilities.
The schoolboarddecidesthetype of bonding.

B. Lease-Purchaseand Certificatesof Participation

Monies areavailablethroughlease-purchaseandsimilar fmancingagreements
to fund a variety of capitalitems. Examplesfor usingfundsincludepurchasing
equipmentormodularbuildings,constructingnew facilities, andrenovatingand
conductingmajormaintenanceof existingfacilities.

In many respectsa lease-purchaseagreementis very similar to a general
obligationbond. An investor lendsthe moneyandrepaymentfrom the
district’sgeneralfund throughleasepaymentsaccordingto thetermsof the
agreement.
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C. Tax and RevenueAnticipation Notes

School districtsmay authorizethe issuanceof short-termnotesto meetcurrent
expensesin anticipationof the collectionof taxesorother budgetedrevenues.
UnderOregonLaw, the dollar amountof notesissuedcannotexceed80 percent
of theschooldistrict’s budgetedbasicschoolsupport, tax levies andother
budgetedrevenues.The issuanceof suchnotescan temporarilycurecashflow
deficits in thegeneralfund.

D. SystemsDevelopmentCharges

SystemsDevelopmentCharges(SDC’s),alsoknownasimpactfees,requirea
developerto payauser feefor a particularcommunity service. Thesearemost
commonwhendealing with watersystems,sewersystems,androads. This
giveslocal jurisdictionsthepowerto exactfeesfor servicesmadenecessary
dueto increaseddevelopment. This is not currentlypermittedfor schoolsin
theState of Oregon.

4.2 FinancialPlans

S In conjunctionwith this Study, the Salem-KeizerSchool Boardwill adopta financial
planto meetupcoming schoolfacility needs. The five-yearcapital improvementplan
is a supplementaldocumentto theSchoolFacilities Plan.

4.3 DevelopmentSchedulesandPrograms

A primary objectiveof theStudy is to assistthe SchoolDistrict andlocal governments
anticipatefacility needs. As theurbanizableareaof SalemandKeizer is developed,it
will becomeincreasinglydifficult for theSchoolDistrict to acquiresitessuitablefor
new schooldevelopment The lack of funds haslimited the SchoolDistrict’s ability to
acquiresitesin advance. At present,theDistrict hasa futureelementaryschoolsite in
West Salem. Othersitesownedby the School District aredeemedlesssuitablefor
schooldevelopment.

A site shouldbeacquiredapproximatelytenyearsin advanceof need. Planningand
constructionfor newschoolstakesapproximately30 monthsfor anelementaryschool,
36 monthsfor a middle school,and40 monthsfor a high school,usingcomercial
methodsof development.
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Figure 4-1

SchoolDevelopmentSchedule

Year 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

BOY ~ PlaomaW Noo
Co,uuoctjo~,School

A. ProjectedDevelopmentSchedule

The following are theprojectedschooldevelopmentschedulesfor elementasy
andmiddle schools. The schedulesare basedon theschool facility needs
shownin Section3.4. Separateschedulesare providedbasedon a 27 student
per classroomratio and a 30 studentper classroomratio.’ The schedulesare
basedon thepopulationprojectionsandwill needto beadjustedin the future to
reflect actualpopulationgrowth.

.

‘Elementaryschoolsarecalculatedusing a 26.5 student per classroomratio anda 29.5studentper
classroomratio.
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FIGURE 4-2A

AREA 1- WEST SALEM
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL GROWTH PROJECTIONS Ar’4D FACILITY NEEDS

26.5 STUDENTSPER CLASS

Area 1 (WestSalem)
ElementarySchoolProjectionat26.5

4000

3500 — ...

Z 1000 19~0 19~5 2000 zobs 2010 2015

Year

Projectedgrowthrate
Building capacity(1,479)
Strainarea(1,638)

NeededElementarySchoolTimeline
(Based0026.5StudentsPer aastso~,m)

Area1-WestSalens

School1 A

‘~J~L
Schoo12~~

School3

1995 2000 2005 2010~015
Year

.
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FIGURE4-2B

AREA 1- WEST SALEM
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL GROWTH PROJEC11ONSAND FACILITY NEEDS

29.5 STUDENTS PER CLASS

Area 1 (WestSalem)
ElementajySchoolProjectionsat 29.5

-~ 4,000
~3500

1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015
Year

Projectedgrowthrate
Building capacity(1,646)
Strainarea(1,811)

NeededElementasySchoolTisneline
(Basedon 29.5StudentsPerClassroom)

Area1 -WestSalem

School1

School2

1995 2000 2005 201O~’2015
Year
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FIGURE 4-3A

AREA2- KEIZER
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL GROWTH PROJECTIONS A~~DFACILITY NEEDS

26.5 STUDENTS PER CLASS

Area 2 (Keizer)
ElementatySchoolProjectionsat26.5

~ 4000

Fsoo

~ 1500
Z 1000 I I I I

1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015
Year

HProjectedgrowthrate
Building capacity(2,514)
Strainarea(3,204)

.
NeededElementarySchoolTimeline

(Basedon 26.5StudentsPerClassroom)
Area2-Keizer

SchoolI

-t ~ —‘~_~

1995 2000 2005 2010~015
Year

.
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FIGURE 4-3B

AREA2- KEIZER
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL GROWTH PROJECTIONS AND FACILITY NEEDS

29.5 STUDENTS PER CLASS

Area 2 (Keizer)
ElementaiySchoolProjectionsat29.5

4,000

~3,500

1,500

zl
000

I I I I I I

1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015
Year

Projectedgrowthrate
-.- Building capacity(2,798)

Strainarea (3,567)

No additional schoolsare neededduring the planning period.

.
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FIGURE4-4A

AREA 3- HAYESYILLE
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL GROWTH PROJECTIONS AI~1)FACILITY NEEDS

26.5 STUDENTS PER CLASS

Area 3 (Ilayesville)
ElementarySchoolProjectionsat26.5

~ 4000

13500
~3000
‘52500

1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015
Year

— Prq~ectedgrowthrate
Building capacity(1,750)
Strainarea(2,341)

NeededElementaiySchoolTinieline
(Basedon 26.5StudentsPerClassroom)

Area3 - Hayesville

School1

—a. ~ _j_l~L_J_

1995 2000 2005 ~IIL
Year
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FIGURE 4-4B

AREA 3- HAYESVILLE
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL GROWTH PROJECTIONS AND FACILITY NEEDS

29.5 STUDENTS PER CLASS

Area 3 (Ilayesville)
ElenientasySchoolProjectionsat29.5

4,000

~3,500 ......-. ...............

13,000 .. -

1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015
Year

Projectedgrowthrate

Building capacity(1,948)
• -.- Sfrainarea(2,606)

NeededElementarySchoolTimeline
(Basedon 293 StudentsPerClassroom)

Area3 - Hayesviile

School1 U

1995 2000 2005 2010~1~015
Year

.
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FIGURE 4-5A

AREA4- SE SALEM
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL GROWTH PROJECTIONS AND FACILITY NEEDS

26.5 STUDENTS PER CLASS

Area 4 (SE Salem)
ElementarySchoolProjections at26.5

~ 4000
~3500
~3000 ______________________

~

~1500
Z 1000 I I I I I I

1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015
Year

—Projectedgrowthrate

-~ Building capacity(2,119)
-.-Stxainarea(2,612)

NeededElementarySchoolTimeline
(Basedon 26.5StudentsPerClassroom)

Areas4 and6-SESalemandCentralSalem

School1 • ~

1995 2000 2005 2010~Oi5
Year

Note: The needed school is to accommodategrowth in SE and Central Salem.
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FIGURE 4-SB

AREA 4- SE SALEM
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL GROWTH PROJECTIONS AND FACILITY NEEDS

29.5 STUDENTSPERCLASS

Area 4 (SE Salem)
ElenientajySchool Projectionsat 29.5

a 4,000
~3,500 - .. ..

3,000 .... ...~ 1

~~ iIitIiIIi~I:1IIIII.III;IIIII1IIIIEEIIIIIIIIII II
~1,500 -1000 I I I I I I

1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015
Year

Projected growth rate
Capacity (2,359)

- Strain (2,908)

No additional schools are needed during the planning period.

.
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FIGURE 4-6A

AREA 5- SOUTH SALEM
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL GROWTH PROJECTIONS AN]) FACILITY NEEDS

26.5STUDENTS PER CLASS

Area 5 (South Salem)
ElementaiySchool Projectionsat 26.5

~ 6000

~35O0
Z3000 I I I

1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015
Year

J-.- Projected growthrate
Building capacity(3,647)

[~~rainarea(4,338)

NeededElementaiySchoolTinieline
(Basedon265 StudentsPerClassroom)

AreaS-SouthSalem

School 1 ~

School2 •

School3 •

• ~~

1995 2000 2005 201O~Qi5
Year
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FIGURE 4-6B

AREA 5- SOUTH SALEM
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL GROWTH PROJECTIONS AND FACILITY NEEDS

29.5 STUDENTS PER CLASS

Area 5 (South Salem)
ElementarySchoolProjectionsat 29.5

~ 6,000

1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015
Year

-~ Projectedgrowthrate
Building capacity(4,060)
Strainarea(4,829).

NeededElementarySchoolTimeline
(Based on29.5 StudentsPerClassroom)

AreaS- South Salem

School1 • ~

School2 ~ iLL

School2 ..,!.

1995 2000 2005 2010 ‘2015
Year
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FIGURE4-7A

AREA 6- CENTRAL SALEM

ELEMENTARy SCHOOL GROWTH PROJECTIONS AND FACILITY NEEDS

26.5 STUDENTSPER CLASS

Area6 (CentralSalem)
ElementasySchoolProjectionsat26.5

~ 6000 ______________________________________

5500
~ 5000
‘~45OOJ~________________________________

1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015
Year

[~Projeetedgro~hrate
Butldingcapacity(3,697)

[~~ainarea(3,943).

Neededfacilities areshownon the SE Salem development schedule(Figure 4-SA).
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FIGURE4-7B
AREA 6- CENTRAL SALEM

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL GROWTH PROJECTIONSAN) FACILITY NEEDS
29.5 STUDENTS PER CLASS

Area6 (CentralSalem)
ElementaiySchoolProjeefionsat 29.5

6 000

5,500 —

~ 5,000 ----- —
~4,500 ---—~~--~--

~4,00O ----_~

~3,50O — ~----~ -
z
3000

I I I

1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015
Year

Projectedgrowthrate
Building capacity(4,115)

-j.- Strainarea(4,390)

No additional schoolsare needed during the planning period.
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FIGURE 4-SA

MIDDLE SCHOOL GROWTH PROJECTIONS AND FACILITY NEEDS
27 STUDENTS PER CLASS

Middle SchoolProjections
District Wide(Classsizeat27)

~ 16,000

~ 14,000
~l2,000

~ ~ ~
1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015

Year

Projectedgrowthrate
-~ Building capacityat 27 (8,060)

Strain area(9,715)

NeededMiddleSchoolTimeline
(Basedon27 StudentsPer Classroom)

School1 ~

School2 •

1995 2000 2005 2010 2015

Year
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MIDDLE SCHOOL GROWTH PROJECTIONS AND FACILITY NEEDS
30 STUDENTS PER CLASS

Middle SchoolProjections

~ 16,000 District Wide (Classsizeat 30)

~ 14,000

~12,000

I _______________4000 I I I I I1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015
Year

—Projectedgrowthrate
Building capacityat 30 (8,545)
Strainarea(9,715).

NeededMiddle SchoolTimeline
(Basedon30 St,,dents PerClasroom)

School1

1995 2000 2005 2010 2015
Year

.
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B. AlternativeDevelopmentSchedules

The following tablesoutline the projecteddevelopmentschedulesassumingthe
implementationof alternativeeducationprograms(i.e., year-roundschooland
doubleshifting). The tablesassumethe completeconversionto oneof the
alternativeprograms.

.
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C. Capital ImprovementPrograms

The SchoolDistrict is in theprocessof developinga capital improvement
program. The adoptedcapital improvementprogram will beprovidedin the
final versionof this Study.

S
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SECTION 5

CONCLUSION

The Salem-KeizerSchoolDistrict, in cooperationwith the Citiesof SalemandKeizer,Marion
andPolk Counties,andtheSalem AreaTransitDistrict, recognizedtheneedto planfor
neededschoolfacilities overthenext20 years. Schoolagepopulationis expectedto increase
by 38 percentover this period. Basedon the currenteducationprogram,nine (9) new
elementaryschoolsand two (2) newmiddle schoolswill beneededto accommodatethe
projectedgrowth. The SchoolDistrict’s High School Advisory Committeerecommendsthat
future high schoolneedsbemet by operationalchangesandby addinganalternativehigh
school.

The SchoolDistrict’s currentbuildingprogramwill provide for themaximumutilization of
existingfacilities. Therefore,future growth mustbeaccommodatedby programand/or
operationalchangesorby new facility development. Alternativesto new schooldevelopment
includeincreasingclassroomsizes,implementinga yearroundeducationprogram,or “double
stacking’schools.

Areassuitablefor new schooldevelopmentarediminishingasthe Salem-Keizerurbanizable
areadevelops. It is increasinglyimportantfor the SchoolDistrict to anticipatefacility
requirementsand attemptto acquireschoolsitesat leasttenyearsin advanceof development.
The Studysets fortha frameworkfor assessingneededfacilities andimprovementsto existing
facilities. However,the Studyis just thestartingpoint. It mustbe continually monitoredand
updatedto reflect growthpatternsand changesin educationalprograms.

The SchoolDistrict andlocaljurisdictions mustcontinueto work closelytogetherwork
togetherto improvecommunicationand cooperation.Areasof particularimportanceinclude:

• Developmentof objectiveproceduresfor the siting of new facilities;
• Coordinationof capital improvementprograms;and
• Cooperationon future updatesof theFacilitiesStudy.

S
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TECHNICAL SUPPLEMENT
(Availableunderseparatecover.)

1. Scopeof Work
SchoolFacility StudyScopeof Work (November1, 1994)

2. TechnicalAssistanceGrant
Departmentof Land ConservationandDevelopment
1994 TechnicalAssistanceGrantApplicationfor SchoolFacilities Study

3. OregonRevisedStatutes
ORS195.110(SchoolFacility Planning)

4. OregonAdministrativeRules
OAR 581-22-502

5. CoordinatingandTechnicalAdvisory Committeesmembers

6. PopulationProjectionsAddendum
a. Methodology
b. Additional Mapsand Tables
c. TAZ map

7. Alternativesto Development
a. Selectedprimary material
b. AnnotatedBibliographies

8. Public Outreachmaterials

9. Existing Facility Improvements
1992 Bond MeasureImprovements

10. Off-site ImprovementsInventories:
a. City of Salem
b. City of Keizer
c. SalemAreaTransitDistrict
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