
INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 625 

Saint Paul, Minnesota 

COMMITTEE OF THE BOARD MEETING 

Administration Building 

360 Colborne Street 

 

March 8, 2016 

4:30 PM 

 

A  G  E  N  D  A 

 

 

 

I. CALL TO ORDER  

A. Introductions  

II. AGENDA  

A. Preliminary 2017 Budget Overview (General Fund)  

1. Introduction  

2. Presentation 2 

3. Discussion  

4. Action (None Required)  

B. Facilities Master Plan:  Grade 6-8 Space Shortage - Next Steps  

1. Introduction  

2. Presentation 18 

3. Discussion  

4. Action (TBD)  

C. Standing Item: Policy Update  

D. Standing Item:  PLTT Update  

E. Standing Item:  SSSC 2.0 Update  

F. Work Session  

III. ADJOURNMENT  

 

 



 
FY 2016-17 Preliminary  
General Fund Budget  

Marie Schrul 
Chief Financial Officer 

March 8, 2016 
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Purpose 

• To provide an overview of the preliminary     
FY 2016-17 General Fund budget and timeline 
to the Committee of the Board 

3/8/16 
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Agenda 

• Review of the FY 2016-17 budget guidelines 
adopted by the BOE on February 23, 2016 

• Presentation of macro FY 2016-17 General 
Fund budget numbers 

• Staffing the Schools 
• Budget Development schedule 
• Questions 

3/8/16 
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Key Planning Assumptions 
• SSSC 2.0 Plan is first consideration in funding. 
• Class size ranges will determine teacher FTEs. 
• Budget based on current laws. 
• Blended Site-Based and Centralized funding method will be used for schools. 
• A table detailing the average salary and benefits will be provided for budget 

preparations. 
• The budget should maintain an unassigned fund balance of at least five percent 

(5%) of the general fund expenditures in accordance with the BOE policy. 
• Non-School programs will be reported into three (3) categories: Central 

Administration, District-wide Support, and School Service Support. 
• Fully Financed budgets with anticipated revenues and expenditures over $500,000 

for the 2016-17 school year will be included in the Adopted budget. 
• The FY 2016-17 budget must be approved by the Board of Education by June 30, 

2016 
 
 
 
 

3/8/16 

The Adopted budget will be published on the Business Office website (http://businessoffice.spps.org) 
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Influencing Factors 

• 3rd quarter projections impact fiscal year end 
fund balance 

• Enrollment fluctuations impact revenue, class size 
and building capacity 

• Contractual Commitments in Labor Agreements 
• Legislative adjustments impact revenue 
• Previous year’s October 1 Free & Reduced lunch 

count impacts revenue (Comp Ed) 
• Bond ratings 
 
 3/8/16 
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FY 2016-17 General Fund  
Preliminary Big Picture 

FY16 
Adopted 

(in millions) 

FY17  
Preliminary 
(in millions) Difference 

Revenue $522.8 $518.2  ($4.6) 

Use of Fund Balance 2.5 0 (2.5) 

Expenditures 525.3 533.3 (8.0) 

Balance $0 ($15.1) 

3/8/16 
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FY 2016-17 General Fund  
Factors Impacting Shortfall 

Item Amount 
$M 

Projected Shortfall (as of 1/19/16) ($9.3) 
Contractual commitments (3.5) 
Compensatory Revenue decrease  (1.1) 
Gen Ed Revenue decrease (2/29 Projected enrollment) (1.2) 

Total Shortfall ($15.1) 

3/8/16 
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Unknown Factors for  
the FY2016-17 Budget 

• Additional Secondary Electives/Study Hall 
Reductions 

• Elementary Class Size Alignment 
• Safety & Security 
• Transportation - bus route contracts 
• Substitutes 
 

3/8/16 
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Areas of Consideration  
for FY 2016-17 Budget Reductions 

• 0% Inflation increase in most program budgets 
• Targeted program reductions/eliminations 
• Hiring freeze (March – June 2016) 
• Postpone FY17 OPEB contribution to trust 
• Professional Learning Communities (PLC) 
• Transportation bus routes 
• Early Retirement Incentive (ERI) 

 
 3/8/16 
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Staffing the Schools 
Funding for SSSC 2.0 
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SSSC 2.0 Class Size Ranges  
Higher Poverty Sites 

3/8/16 

 

Grade 
FY17 

Target Ranges 
Pre-K 20 

KG 20 – 24 
1 – 3 22 – 25 
4 – 5 25 – 28 
6 – 8 29 – 33 
9 - 12 30 - 35 

Higher Poverty threshold is the top 30 schools per the teacher’s contract 
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SSSC 2.0 Class Size Ranges  
Lower Poverty Sites 

3/8/16 

 
Grade 

FY17 
Target Ranges 

Pre-K 20 
KG 22 - 26 

1 – 3 22 – 27 
4 – 5 25 – 29 
6 – 8 29 – 35 
9 - 12 30 - 37 
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FY2016-17 
Site Staffing Criteria 

Site Configurations 
• Pre-K – 5  
• K – 8  
• Dual  Campus  
• 6 – 8  
• 6 – 12 
• 9 - 12 

Staffing Categories 
• Principal 
• Assistant Principal 
• Administrative Intern 
• Teachers 
• Clerks 
• Counselors 
• Library Media Specialists 
• Nurses 
• Social Workers 
• Psychologists 
• MLL Teachers 
• Library Support (EA or TA) 
• SSSC 2.0 Site Staff for Program 

Articulation 

3/8/16 
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FY 2016-17  
Budget Adoption Calendar  

Date Description 

November-
December 2015 

Community budget presentations (Introduction to School District 
Finance & SPPS Budget) 

November – 
February 2016 

FY 2016-17 budget planning meetings (Supt, Asst Supts, Finance, 
Cabinet, Program Administrators, Principals) 

December 15, 2015 SPPS Board of Education Certifies Pay 16 Levy for FY 2016-17 

January 2016 FY 2016-17 Revenue & Expenditure Projections 

February 2016 SPPS Hyperion (new budget planning system) Go Live 

February 5, 2016 REA Office provides preliminary FY17 enrollment projections 

February 29, 2016 REA Office provides final FY17 enrollment projections to Finance 

March 2016 Hyperion training for budget administrators 

March 7, 2016 Presentation to District leadership at Cabinet meeting 

3/8/16 
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FY 2016-17 

Budget Adoption Calendar  
 
 

Date Description 

March 8, 2016 Presentation of the FY 2016-17 Preliminary General Fund budget to 
the Committee of the Board 

March 31, 2016 
 

Distribute school allocations 
Distribute General Fund program allocations 

April 4 – April 29, 
2016 

Joint budget & staffing meetings (Principals, Human Resources  & 
Finance) 

April 1-June 21, 
2016 

Community engagement budget presentations 
 

April 29, 2016 
 

School budgets returned 
Program budgets returned 
HR Staffing worksheets due 

June 21, 2016 FY 2016-17 Budget adopted by Board of Education 

3/8/16 
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Questions? 

3/8/16 
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Facilities Master Plan: 
Program Relocations 

  

Tom Parent, AIA, LEED AP 
Director, Facilities Department 

Committee of the Board, March 8, 2016 
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AGENDA 
• Jie Ming Mandarin Immersion 

• Recommendation: Relocate the program to 
the Homecroft building  by 2017-2018 

• Growth & Capacity in middle school grades 

• Recommendation: Building a new middle 
school in Area A 

• Other options considered 

• Ongoing community engagement 
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Goal 
• Receive guidance from the Board 

on preparation for making these 
decisions 
 

• In April, when we approve the 5-
Year FMP Implementation Plan 
we, wil be asking the Board to 
adopt these relocations 
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Jie Ming relocation 
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• Mandarin immersion: K-4 > PreK-5 
 

Jie Ming Relocation (Citywide magnet, Area E)  

School 
Year 

PreK K Gr. 1 Gr. 2 Gr. 3 Gr. 4 Gr. 5 Projected 
Enrollment 

2017-18 0 3 3 2 2 1 1 328 

2024-25 4* 4 4 3 3 3 2 599* 

* Creation of PreK programming dependent upon legislative changes & teacher availability. 
   Projected enrollment represents 80 PreK students. 
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Considerations for new location: 

• Ease of access for students 

• Citywide magnet 

• Permanent Home / Long term growth 

• Avoiding multiple moves 

• Use of excess space as they grow 

• Specific spatial needs of language immersion program 

 

Jie Ming Relocation 
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Where Current Jie Ming Students Live 
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Jie Ming to Homecroft 

Relocate Jie Ming 
to Homecroft 

 
(Increase Homecroft by 

12,000 sf) 

AREA 

IMPACT 

ACADEMICS 

COST 

$ 

F2 

IMPACT ACADEMICS 

Design a space to 
meet the needs of 
RiverEast program 

COST 
$ 

80 RiverEast 

Relocate RiverEast from 
Homecroft building to leased or 

newly purchased site 
142 Existing Jie Ming 
students (to grow to 500) 
80 RiverEast 
300 ECFE families 

Traditional learning 
environment, close 
to pathways 

$4M Initial Capital 
$340k FFE 
$102k Annual Operations 

IMPACT COST 
$ 

300 families 

Transition ECFE out of  
Homecroft over next few years 

To be determined 

$1.1M Annual Lease 
-or- 

$24M Initial Capital 
$575k Annual Ops. 25



City of St. Paul boundary 
 

7 mile travel zone 
 -Approx. 20 minutes by car 

Homecroft building 

Jie Ming Relocation (Citywide magnet)  
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• Homecroft close to Mandarin program pathway Highland 
Middle/Senior (F2) 

• Originally designed as elementary school 

• Physical capacity to accommodate current Jie Ming students 

– But will need remodeling to allow program growth 

• Good access to I-494, I-35E, Hwys 55, 5 and 62   

Jie Ming to Homecroft: PROs 
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Jie Ming to Homecroft: CONs 

• RiverEast and ECFE programs would need to move 

• Location not centrally located in city for citywide magnet 

• No current working kitchen 

• Limited parking (51 spaces) 
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• Affects 80 RiverEast students 

• Impacts vulnerable students  

• Opportunity to move RiverEast more centrally: 

•  95% of students reside in St. Paul (5% live out of district):  

Area A:  21%    Area B:  10%          

Area C:  28%    Area D:  10%  
Area E:  7%      Area F:  19% 

RiverEast relocation  
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• Working with ECFE leadership to identify new locations 

• Transition ECFE move over 2-3 years  

• Relocating ECFE into elementary would provide pipeline to 
elementary school 

• ECFE program firmly rooted for about 15 years  

– Maintaining an F2 location is important 

– But families are in program for short amount of time  

ECFE relocation 
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Middle School Growth 
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Junior High (7-8) vs. Middle School (6-8)  
1. Student-oriented 
2. Emphasize both cognitive and affective 

development 
3. Organizes teachers and students in 

interdisciplinary teams 
4. Experiential approaches to instruction 
5. Allows block and flexible scheduling 
6. Provides exploratory, academic, and 

nonacademic classes 
7. Offers advisor/advisee, 

teacher/student opportunities 
8. Team classrooms in close proximity 

1. Subject-centered 
2. Emphasis is on cognitive development 
3. Organizes teachers in subject-based 

departments 
4. Traditional instruction dominates 
5. 6-8 class periods per day 
6. Provides academic classes 
7. Offers study hall and/or homeroom 
8. Classrooms arranged randomly or by 

subject or grade level 
 

(Source: Excerpt from Introduction to Middle School, by S. D. Powell, 2005 edition) 
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http://www.education.com/reference/article/differences-between-junior-high-middle/
http://www.education.com/reference/article/differences-between-junior-high-middle/


• Projected 500 student seats short in 2019-2020  
– These are our current 2nd, 3rd, and 4th grade students 

• 700 student seats short by 2024-2025 

• Middle grade capacity issues will continue beyond this time 

• Enrollment projections informed by analysis of former state 
demographer Hazel Reinhardt  

Middle School Growth 
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Enrollment Projections (Reinhardt)  

These projections are K-12 only, and 
do not factor in ALCs, early childhood 
education, and other specialized 
programs.  Those programs account 
for approximately 1,800 additional 
students in 2014-2015. 
 
Assuming we attract a historically low 
average of Kindergarten students and 
lose a historically higher percentage of 
them year-to-year 
 
Assuming we attract a historically high 
average of Kindergarten students and 
lose a historically lower percentage of 
them year-to-year 
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Grades 6 – 8 Growth 
SY 2019-2020 

NOTE:  
● Changes shown are  for where SPPS students reside, which may be different from where they go to school. 
● Projections shown are based on grade-to-grade cohort progression analysis by Hazel Reinhardt. 
● These projections are K-12 only, and do not factor in ALCs, early childhood education, and other specialized programs. 

+9% 

+5% 
+6% 

+4% 

+19% +4% 
+16% 

0% 

+4% 
+3% 

+15% 

+19% +7% 
+23% 

SY 2024-2025 
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Changes shown 
represent where SPPS 
students reside which 
may be different from 
where they go to school. 
 
Projections shown are 
based on grade-to-grade 
cohort progression 
analysis by Hazel 
Reinhardt. 
 
These projections are K-
12 only, and do not 
factor in ALCs, early 
childhood education, 
and other specialized 
programs. 
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Affected Areas 
● Primarily Area A 

● B and C 
compensating for 
shortage 
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Best option: Build new middle school  
1. Building new middle school in Area A 
2. Other options considered: 

a. Convert Hazel Park IB (PreK-8) into middle school  

b. Repurpose Wellstone (PreK-5)  as middle school; build new 
elementary  

c. Convert 3 regional PK-5s to PreK-8 (Frost Lake, Dayton’s Bluff, 
Eastern Heights) 

d. Build two 500 seat Middle Schools  
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Option 1: New Middle School 

Build new 

comprehensive 

Middle School 

AREA IMPACT 

700-900 students 

ACADEMICS 

Alignment with 6-8 Curriculum and Provides 
Comprehensive Middle School in Area A 

COST 

$ 

Approximately $65-$70M Capital and FFE 
$1.5M Annual Operating 

A 
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•Must be used to maintain, improve and remodel SPPS school buildings and land 

•By law, Building Construction Funds cannot be used for other funding categories, e.g., General 
Fund (pays for teacher salaries, transportation, teaching/learning needs, etc. 

•Increases to Building Construction Funds do not decrease General Fund 

Building Construction Funds 

Debt 
Service 

Construction 

Community 

Food 

General Fund 
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• Addresses Area A community middle 
school need 

• Least disruptive to students/families 
– No students displaced 

• Provide state-of-the-art middle school 
for Eastside 

• Intentional programming designed for 
M.S. students needs  

Build new middle school  
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• Least disruptive in terms of construction 

• All elementaries have pathway to community 
Area A M.S. option 

• Summer program demand on east side, air 
conditioned space 

Build new middle school  
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• Great opportunity for multiple agency Eastside investment, 
aligning interests and opportunities  

– Meeting with external partners to discuss (City, County, 
Parks&Rec, The Y, etc.) 

• Community input on visioning of school such as: 
– Design 
– Wrap-around services  
– Community amenities 

Partnerships and Community Input 
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• Repurpose Hazel Park  
– Originally designed as 7-8 
– Would still need expansion to accommodate 6-8 program 

• Must relocate International Baccalaureate elementary 
program  

• Leaves 100-200 student seats short in grades 6-8 by 2024 

• Eliminates a PK-8 option for families in the district 

Other options considered: Hazel Park 
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• PreK-5 Hazel Park students could be absorbed by other 
schools: 
– Frost Lake, Eastern Heights and other programs 

• 891 students affected by addition of students to 
program 

– Displaces approximately 361 Hazel Park students  

 

Other options considered: Hazel Park 
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Repurpose Wellstone (PreK-5)  as middle school 

• Would need to build new elementary and displacing 
Wellstone students (600) 

• Location is not where strongest 6-8 enrollment pressure is 

• Potentially leaves the district short student seats in grades 6-
8 long term 

• Facility well located for current Wellstone program, students 

Other options considered: Wellstone 
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Other options considered: PreK-5s > PreK-8s 

Convert 3 Regional PK-5s to PreK-8:  

• Impacts 1,240 students  

• Does not provide options for families in Area A, no 
comprehensive middle school 

• PK-8s typically have fewer academic and athletic 
opportunities  
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Convert 3 Regional PK-5s to PreK-8:  

• Dayton’s Bluff, Eastern Heights have limited outdoor 
space 

• Frost Lake would be a very large school 

• May require acquisition of homes 

• Construction disruptive at 3 sites 

Other options considered: PreK-5s > PreK-8s 
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• Highest cost option – acquire 2 sites and build 
core facilities for both 

• More inefficient to run a smaller school 

• Fewer elective options in smaller schools 

Other options considered: 2 smaller M.S.  
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Public Engagement 
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• March 8: COB meeting for preliminary briefing 

• April 12: COB recommendation  

• March 9 - April 26: Community engagement 

• April 26: BOE vote with public comment 

BOE Decision Timeline 
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Spectrum of Public Participation (Source: IAP2) 

 Inform > 
To provide the 
public with 
balanced and 
objective 
information to 
assist them in 
understanding the 
problem, 
alternatives, 
opportunities 
and/or solutions. 

Consult > 
To obtain public 
feedback on 
analysis, 
alternatives and/or 
decisions. 

Involve > 
To work directly 
with the public 
throughout the 
process to ensure 
that public 
concerns and 
aspirations are 
consistently 
understood and 
considered. 

Collaborate > 
To partner with the 
public in each aspect of 
the decisions including 
the development of 
alternatives and the 
identification of the 
preferred solution. 

Empower 
To place final 
decision-making in 
the hands of the 
public. 53



• Engagement level: INFORM community: “Provide public with 
balanced, objective information to assist them understand the 
problem, alternatives, opportunities and/or solutions.” 

• 2 BOE Listening sessions in Area A  

• Invite Area A, B, C school communities 

• Presentation followed by audience Q&A 

Middle School: BOE Listening Sessions 
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• Online Survey with PPT screencast 

• Small-group presentations to community groups: 

– Eastside District Councils; Eastside Partnership Consortium; Faith 
Groups, Parks & Rec, etc. 

• BOE Regular Meeting – Public Comment (April 26) 

• Building / program design to continue for 12+ months 

Public Engagement Opportunities 
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Questions? 
 

Your thoughts? 
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Facilities Department 
 

651-744-1800 
 

facilities@spps.org 

      

THANK YOU 
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