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I T E M  D I S C U S S I O N   

1 . 1  Superintendent’s Introduction 
Thank you for serving your community, especially in these unprecedented and unique times. The 
operational side of the district is important to ensure the long-term success of the district. The 
district is in the process of reforming middle school boundaries and is continuing with work on 
bond projects. The Long-Range Facility Plan project is important to the future of the district moving 
forward and looking at future capital bonds. This committee will help identify the capital 
investments and priorities that need to be made in the district. This is a great group of committee 
members: if anyone can do it, you can. I look forward to hearing recommendations, questions, and 
concerns for the district and school board to consider. 

 

1 . 2  Introduction and Process 
LeRoy and Frank presented an introduction to the Long-Range Facility Plan (LRFP) process and 
purpose. The LRFP process is designed to ensure the long-range success of the district. The 
following topics were discussed: 
> What is a long-range facility plan and the three areas of need (educational program, facility 

condition, and capacity/enrollment) 
> What can an LRFP do for you 
> Why now and historical context 
> What should an LRFP consider 
> Plan development strategies 

 

1 . 3  District Vision and Goals 
Steven described the key components of the district’s Strategic Plan, the LRFP Guiding Principles 
that have been developed for this process, and the Equity Lens that is used for evaluation. Key 
elements of the Guiding Principles include: support of educational programs, financial responsibility, 
ability to evolve and respond to changing needs, and addressing social and community equity 
across the district. 

 

1 . 4  Educational Program 
LeRoy described the educational needs of the district, as related to facility support.: 
> Educational program: areas where need has been identified for the LRFP include special 

education, early childhood education, physical education, and district support. 
> Equity lens: used to analyze the distribution of recently constructed schools, looking at free 

and reduced lunch percentages, students of color percentages, and geographic locations. 
> Evaluating equity using actual and target area per student: schools that are more than 20 

square feet below the district target may have significant implications on how facilities are 
able to support educational programs. 

Focus Group Questions: 
> What is support space? Support space is space that supports educational programming, such 

as facilities such as central office, transportation, and maintenance. 
> Is educational adequacy chart based on actual attendance or maximum/expected capacity? It is 

based on actual capacity. 
> Do equity maps and graphs also take into account facility age? This is covered later in the 

facility condition section. 
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> If we prioritize a special education stand-alone facility, how would it affect programs at each 
school? It wouldn’t, because they are different populations of students.  

> How do you prioritize special education programs if two schools are close to each other? The 
district works to distribute programs as equitably as possible and takes many factors into 
consideration. 

> What about other “buckets” of need, such as technology and transportation, particularly related 
to distance learning and the pandemic? These are not part of facilities per say but will be part of 
any future bond that happens. The district goal is to put CDL in a permanent building, to grow 
the program and attract staff, which would be part of IT/technology. 

> Will prek programs have an impact on enrollment? No, they are families that already will be in 
the district. However, these programs would add more students at an individual school, about 
20 students per class. 

> Can prek double as a career program at a high school? This can be done, but ideally programs 
should be located in a familiar setting and peer group. Preschool students are best served in 
an elementary environment where they can become familiar with services. However, the 
district is currently looking at having high school students come to elementary schools to 
participate in prek programs. 

1 . 5  Facility Condition 

LeRoy described district needs related to facility condition, looking at facility age, facility condition 
assessment, seismic condition, energy use intensity ratings, deferred maintenance, and recent 
capital expenditures. 
> Facility age:  Schools over 75 years old may be considered at the end of their useful life. 
> Facility condition: assessments (FCA) were completed this year for all district facilities and 

resulted in facility condition index (FCI) ratings that represent the ratio of total deferred 
maintenance cost to current building replacement value. FCI scores greater than 30% indicate 
that the facility may be considered for facility replacement. The deferred maintenance 
represented with FCI scores does not address educational adequacy, energy efficiency, or 
system replacements. Facilities that are candidates for potential replacement based on their 
FCI scores include Cedar Mill ES, Raleigh Park ES, Raleigh Hills ES, … 

> Seismic condition: seismic evaluations were completed in 2019. The district goal is for all 
buildings to be in the Damage Control range (between immediate occupancy and life safety). 
Four elementary schools, four middle schools, Beaverton High School, and ISB are all currently 
less than collapse prevention. 

> Energy Use Intensity (EUI): this metric looks at what will provide the most return on investment 
in terms of energy improvement. Modernizations at the most poorly performing schools will 
yield the highest return. Many schools fall into this category. 

> Deferred maintenance: the total deferred maintenance need is in the district is $610.1 million. 
> Recent capital expenditures: understanding 2014 bond project expenditures so that the Plan 

does replace something you have recently spent significant amount of money on. 

Focus Group Questions: 
> How do you prioritize when there is so much need? There is always more cumulative need that 

can be addressed at one time, based on the amount of community support. Districts typically 
develop a prioritization with deferred maintenance categories, such as health/life safety and 
protecting capital investment.  
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> What is the district plan for portables? The goal of the district is to remove portables from 
school sites as quickly as is possible, however some schools still rely on portables to 
accommodate capacity. There are many reasons to have students in permanent buildings. 
Portables were not assessed as part of the facilities assessment. Five Oaks and ACMA have 
recently had portables removed.  

> Does the district keep the same data on portables as on permanent facilities, such as seismic 
rating and age? Yes, the district does have this information. It is not included in this 
presentation, but the district can be followed up with that information. Portables are inspected 
annually, well maintained, and kept up to date. 

1 . 6  Capacity & Enrollment 

Frank provided a description of the planning parameters and described the analysis of existing 
and target school capacities, and projected growth and capacity need at the elementary, middle, 
and high school levels. 
> Planning parameters include existing school capacity, target class size, utilization rate, target 

building capacity, and existing and projected enrollment. 
> School capacity: five elementary schools are more than 60% under target capacity and many 

other district schools are somewhat below target capacities. 
> Elementary enrollment and capacity: districtwide enrollment is expected to decrease by 6% by 

2030-31, but some individual schools are still projected to be over capacity, including Sato and 
Bonny Slope. Several schools will be under-enrolled by more than 30% of their capacity. 

> Middle school enrollment and capacity: districtwide enrollment is expected to decrease by 3% 
by 2030-31, however some schools still are over capacity, particularly Stoller. 

> High School enrollment and capacity: districtwide enrollment is expected to decrease by 5.9% 
by 2030-31, but Westview is projected to be significantly over capacity. 

> Overall, the district appears has enough capacity to accommodate projected enrollment for the 
next ten years, with some adjustments to balance enrollment between facilities. 

> Cooper Mountain development: the area in southwestern Beaverton will be coming into the 
urban growth boundary and there is a planning effort that will come online within the next 10 
years that is expected to generate a number of new students in the district. 

Focus Group Questions: 
> What is the timeline under which the district hopes to replace portable capacity with permanent 

capacity? The process is underway and will continue as quickly as is possible, given enrollment 
needs at individual schools. 

> Are any of the schools below target capacity also listed as not meeting standards in educational 
adequacy? What is the strategy for tackling both issues concurrently? Specifically, no, the five 
schools below target capacity are not the same ones that have the lowest areas per student. 
However, understanding the overlap of varying needs at facilities is helpful in the prioritization 
process, allowing the district to get “more bang for the buck.” 

> Does the estimate for over and under enrollment statistics include any projections for how the 
racial demographics and proportions will adjust as the population shifts? The PSU forecast is a 
population-based forecast. It does not include racial/ethnic breakouts in the forecast but 
rather takes a holistic view of the population. 

> Since the district is going down in enrollment, how do you balance paying property tax on 
undeveloped properties? The district has various income revenue schemes to utilize these 
properties in the interim. It is important to remember that no one is making more land 
anywhere and getting rid of any undeveloped property would require serious consideration 
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> Didn’t PPS surplus properties in 80s and 90s and then find themselves in a pinch later? Yes, and 
Beaverton had some surplus facilities in the 70s as well. The eastern part of district has 
declining enrollment now, but there is a prime 70-acre site in this area owned by city of 
Portland and could become developed in the future. Light rail has increased densities 
immensely in areas where people did not expect it, like the Aloha area. 

> What is the best way to describe the deferred maintenance situation at BSD? $610 million is 
significant. There is a long list of items that need to be addressed.  

> Why talk about new buildings rather than addressing needs at existing buildings? It is a balance 
of priorities and will be discussed in more detail at the next meeting. 

1 . 7  Closing Questions & Next Steps  
> Is any of this data ‘locked down’ or can we share with other community members? All of the 

information that was shared this evening is public. All focus group members are encouraged 
to discuss and share with others in the community. You are the ambassadors of this process. 

> The second focus group meeting will be held on Tuesday, December 15th. The team will 
present a preliminary long-range plan approach and prioritized thinking. Before that meeting, 
take 30 minutes to review tonight’s presentation to refresh yourselves on the need 
information. 

> Please feel free to email any thoughts, questions, comments to Steven Sparks and he will 
relay to the team. 

> The goal is to get meeting information out to members at least one week before the next 
meeting, so you will have time to review and digest prior to our meetings. 
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I T E M D I S C U S S I O N   

1 . 1  Welcome Back & Review 
This evening we will present preliminary proposals that represent staff recommendations for a 
plan, should the board decide to proceed with one. We are here to get a temperature check from 
you, the community, on these proposals. Thank you for coming back and committing your time to 
this effort. 
> Key prompts and questions are included in the google doc that was sent out last week. Please 

fill out the form to provide us with some measurable answers to pass on to other district 
stakeholders and inform the process. 

> LeRoy provided a brief review of the long-range facility plan process and the primary ‘buckets’ 
of need. This process is all about striking a balance between community capital support and 
district need. 

 

1 . 2  Bond History 
Frank provided a broad overview of capital bonds in the district. 
> The most recent bond was passed in 2014. It was an outgrowth of a bond advisory committee 

and was based on the 2010 LRFP.  
> The 2014 bond was for $680 million, which at the time was the largest bond passed in the state 

of Oregon. The bond included several major replacement school projects, new schools, major 
renovations, and other district support. 

> The current status of district’s bond debt is summarized in the chart shown, provided by Piper 
Sandler. In 2020, the rate is about $1.96 per $1,000 of assessed value (AV). This rate will reduce 
to around $1.60 per $1,000 AV in 2022 if it is not refilled. 

Focus Group Questions: 
> Is there a risk of compression with a tax increase, related to Measure 5 and 50? The District is 

not near the maximum mill rate, so it can be increased. It was noted that general obligation 
bonds are not subject to compression (only local option levy and permanent rate are subject). 

> BHS appears to continue to have significant needs but is listed as receiving major modernization 
at BHS under the 2014 bond. Why? The 2014 work was about $10M, distributed throughout the 
whole school, which doesn’t really qualify as major modernization at such a large facility. It was 
also noted that the library and concessions were upgraded through donor funding, which gets 
lumped into the total amount listed.  

> Were there lessons learned from the 2014 bond about expenditures/overages that will be used 
this time around for planning? Yes, the lessons learned have definitely informed the way this 
current package of projects was put together. The district is doing more detailed early planning 
and cost estimating to develop the bond package, as well as using conservative numbers.  

 

1 . 3  Summary of District Need and Guiding Principles 
LeRoy provide a brief review of the identified needs in the district, including educational program 
need, capacity/enrollment need, and facility condition need, as well as some additional support 
needs. Rough-order-of-magnitude estimates of cost were identified for known projects in each area 
of need. The guiding principles that the district is using to develop the long-range facility plan were 
also reviewed. 

Focus Group Questions: 
> It appears there are no proposals for new schools in the southwest or northwest parts of district. 

Is that correct? Yes, the plans do not propose any new capacity in terms of a new school. The 
‘Forward Stride’ property was most recently acquired for a future elementary school. There is 
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enough room in Hazeldale ES to accommodate growth in the Cooper Mountain area for the next 
10 years. The district may come back at a future date (next plan) to add capacity in the 
southwest, but this area is not expected to have the kind of enrollment growth that has been 
seen in the Bethany area.  

> Currently, not all of the Cooper Mountain area is within the Beaverton School District. Is there a 
long-term discussion to switch the boundary? No, the boundary will remain where it is (the 
western part is in the Hillsboro School District). 

1 . 4  Long-Range Facility Plan Proposals 

LeRoy described the two proposed long-range plan options, the projects and estimated costs 
included in each, and the rationale for each project: 

Option 1: ~$325M (Maintains existing tax rate and has four-year bond program timeframe.) 
> Facility replacement projects totaling $75M, including Raleigh Hills Elementary School, Allen 

Street Transportation Facility, and BHS (planning only-design and entitlements). 
> Facility condition upgrades totaling $151M, including deferred maintenance, school 

modernization, seismic upgrades, security upgrades and nutrition services upgrades. 
> Capacity and enrollment upgrades of $10M, including classroom and gymnasium additions. 
> Other support totaling $49M, including technology, school office replacement, bus 

replacements, and critical equipment. 

Option 2: ~$725M (Increases tax rate by $0.25 per $1,000 AV and has a seven-year bond program 
timeframe. This amount approximates the previous 2014 bond level (which was $680M). For 
someone who has a home with an assessed value of $300,000, it would increase about $6.25 per 
month.) 
> Facility replacement projects totaling $324M, including Raleigh Hills Elementary School, Allen 

Street Transportation Facility, BHS (full replacement), and planning for a new elementary 
school to replace Cedar Mill and West Tualatin View. 

> Facility condition upgrades totaling $207M, including deferred maintenance, school 
modernization, seismic upgrades, security upgrades and nutrition services upgrades. 

> Capacity and enrollment upgrades of $15M, including classroom and gymnasium additions. 
> Other support totaling $85M, including technology, school office replacement, bus 

replacements, and critical equipment. 

Focus Group Questions: 
> Are educational program needs included or omitted in either of these plans? They are not 

specifically included in either of the plans. The leadership team is relying on the Teaching and 
Learning department to define their needs. Some information was provided regarding needs 
for special education and preschool programs. Part of the problem with new preschool 
programming is understanding the demand for it.  

> Is the special education stand-alone facility (for students who are currently transported out of 
district) included in either of the plans? No, but the district is currently doing a cost-benefit 
analysis of options for this program. There may be a middle school that can be repurposed for 
this use. 

> Considerations that stand out to me are seismic upgrades and the expectation to meet 
requirements by 2032. Are there other projects that were on the table that really need to be 
done by 2032 to meet that mark? The district has evaluated our needs and have covered the 
highest needs in Plan Option 2. We have presented what is needed from a facilities point of 
view. Aaron noted that while the plan addresses most of the needs, some areas will not be fully 
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up to the desired standards, including Sunset High School, but they do not have the same level 
of need as Beaverton High School or Raleigh Hills. 

> How does the deferred maintenance work affect the overall FCI ratings of the schools, 
particularly those that are critical? Aaron explained that FCI scores are a reflection of the cost 
to repair deficiencies as a ratio to the cost of facility replacement. LeRoy noted that repairs are 
going to impact the rolling tally of FCI scores: scores improve when facility improvements are 
made. Repairs have been prioritized to address the highest need each year.  

1 . 5  Focus Group Input 

The group was asked to consider and discuss a number of targeted questions related to the plan 
options. Questions included: What, if anything, strikes you about the plans? What do you see as 
positive or negative? Is there anything missing from the list or anything that shouldn’t be there? 
Which plan would you and your community most support?  

Abhijit: The district needs to focus on whether we are spending money in the right place and the 
right time. There don’t appear to be any line items for educational programs. Macro-level signals 
should inform the planning, including that the district will have excess capacity in 2030. Looking at 
Raleigh Hills specifically, there are five schools around it that have room to absorb Raleigh Hills 
enrollment. Can this problem be solved by boundary adjustment rather than replacing the school? 
Improving Title 1 schools should be a priority, along with providing funding for educational program 
needs. Adding classroom additions to existing schools is also questionable for the same reason. 
Steve noted that the district can work on balancing enrollment through boundary adjustments, 
however the Raleigh Hills facility is in desperate need of being replaced. The plan may include 
combining/consolidating schools as well, which is a decision for later on. These considerations 
must be a component of the long-range plan. Ultimately the Board will decide which way to go. 

Brian K: One thing that helped the 2014 bond be successful was how much projects were spread 
around the district. Plan Option 1 probably isn’t ambition enough, even though not raising taxes is 
an advantage. I don’t think it goes far enough: some communities that were looking for investment 
are not going to get it for many years. Option 2 addresses more of these concerns. The community 
is conditioned to accept that bond amounts are large, and Option 2 is small relative to the recent 
PPS bond. Mountainview High School was not estimated accurately for 2014 bond, and the number 
for Beaverton High School seems much more accurate, which is smart. Other 2014 bond projects 
were not significantly over budget. 

D. Raghav: I agree with Brian’s assessment that Option 1 does not go far enough, especially looking 
at the level of need that was shown in the first meeting’s presentation. I would propose Option 2. 
However, thinking about where we are (in the middle of a pandemic), it seems like a hard sell in 
general. What is the process and when would it be put forth to the community? Steve noted that 
the district needs to acknowledge the pandemic and iffy economic outlook. These are issues that 
the Board is going to have to consider before deciding to go forward with a bond. The Board may 
consider a bond measure as soon as November 2021, but they are not tied to that. PPS and 
Newberg did pass substantial bond measures in Nov 2020 during the pandemic, but other districts 
were not successful. 

Michelle: I agree with Abhijit’s thoughts on boundaries. It is interesting that it was assumed that 
boundaries stay the same in these plan options. I think this community would like to see things 
being done by the district other than asking for money. However, I agree that we need the plan that 
is the size of Option 2. 

Eric: Option 1 is just like a band-aid, while Option 2 offers a lot of return on investment. Deferred 
maintenance is a no-brainer, especially for retired folks who don’t have children in the district. Any 
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bond is going to be a real sales job for the district. Maybe November 2021 is not the best time. 
2020 was a presidential election and had a huge turnout, so maybe May 2022 would be better, as 
there will be a primary then. Timing is everything and so is marketing.  

Angel: What is the difference between a four-year and seven-year bond program timeframe? Josh 
and Aaron noted that it is an estimate of how long the district needs to complete the projects. 
Currently, the district can’t manage more than about $100M of work per year with the existing 
infrastructure and staff. After the timeframe ends, the district would have to go out for another 
bond. Therefore, Option 1 is preferred, so we can see where we are at in four years (gives buffer 
time). 

Alfredo: The equity impact of Option 2 (replacing two schools with 40-50% free/reduced lunch 
student population) should resonate well with our community, in my opinion. Especially with 
Beaverton High School as the centerpiece, which is the historic flagship of the district. 

Kavin: I am leaning toward Option 2. It’s all about marketing and getting the word out early and 
clearly in terms of communicating the needs of the district. 

Brian M.: As a city representative, I have no opinion about Option 1 or 2. However, I would like to 
note that we are going to be required by the state to allow “middle housing” (duplexes, townhomes, 
etc.) in residential neighborhoods, and nobody really knows what that means for population 
growth. I would like to be helpful in identifying any hurdles when the district starts to narrow in on 
projects. Please look at the Beaverton Housing Options Project (www.beavertonoregon.gov/HOP) 
for more information and to get involved. 

Ken: From a Washington County perspective, we are looking at where we might see the additional 
units coming in. My rough guess is that it may not be that big of an impact in the near-term. The 
changes will begin to be implemented over the next couple of years but may be offset by birthrates 
continuing to fall (at record lows now). I recommend dramatically overestimating transportation 
costs for all of the bond projects. Transportation costs are typically more expensive that what is 
planned and there are currently a lot of needs in the area. The County doesn’t have a position on 
Option 1 or 2 but would support options that are flexible to allow for dealing with other challenges. 
The facility condition number of $610M is a big number; maybe the bond should be higher than 
Option 2? $0.30 per $1,000 might allow more projects to be done at a significant level. 

Kimi: Combining smaller/under capacity schools is an emotional issue for people. I think Option 2 
is an easier sell (planning for elementary school replacement only). It gives people more time to get 
their heads around the concept.  

1 . 7  Closing Questions & Next Steps  

> Thank you to everyone for attending and contributing, and for Abhijit, Kimi, and Eric for 
emailing their specific questions and concerns. The next step in this process is to 
communicate with the broader public, to educate everyone about what we are doing. 

> If possible, please go to the google doc and answer the questions. As a community member, 
we are interested in you thinking of them in the context of need and from a political 
standpoint. Are there things that could end up on a plan that would be difficult for political 
reasons, and the reverse? 

> All of you will be getting the calendar of outreach events, so please tell your friends and 
encourage them to check it out. Steve will also be sending regular updates about what is 
going on. We want to keep you engaged and continue to receive your feedback. 

> Please attend the final focus group meeting in March, after the broader community outreach.  
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I T E M  D I S C U S S I O N   

1 . 1  Welcome Back 
Steve provided an update on the process. The District has participated in over 40 meetings in the 
community and has gone to as many different groups as possible. A survey has also been released 
and has had over 1,000 responses. The process has been very informative and the plan options 
have been adjusted, based on feedback received.  

LeRoy reviewed the agenda for the evening, including a review of district goals and needs and a 
summary of the feedback that has been received. The team appreciates all of the emails and 
detailed feedback that has been received from the focus group. It has all been reviewed and has 
informed the long-range facility plan. Finally, focus group members will be asked to participate in a 
live poll that includes the same questions that were asked in the public outreach sessions. 

 

1 . 2  Review of District Goals and Needs 
LeRoy provided a high-level summary of the District’s vision, goals, and the identified facility needs, 
including education program need, facility condition need, and enrollment and capacity need. 
> How can facilities improve learning within the community, specifically in the areas identified by 

the District in the Strategic Plan? 
> The District steering committee worked to develop a set of guiding principles that tie to the 

Strategic Plan and provide specific LRFP objectives. 
> There are many reasons that the District is undertaking a long-range facility plan at this time, 

including state requirements, planning ahead as current bonds expire, addressing maintenance 
and modernization needs that continue to grow, and identifying opportunities for efficiencies.  

 

1 . 3  Summary of Feedback 
LeRoy provided an overview of input from focus group members and the broader community, 
including a very summarized list of key points that were provided by focus group members. 
Additional input at a much higher level is also being considered by the District committee. 

 

1 . 4  Updated Plan Proposals 

LeRoy described the two updated proposed long-range plan options, the projects and estimated 
costs included in each, and the rationale for each project: 

> Option 1 is ~$325M and Option 2 is ~$725M. 
> New allocations for educational program components were added to both plan options, 

reflecting input from the focus group and community, with greater funding in Option 2. Areas 
include special education improvements, prekindergarten modifications, outdoor learning 
improvements (Option 2 only), and physical education/athletics additions. 

> The second allocation category, facility replacement, is based on facility condition. Raleigh 
Hills is being considered for replacement in both options, Beaverton High School is included in 
full in Option 2 and planning and design only in Option 1, and Allen St. Transportation Facility 
replacement is proposed in both options. The capacity of the Beaverton High School 
replacement was reduced from 2,200 to 1,500 students, with the capability to expand to 2,200 
in the future. This adjustment was made to more accurately reflect projected enrollment needs 
and address feedback regarding school utilization. This change reduced the cost of the 
project, allowing increases in other areas while maintaining the same overall bond amount. 

> Modernization allocations, also based on facility condition, include deferred maintenance, 
school modernization, seismic upgrades, security upgrades, and nutrition services upgrades. 
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Amounts vary between the two options, with larger amounts in Option 2 for all categories 
except nutrition services. Increases in the deferred maintenance, seismic, and security 
allocations in Option 2 reflect input from the focus group and community and will allow 
additional scope in these areas. 

> Capacity and enrollment allocations include classroom additions to Sato ES and Stoller MS 
(Option 1), and additionally at Oak Hills ES in Option 2. 

1. 5  Discussion 
> Are classroom additions at Sato going to be infilling the overhand like at Vose? The District has 

a preliminary design for additions to prototype schools that would be located under the 
overhang at Vose and Sato. 

> Some buildings are likely to be replaced. Does this mean that the deferred maintenance will not 
be needed? The $610 amount reflects the total deferred maintenance backlog, not all of which 
is included in the bond plans. The amount included in the bond options is significantly less and 
has taken out the repair projects for facilities that are being replaced. What about schools that 
are planned to be closed or replaced in a future phase? The District would likely hold off on the 
seismic upgrades, but would likely continue to do some deferred maintenance, because there 
is still a need to keep buildings operational and safe, but try to be thoughtful about the 
investment. Having future bond funds is not guaranteed, so the District still needs to maintain 
buildings and utilize them efficiently. If we do rebuild Raleigh Hills, we will look at the 
surrounding schools that are also old, such as McKay, and may move some students to 
Raleigh Hills and some to Greenway, as part of the long-range plan option. Bonny Slope is over 
capacity but may be addressed by doing a boundary adjustment and shift kids to neighboring 
schools that have capacity, rather than add capacity at this school. This is part of the 
requirements of ORS 195.110. 

> Is there anything from public feedback that is no longer in the plan options? Are the 
consolidations off the table? No feedback resulted in the removal of a project from the options, 
but the District did adjust money into different ‘buckets,’ such as adding more money into the 
seismic category. There was flexibility because the Beaverton HS budget was reduced due to 
reduced size of the school down to 1,500 students. 

> If you build a new school, you save an amount of money on deferred maintenance. Does this 
include savings from consolidation from every school? No, the amount just reflects savings for 
the specific school. 

> How many people attended the community forums? We know we only reached a small 
percentage of the voters in the District and a small number of people who have children in the 
District. However, this still tells us that we are going in the right direction and provides a wealth 
of feedback about what level of support people are comfortable with. Based on the feedback 
we received, the plan is supportable. Whether or not voters will approve a bond will involve far 
broader outreach and scientific polling. 

> In both groups of input, it was discussed that boundary adjustments be used instead of 
additions, but it does not appear this is reflected in the options. As we write the plan document, 
we will talk about the potential role of boundary adjustments as a means to manage capacity 
and enrollment, including working hand-in-hand with specific plan strategies, such as the 
Raleigh Hills strategy discussed earlier. If the measure passes, then we will talk about potential 
for consolidation. At the end of this process, we still have empty capacity at the elementary 
level. 

> Option 1 does not include the full replacement of BHS. Does that plan include more deferred 
maintenance for that school in that case? The priorities for deferred maintenance will be driven 
by the facility condition assessment. Therefore, BHS work will be prioritized against other 
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schools. Given the age of BHS, there will likely be several projects for BHS in the Option 1 plan 
that will still occur in terms of deferred maintenance. The total amount in the bond is roughly a 
fifth of the total deferred maintenance. If BHS is not replaced, it is not the intent of the District 
to use the full amount allocated for deferred maintenance if it is not replaced. If it is replaced, 
there is an amount of high priority maintenance. The replacement strategies that are being 
proposed are intended to take facility maintenance off the books in the long term – a strategic 
and phased approach to dealing with maintenance needs districtwide. 

> I‘m in agreement with Option 2, and thinking about what kind of case the District can make to 
the community, with everything seen in the details and the priority on BHS. It is an important 
civic place, represents the historic character of our community, and reflects an investment in 
equity with that work. Considering the construction of Mountainside earlier, it would be an 
important step. 

> As we emerge from the pandemic, are improvements to HVAC, increased outdoor space, etc. 
more important to prioritize having in place in more facilities? That has been a common 
question in community meetings. Based on current guidance for HVAC, we know we have 
some schools that don’t meet the requirements. If the current guidance continues, we will need 
to address these schools. Beyond that, our systems are relatively good. The District may look 
at specifying equipment and filters that are more effective and efficient in the future, so there 
are things to look at.  

> The plan as laid out matches well with the priorities of the last bond and what the BAC laid out. 
Raleigh Hills was recommended to delay last time by the BAC and is in desperate need of 
replacement. The BAC has also been concerned with seismic issues and this is also reflected. 

> The plan options reflect a detailed and deep analysis and the materials seemed clear. Happy to 
help on the permitting or any city-related questions that come up. 

> The District is proceeding with design work for the Raleigh Hills replacement school and will be 
soliciting for design for that project. This will lead to working with the City and County on how 
to address our needs and the impacts, particularly on Scholls Ferry Road. It will be a 
complicated process and it is best to work with agencies from the start. 

> BHS and RH are obviously needing a lot of work. It is nice to see these addressed in Option 2 
and good to see support from the community so far. Why is Stoller MS overcrowded after 
recent completion of the boundary adjustment? It is important to understand we are using two 
different formulas for calculating capacity. The old version was based on buildings square 
footage and now we are calculating capacities based on classroom count. 

> Does the reduced size of BHS mean a reduction in the number of programs at BHS and if so, 
will there be options for students to go elsewhere? A 1,500-student capacity will provide space 
for other types of classroom space, since only 1,200 to 1,300 students are projected. So full 
programming will be available, with the option to host supplementary programs. 

1. 6  Real-Time Polling 

Input from the broader community has been limited but is still a useful tool to gauge support. The 
Focus Group was asked to consider the same questions. 

1. Should the district consider implementing the next phase of the long-range facility plan by 
proposing a capital measure in 2021 or 2022? (Steve noted that the Board is now pretty clear that if 
they refer a bond it will be in 2022.)  
> Yes, although economic outlook post pandemic might make this bad timing in 202. 
> Yes. These investments are essential in ensuring that the District is able to provide a high-

quality, equitable education experience to all students. 
> Yes, the community prioritizes these types of investments and has shown it repeatedly. 
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> Yes. Schools will keep depreciating over time, so we have to be proactive about having the 
funds to keep up with necessary maintenance. 

> Yes, especially if it is replacing expiring bonds. 
> Yes, with appropriate community education, it makes sense to address the significant needs in 

the district comprehensively. 
> Yes. I like the 2022 date. The need is apparent and worth going after the higher bond value. 

2. Of the two plans presented at this meeting, which would you support and why?  
             Option 1: $325M (renew expiring bond / no tax rate increase)  
             Option 2: $722M (tax rate increase of $0.25 per $1,000 of assessed value) 
> Option 2. Voters in the region understand that school districts need significant investments in 

capital infrastructure. Also, Option 1 is too small for the challenges that the district is facing. 
Option 1 just defers investments into the future. The district can make a compelling case for a 
large investment around priorities that are broadly supported by the community. 

> Option 2. It makes sense to address the significant needs in the district comprehensively. 
Option 1 does not go far enough. 

> Option 2. The replacement of BHS is a significant factor. With the redevelopment happening in 
downtown Beaverton, it has the added benefit of supporting housing in the downtown. 

> Option 2. The examples shown in the presentation make it clear that Option 2 will have greater 
benefit in the long run. I believe the District will be able to sell the community on the value of 
this to families in the District, and that the bond will therefore pass. 

> Option 2. It has well-articulated explanations of what can be done with increased investment. 
The tax increase would be relatively small and, again, I think the majority of voters in this area 
prioritize investments in projects that address equity issues in facilities and programming. 

> Neither. I would like to see deferred maintenance addressed more aggressively. The way it is 
presented, it feels like we are building a new ES when there is three ES worth of underutilized 
capacity. Building new ES should include the plans that detail what other school can be closed. 
That will go a long way in explaining the reasoning and will also help with deferred 
maintenance. Class additions in ES and MS should be solved by boundary adjustments 
instead. We should build Beaverton HS, not very clear on size decision. For deferred 
maintenance and seismic upgrade, we should document how long will it take to take care of all 
pending work. 

3. Do you see anything that is missing from the proposals?  
> I don't think so. This plan can't do everything, but it will do a lot of really good things. 
> Provide a clearly articulated plan for how boundary adjustment can be used to resolve capacity 

issues. If this is given/explained well, it will resonate with everyone.  
> Identify the District plan on how to utilize the extra capacity in elementary schools and provide 

specifics on special education and kindergarten programs.  
> I think everything is accounted for. The "COVID" factor of space per student, air quality, etc. 

may need to be addressed as part of the narrative. 
> Might be worth explaining a little more what Allen Transportation facility does or what 

equipment it services. 
> More consideration of how these changes are motivated by predictions of how populations in 

Beaverton will change over time, i.e. disadvantaged schools today may not be the 
disadvantaged schools in 10 years due to gentrification, etc. 

> I think the community would really like to see what other steps may be taken, such as 
boundary changes/consolidation, that could help with capacity issues and reducing 
maintenance costs of facilities that would no longer be used. 
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> I suppose my mind continues to stay on the outreach aspect if the decision to do Option 2 is 
chosen. Folks in North Bethany may not be as cognizant of needs in the other areas of the 
District, and I would emphasize education and outreach there. 

Do you see anything in the proposals that should not be included? 
> Plan to build a new elementary school when there is excess capacity today (to the tune of 

three elementary school’s worth of capacity) is strange. Please do add plans on what other 
school it will lead closure of. If you know this is coming, please list it as part of the LRFP. 
Otherwise, why we are building a new elementary school is difficult to explain when there is 
still $600M worth of deferred maintenance. 

> Agree with first comment (above). 
> Security improvements may be an area where you will get questions, specifically addressing 

the presence of SROs. The District may need to be ready to explain how that is or isn't related. 
> I don't think there is anything that shouldn't be included. I can imagine arguments against 

including the Allen St. project, but it's really important to invest in the infrastructure that makes 
it possible to support educational activities. 

> I can support everything in the proposal. 
> No. 

Of the projects listed below, what are your top three priorities? 
> Beaverton HS Replacement: 3 first priority / 2 second priority / 2 third priority votes 
> Deferred Maintenance & Modernization: 3 first priority / 1 third priority votes 
> Raleigh Hills ES Replacement: 1 first priority vote  
> Seismic & Security Upgrades: 3 second priority / 2 third priority votes  
> Educational Program Improvements: 2 second priority / 2 third priority votes 
> Allen St. Transportation Replacement: no votes   
> Classroom & Gymnasium Additions: no votes 
> Technology: no votes 

1. 7  Closing Questions & Next Steps  

> LeRoy reviewed what happens next in the process, which includes taking final input from the 
focus group back to the District for consideration, developing the Long-Range Facility Plan 
and report, and Board consideration of LRFP adoption and possible recommendation for a 
capital measure. 

> Steve noted that due to the Board election in May, bond referral consideration would likely 
happen after July 1st, when the new board is seated.  

> Steve also explained that focus group members should expect that they may be contacted by 
the Superintendent or school board members to hear their thoughts about the plan and any 
future bond. As the District begins publishing materials, they will be sent to the focus group 
and any feedback would be appreciated.  

> Thank you to everyone for attending and contributing and thank you on behave of 
Superintendent Grotting and our Board. 

> If you have further thoughts or comments, please forward to Steve. 
> Focus group members are encouraged to stay connected to this process. As a group, you 

have some of the deepest knowledge about facilities in the District. 
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