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Please write your comment.

Jan 14, 2026, 06:12 PM

1

There are so many benefits to neighborhood schools. I've taught for 9 years at a smaller elementary school and | walk down
the hallway, knowing the names of almost every student | see. | get to say “hello” and check in with them. It feels so special
and is such a strong sense of community and belonging. Additionally, in collaboration with our intervention coaches and para
educators, we are able to meet the needs of more students and provide smaller group instruction and support to more
students. It would be such a loss for our community to lose these small schools. They are integral to our rich and diverse
neighborhoods. Students and families thrive there. That should be enough to warrant keeping them open.

Jan 14, 2026, 05:43 PM

| am concerned about BSD's new language that targets schools with less than 350 students enrolled or less than 65%
"utilized." While | understand that the district faces financial constraints and that school consolidation may seem an expedient
solution, | believe the district should take a longer-term view and consider revising school boundaries to balance student
populations.

Jan 14, 2026, 05:22 PM

Good Evening,

| am writing as | am concerned on the 350 enrollment requirement that is being established as part of the recommendation.
My understanding is this number was not a part of the meeting in December, this would put small schools, that don’t even
accommodate 350 in a position to be evaluated yearly. This would put a strain on the families in these communities. | am
requesting you reconsider that language in the recommendation.

Hallio Frvin

Jan 14, 2026, 04:03 PM

| am completely opposed to your plan to close smaller schools in favor of mega schools. This is a penny wise, pound foolish
approach. | live near Raleighwood school, and the school is fantastic. Kids can WALK to school... you're plan imposes bus
rides, or worse, single car transportation which is horrible for our environment and the neighborhoods around proposed
mega schools. Kids do best in smaller schools.

Please rethink this backward nronnsal And ditch it

Jan 14, 2026, 03:27 PM

| do not support the annual administrative enrollment and building capacity utilization study for schools with student
enrollment under 350 or building capacity below 65%, because these numbers do not reflect the positive learning outcomes
that come from a community school with a smaller student and staff population. These learning outcomes heavily outweigh
the financial benefit of larger schools; a strong education is worth the cost. As a district employee, we want positive learning
experiences and a supportive cultural environment for our students. A primary aged child will have the most growth in a
smaller community where they know the majority of the staff and the majority of their peers.

Jan 14, 2026, 02:53 PM

| find it concerning as a tax payer that we aren’t looking at the possibility that some of these schools have low enrollment due
to our abhorrent boundaries that stress our transportation system, school start and end times, and the time kids are spent on
a bus instead of being active in the community. To blindly put in language that doesn’t consider even that possibility but an
arbitrary number that still hasn’t been quantified by the reasons behind our low enrollment, is poor risk management and
shows the committees lack of long term critical thinking. Having children and drivers CROSS over US-26 via bus to attend a
school that is their deemed boundary when you have many other options in their area to readjust yet seemingly refuse to but
want to talk or threaten school closures means one thing- you aren’t putting the children or community first as always.

Jan 14, 2026, 02:40 PM

Closing schools with enrollment under 350 students is the wrong move! Our small school, Montclair, is the heart of our
community.




Jan 14, 2026, 02:21 PM

It has come to my attention that the language that the LRPC had discussed in regards to school consolidation was focused on
studying schools that were under 60% utilization. New language was added by the district without discussion per the below.

“Superintendent should establish an administrative enrollment and building capacity utilization study once a school year to
begin after October 1 of each school year when the student enrollment at an elementary school is less than 350 students or at
any school when enrollment is less than 65% utilization of a building’s permanent capacity.”

Under this new language, any school under 350 students would be reviewed annually without consider to Title status,
neighborhood impacts, or actual building capacity (several schools cannot physically host 350 students).

The decision to close elementary schools should not be done in a vacuum. Other criteria NEEDS to be considered to assess the
overall impact to the students, communities and staff. As a concerned parent of a Raleigh
Park student, | urge you to revise the language as this is direct target for our schools closure.

Jan 14, 2026, 02:13 PM

| was sorry to see that "bucket two" has been updated to include all schools under 350 enroliment will be reviewed annually. |
am a firm believer that smaller schools are not a problem. They are connective tissue for neighborhoods, and they provide an
educational environment for K-5 that supports community building. | would like to see this language removed and the focus
placed on the 65% of enrollment capacity as the metric for review.

Jan 14, 2026, 02:09 PM

| attended the December meeting of the long range facilities, planning committee and have noticed a material difference
between the language approved at that meeting and the proposal language attached to the agenda for tonight’s meeting.
Specifically there was previously no mention of a 350 student threshold triggering a review by the superintendent. It seems
strange to me that several of the schools already indicated in previous committee meetings as under consideration for
consolidation or closure are also unable to house 350 students even when at full capacity. | worry that this is a Trojan horse of
sorts to implement the closure of schools even if those schools materially increase their enroliment above the 65% threshold.
| respectfully request that this language be removed. | also feel like school consolidations, and or closures should be indicated
as a last resort, and not to be pursued until all other options have been exhausted.

Jan 14, 2026, 02:03 PM

| have read the meeting materials for tonight’s LRFP meeting regarding bucket 2. The changes to the language by adding
review of schools under 350 every year and one solution to that review being consolidation is concerning. Reviewing small
schools EVERY year is just going to create more fear of schools closing and will not create long term trust by the community. If
parents are worried that any year a small school could be closed and consolidated they will not want to move to that district
or send their children to that school. The district needs to make longer term decisions around the lifetime of these schools so
students and families can have a sense of security a build their community. Constantly threatening the consolidation of

cchnnlc ic onino tn dectrov thic dictrict

Jan 14, 2026, 01:56 PM

I am concerned about the changes to the new language that has been added into the “Bucket Two” recommendation that
specifically targets small schools for consolidation. One outcome of this “administrative study” is school consolidation. Under
this language, any school under 350 students would be reviewed annually, without regard to Title status, neighborhood
impacts, or actual building capacity (several schools cannot physically host 350 students).

Having worked in the Beaverton School District since 2001, working in large schools such as Vose and Springville and small
schools such as McKay and Fir Grove, | have grown to appreciate the special place and value that small schools are. As a
teacher, | have found small schools to provide many more successful opportunities for team planning and teacher
collaboration. For the students, students are seen and known by all staff. As a child walks down the hall, he is greeted by name
by every staff member. When a child leaves a grade level, the previous teacher(s) stays connected to the child's learning
progress. This connection and community is so important for our students who are at risk and experiencing trauma. At the
larger schools, team collaboration is more difficult and children can get lost in the larger system.

| plead for you to reevaluate the place of small schools in Beaverton. There is no cookie cutter number that is right. The
numbers may look right on paper, but the effects of closing small schools and tearing apart school communities is not right.

Thank you for your time and attention.




Jan 14, 2026, 01:46 PM

It has come to our attention that the BSD would like to change the language being used in Bucket Two of the school
consolidation plan. The change from 60% utilization to 65% utilization feels purposeful and attacking. This particular change,
without any regard to school status (Title 1), community impact, or actual building capacity, is an attempt to target smaller
schools for school consolidation. Changing the language this late in the process is NOT TRANSPARENT and undermines your
stated mission of community feedback and a transparent process. The work being done in small schools, especially small Title
1 schools, is no different than larger schools with a similar status. In fact, the work done in smaller schools is more targeted
and more community orientated. The current state of our world is so chaotic and messy that our young learners (and their
families) need stability and support that comes from small, community-oriented schools. The time and effort put into the
students and their families is unmatched and always serves the greater good.

| hope the committees making these recommendations understands the severity of their decisions. A decision made cannot
be undone. Closing a school for nebulous reasons will have a negative impact on the community, both small and large, that
will be forever felt. It's one thing to change a boundary, this does not eliminate the community that is connected to a school.
Closing a school closes the community and history says that those schools do not make a comeback and rise from the ashes.
This committee is making tough decisions, we all understand that, but it doesn't feel like this committee understands the
ramifications of their decisions.

There is no easy step forward, but this committee can make incremental changes that do not disrupt entire communities. The
recommendations you put forth will have lasting impacts for generations to come in BSD. Be mindful of your purpose and
who is affected by your decisions.

Jan 14, 2026, 01:38 PM

We should be looking at changing boundaries before we think about shutting down schools. Also, how will special education
students be accommodated during this process

Jan 14, 2026, 01:21 PM

For comment during 1/14 meeting Re declining enrollment/boundaries/potential dissolution of feeder schools.

Do NOT close any of the small neighborhood schools! The MAIN reason my family moved to Vista Hills in West Slope was for
our two small kids to attend Ridgewood Elementary, and they had a very positive experience. Part of this experience was
walking to school. And attending neighborhood related school events. It is very short sighted and unnecessary to react to
declining enrollment by dissolving schools in favor of one large super school. If that had happened while my children were still
at that level, | would have in turn NOT sent them to the new large super school. That is also much too disruptive to the local
neighborhood of potential super school which are not equipped to handle excessive traffic and personnel! Cancel all these
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Jan 14, 2026, 01:10 PM

LRFPC and Superintendent Balderas--

| am very disheartened to see that today's materials for the LRFPC's meeting and proposed recommendations differ so greatly
from what the committee discussed in December. The inclusion of an annual, automatic review of schools with a population
of less than 350 students--even if the facility is not underutilized/under capacity is not conducive to the District's core strategic
plan of Belong. Believe. Achieve. With an automatic review at enrollment of less than 350 student, students will wonder each
year if their school is slated for closure. It saddens me to see that district staff and leadership have added and changed
wording to try to lead the LRFPC to the answers the district wants to see--rather than allow them to provide these
recommendations on their own. The district staff should advise the committee, not try to push through their own agenda,
especially on the eve of the committee's final meeting. It seems disingenuous at best, and nefarious at the worst.

LRFPC members--thank you for your service and the time you have spent on this committee. | am concerned that the district
will ignore your recommendations and do what they want despite what you recommend. But please continue to advocate for
our students and make your recommendations based on what is truly best--not what District staff want you to recommend.

Jan 14, 2026, 01:06 PM

| am very concerned with Bucket #2. The decision to close a school is significant. These decisions MUST include neighborhood
impacts studies and title status. We also need to be doing our part, as a district, to fill these schools by changing boundaries.
Last but not least, setting the standard at 350 students is irresponsible as many schools were not built to hold that many
students. AND they are still worth having open. Many students thrive at smaller schools while bigger schools are unable to
adequately serve them. Please value the diversity of school sizes we have in the district and utilize that variety to best serve

our diverse stiident naonulation

Jan 14, 2026, 12:47 PM

The long range facilities planning committee should wait to proceed on any further facilities considerations until they have an
updated ed-spec. Relying on the outdated pre-pandemic 2014 ed-spec makes no sense for evaluating Beaverton school
facilities 2026 and beyond. Also, the recent addition of a recommendation for the superintendent to review and consider
school closure for any school with less than 350 students seems like an arbitrary number. What is the reasoning for this
number? Parents and community constituents deserve clarity and transparency and this new 350 student threshold is neither

clear naor transnarent




Jan 14, 2026, 11:59 AM

Under-utilized schools should find ways to increase enroliment thru the use of specialized programs or open enrollment NOT
by consolidating or making arbitrary non-community-based boundaries.

Schools under 350 students should NOT be at risk solely based on that number, many of those smaller schools have thriving
communities and well-performing students, and should be used as models rather than threatened with closure.

Modifications to specials should NOT be considered as that will drive inequities between students which goes against the very
first point "Desire for all students to have a high-quality educational experience." If necessary, have the same overall minutes
of specials just adjusted to account for teachers who rotate between smaller schools.

Instead, this is an opportunity to move specialized programs (like different Special Education classrooms or immersion
programs) to the underutilized buildings. We could also innovate in some of those buildings by implementing better TaG
services, blended classrooms, team-taught inclusion models that will bring out elementary education to the next level and
meet the needs of more children. When there are multiple schools close together with inconsistent enrollment allow more
open enrollment for those at the larger schools to opt for the smaller ones - and offer bussing in certain circumstances. Those
kids could likely ride on the smaller SpEd busses with minimal impact to number of busses or timing since they will tend to
have similar routes.

And as it specifically applies to Hope Charter, | ask that they be offered the chance to *share space* at Raleigh Hills *without*
being folded in. This will allow for far better space utilization and allow that program to continue with its excellent
programming. The old Hope Charter building could be used whilst other schools are renovated, or for other programs as
needed.

Jan 14, 2026, 11:47 AM

Age over 75 years should be the least important factor when determining maintenance/investment. FCl and seismic scores
are far more important, as well as the cost of necessary retrofits. Just because something is old does not make it bad. Many
families stay in their neighborhoods and will see original buildings (with proper upgrading) as nostalgia and that improves
community.,

Jan 14, 2026, 11:35 AM

STUDENT SUCCESS MATTERS MOST. How can any decisions be made without considering the impact to student outcomes
(not just academic, but social, physical, and emotional)? | have attended the majority of these meetings and while finances are
very important, so much focus has NOT been on what these suggested changes would do to students' lives, success, and
communities. BSD is struggling with enrollment, and making negative changes like consolidating schools, continuing to build
mega schools with elementary enrollment targets over 600, and NOT LISTENING TO YOUR COMMUNITY will only exacerbate
this issue. BSD has been secretive, vague, misleading, and mistrustful throughout this whole process, making it feel like a
colossal waste of time, money, and resources for everyone involved. Bucket 2 language for the January meeting is VERY
INCONSISTENT with what was discussed in the December meeting. Is BSD just leading us on? What is our motivation to trust
that you have our students' best interests at heart? Our friends and neighbors are sad, scared, and looking at other options
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Jan 14, 2026, 11:31 AM

I’'m concerned that the LRFP meeting materials for January (tonight) uses different language than was discussed at the
December meeting. Specifically the addition of “elementary schools under 350 students”. This was not a factor in bucket #2 at
the last meeting. | hope the district will be explaining and discussing this change tonight prior to voting on bucket #2.

Jan 06, 2026, 06:14 PM

| have concerns that the ed spec has not been reevaluated since 2014 and that facility planning continues to move forward
without revision of the ed spec. We should learn from the mistake made of building the new Raleigh Hills far too large for the
capacity of students available in that area of the district. Is it true that the ed spec was not revised prior to the 2022 bond?
That seems like a gross mishandling of the situation. Enrollment, birth rate, real estate patterns have greatly shifted since 2014
and it should be standard practice to revise this every few years, especially prior to any major facilities plan.
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Subject: LRFPC comment

Original Message:

I’'m concerned about the change in language between what the Committee proposed and what is being
proposed at this evenings meeting. The annual to be administered by the superintendent every year based
on a number is alarming. Some schools cannot even host the number proposed. The trigger for this study
does not take into account title status or neighborhood impact. As we head into an interim time, the
possibility for the temporary superintendent to make decisions broadly because of this language is
concerning. The biggest data driver of this decision, the Ed Spec needs to be updated first before the
superintendent is allowed to make any decisions based off of one number. While that may not be the case,
this language allows for that possibility. Thank you for your time and consideration.
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Timeline:

9:16 AM Steve Sparks replied to Customer, Susan Tindall and sent a feedback form

Ms. Tindall -

Thank you for your email and comments. Your comments have been added to the public record and
will be shared with the committee.

Steven Sparks

Beaverton School District
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