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APPROVED: 11/24/14 1 
EFFECTIVE: 1/1/15 2 

 3 
SNOHOMISH COUNTY COUNCIL 4 

Snohomish County, Washington 5 
 6 

ORDINANCE NO. 14-096 7 
 8 

ADOPTING THE 2014-2019 CAPITAL FACILITIES PLANS FOR THE 9 
EDMONDS, EVERETT, LAKE STEVENS, LAKEWOOD, MARYSVILLE, MONROE, 10 
MUKILTEO, NORTHSHORE, SNOHOMISH AND SULTAN SCHOOL DISTRICTS 11 

PURSUANT TO SCC 30.66C.020 AND AMENDING  12 
THE SCHOOL IMPACT FEE SCHEDULE IN SCC 30.66C.100  13 

 14 
 WHEREAS, Snohomish County (“the County”) has adopted an impact fee 15 
ordinance to provide mitigation for the impacts of new development on public school 16 
facilities pursuant to RCW 82.02.050; and 17 
 18 
 WHEREAS, pursuant to RCW 82.02.050(4), impact fees may be collected and 19 
spent only for the public facilities defined in RCW 82.02.090, which are addressed by 20 
the capital facilities element of the Snohomish County Comprehensive Plan (“GMACP”) 21 
created under the Growth Management Act (GMA), Chapter 36.70A RCW; and 22 
 23 
 WHEREAS, pursuant to Snohomish County Code (SCC) 30.66C.040, school 24 
districts must submit capital facilities plans to the County for inclusion in the County’s 25 
capital facilities plan, part of the capital facilities element of the GMACP, to be eligible to 26 
receive payment of school impact fees; and 27 
 28 
 WHEREAS, school capital facilities plans for Edmonds School District No. 15, 29 
Everett School District No. 2, Lake Stevens School District No. 4, Lakewood School 30 
District No. 306, Marysville School District No. 25, Monroe School District No. 103, 31 
Mukilteo School District No. 6, Northshore School District No. 417, Snohomish School 32 
District No. 201 and Sultan School District No. 311 (collectively “the Districts”), were last 33 
adopted by Snohomish County in 2012 and will expire on December 31, 2014; and 34 
 35 
 WHEREAS, school districts must submit updated capital facilities plans to the 36 
County for review and adoption before December 31, 2014, in order to maintain their 37 
eligibility to receive school impact fees after December 31, 2014; and 38 
 39 
 WHEREAS, the Districts each submitted an updated capital facilities plan for 40 
2014-2019 to the Snohomish County Department of Planning and Development 41 
Services (PDS) pursuant to SCC 30.66C.035; and  42 
 43 
 WHEREAS, the Arlington School District No. 16, the Index School District No. 63, 44 
Darrington School District No. 330, Granite Falls School District No. 332 and 45 
Stanwood/Camano Island School District No. 401 have not submitted school capital 46 
facilities plans for the period from 2014-2019; and 47 
 48 
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 WHEREAS, PDS reviewed the Districts’ 2014-2019 capital facility plans, 1 
including the impact fee calculations using SCC 30.66C.045, consulted with the school 2 
technical review committee authorized by SCC 30.66C.050(3), and determined that 3 
each 2014-2019 capital facilities plan meets the requirements of SCC 30.66C.040 and 4 
Appendix F of the GMACP - General Policy Plan (“GPP”); and 5 
 6 
 WHEREAS, the Snohomish County Planning Commission (“the Planning 7 
Commission”) held a public hearing on September 23, 2014, on the Districts’ 2014-2019 8 
capital facilities plans and the proposed amended impact fee schedule; and 9 
 10 

WHEREAS, at the conclusion of the public hearing, the Planning Commission 11 
voted to recommend adoption of each of the Districts’ 2014-2019 capital facilities plans 12 
and proposed an amended impact fee schedule as shown in its recommendation letter 13 
dated September 24, 2014; and 14 

 15 
WHEREAS, on November 24, 2014, the County Council held a public hearing 16 

after proper notice, received public testimony related to this Ordinance No. 14-096, and 17 
considered the entire record, including the Planning Commission’s recommendations; 18 
and 19 
 20 

WHEREAS, following the public hearing on November 24, 2014, the County 21 
Council deliberated on this Ordinance No. 14-096; and  22 
 23 

WHEREAS, the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA), Chapter 43.21C RCW, 24 
requirements have been satisfied and review has been performed by each school 25 
district acting as lead agency; and 26 
 27 
 WHEREAS, SCC 30.66C.020 provides that any school capital facilities plan 28 
adopted by the County Council shall be incorporated by reference into the capital 29 
facilities element of the GMACP; and 30 
 31 
 WHEREAS, the County Council considered the entire hearing record, including 32 
the Planning Commission’s recommendation and written and oral testimony submitted 33 
during the public hearings;   34 
  35 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED: 36 
 37 

Section 1.  The County Council adopts the foregoing recitals as findings of fact 38 
as if set forth in full.  39 
 40 

Section 2.  The County Council makes the following additional findings of fact in 41 
support of this ordinance: 42 
 43 
 A.  A school district must prepare and adopt a capital facilities plan that meets 44 
the requirements of Chapter 36.70A RCW and RCW 82.02.020 to participate in the 45 
impact fee program.  A school district’s capital facilities plan expires two years from the 46 
date of its effective date or when the County Council adopts an updated capital facilities 47 
plan that meets the requirements of Chapter 30.66C SCC and the GMA. 48 
 49 
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 B.  The Districts submitted capital facilities plans to PDS for the period from 1 
2014-2019 as required under SCC 30.66C.035. 2 
 3 

C.  Arlington School District No. 16, Index School District No. 63, Darrington 4 
School District No. 330, Granite Falls School District No. 332, and Stanwood/Camano 5 
Island School District No. 401 did not submit capital facilities plans for the period from 6 
2014-2019 meaning the County will neither impose nor collect impact fees for those 7 
districts during the 2014-2019 period.  Arlington School District No. 16, Index School 8 
District No. 63, Darrington School District No. 330, Granite Falls School District No. 332, 9 
and Stanwood/Camano Island School District No. 401 are not currently listed on the 10 
school impact fee schedule, SCC Table 30.66C.100(1).   11 

 12 
D.  PDS reviewed each of the Districts’ 2014-2019 capital facilities plans, 13 

including the impact fee calculations, using the formula in SCC 30.66C.045 and 14 
determined that each capital facilities plan meets the requirements of SCC 30.66C.040.  15 
This determination was made after consultation with the school technical review 16 
committee that reviewed each capital facilities plan prior to the Planning Commission’s 17 
public hearing. 18 

 19 
E.  This ordinance is adopted to implement Chapter 30.66C SCC and to adopt 20 

the Districts’ 2014-2019 capital facilities plans. 21 
 22 
F.  The adoption of this ordinance exercises the County’s authority to impose 23 

impact fees pursuant to RCW 82.02.050. 24 
 25 
G.  The Districts’ 2014-2019 capital facilities plans adopted herein will further the 26 

goals of the GMA by providing adequate public school facilities to accommodate growth. 27 
 28 
H.  Amendment of SCC 30.66C.100 is necessary to adopt an updated impact fee 29 

schedule consistent with the Districts’ 2014-2019 capital facilities plans. 30 
 31 
I.  Pursuant to SCC 30.66C.100, the County reduces the amount of the impact 32 

fee calculated by the Districts by fifty percent. 33 
 34 

J.  SEPA requirements have been satisfied by each school district, acting as lead 35 
agency, completing an environmental checklist and issuing a Determination of 36 
Nonsignificance for its capital facilities plan.  The County adopts and incorporates by 37 
this reference the SEPA determinations made by the respective school districts. 38 
 39 

K.  The Planning Commission reviewed the Districts’ 2014-2019 capital facilities 40 
plans, conducted a public hearing on each 2014-2019 capital facilities plan and made its 41 
recommendation as evidenced in its recommendation letter dated September 24, 2014. 42 
 43 

L.  The County Council conducted a public hearing on November 24, 2014, on 44 
this Ordinance No. 14-096.  45 

 46 
Section 3. The County Council makes the following conclusions: 47 

 48 
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A.  The Districts’ 2014-2019 capital facilities plans each meet the requirements of 1 
the GMA and Appendix F of the GPP. 2 
 3 

B.  The Districts’ 2014-2019 capital facilities plans each individually meet the 4 
requirements of Chapter 30.66C SCC and the requirements of Appendix F of the GPP 5 
concerning the operation and administration of a school impact fee program. 6 
 7 

C.  The public participation requirements of the SCC and GMA have been met 8 
through the public hearings conducted by the Planning Commission and the County 9 
Council. 10 
 11 

D.  The adoption of the Districts’ capital facilities plans is consistent with the 12 
GMACP, the Countywide Planning Policies for Snohomish County, and the GMA. 13 
 14 

E.  The GMA allows the County to amend the GMACP more frequently than once 15 
per year if the amendment is to the capital facilities element and occurs concurrently 16 
with the adoption or amendment of the County’s budget.  This criterion is met because 17 
this ordinance will be considered concurrently with the County’s 2015 budget ordinance, 18 
fulfilling the GMA, the Snohomish County Charter, and SCC requirements that link the 19 
capital improvement program to the budget. 20 
 21 

F.  Each of the Districts’ 2014-2019 capital facilities plans shall be incorporated 22 
by reference into the capital facilities element of the GMACP as provided by SCC 23 
30.66C.055. 24 
 25 

Section 4.  Edmonds School District No. 15’s 2014-2019 Capital Facilities Plan, 26 
attached as Exhibit A-1, is adopted and incorporated herein by reference as if set forth 27 
in full and replaces the 2012-2017 capital facilities plan adopted by Ordinance No. 12-28 
093, based on the foregoing findings and conclusions. 29 
 30 

Section 5.  Everett School District No. 2’s 2014-2019 Capital Facilities Plan, 31 
attached as Exhibit A-2, is adopted and incorporated herein by reference as if set forth 32 
in full and replaces the 2012-2017 capital facilities plan adopted by Ordinance No. 12-33 
093, based on the foregoing findings and conclusions. 34 
 35 

Section 6.  Lake Stevens School District No. 4’s 2014-2019 Capital Facilities 36 
Plan, attached as Exhibit A-3, is adopted and incorporated herein by reference as if set 37 
forth in full and replaces the 2012-2017 capital facilities plan adopted by Ordinance No. 38 
12-093, based on the foregoing findings and conclusions. 39 
 40 

Section 7.  Lakewood School District No. 306’s 2014-2019 Capital Facilities Plan, 41 
attached as Exhibit A-4, is adopted and incorporated herein by reference as if set forth 42 
in full and replaces the 2012-2017 capital facilities plan adopted by Ordinance No. 12-43 
093, based on the foregoing findings and conclusions. 44 
 45 

Section 8.  Marysville School District No. 25’s 2014-2019 Capital Facilities Plan, 46 
attached as Exhibit A-5, is adopted and incorporated herein by reference as if set forth 47 
in full and replaces the 2012-2017 capital facilities plan adopted by Ordinance No. 12-48 
093, based on the foregoing findings and conclusions. 49 
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 1 
Section 9.  Monroe School District No. 103’s 2014-2019 Capital Facilities Plan, 2 

attached as Exhibit A-6, is adopted and incorporated herein by reference as if set forth 3 
in full and replaces the 2012-2017 capital facilities plan adopted by Ordinance No. 12-4 
093, based on the foregoing findings and conclusions. 5 
 6 

Section 10.  Mukilteo School District No. 6’s 2014-2019 Capital Facilities Plan, 7 
attached as Exhibit A-7, is adopted and incorporated herein by reference as if set forth 8 
in full and replaces the 2012-2017 capital facilities plan adopted by Ordinance No. 12-9 
093, based on the foregoing findings and conclusions. 10 
 11 

Section 11.  Northshore School District No. 417’s 2014-2019 Capital Facilities 12 
Plan, attached as Exhibit A-8, is adopted and incorporated herein by reference as if set 13 
forth in full and replaces the 2012-2017 capital facilities plan adopted by Ordinance No. 14 
12-093, based on the foregoing findings and conclusions. 15 
 16 

Section 12.  Snohomish School District No. 201’s 2014-2019 Capital Facilities 17 
Plan, attached as Exhibit A-9, is adopted and incorporated herein by reference as if set 18 
forth in full and replaces the 2012-2017 adopted by Ordinance No. 12-093, based on 19 
the foregoing findings and conclusions. 20 
 21 

Section 13.  Sultan School District No. 311’s 2014-2019 Capital Facilities Plan, 22 
attached as Exhibit A-10, is adopted and incorporated herein by reference as if set forth 23 
in full and replaces the 2012-2017 capital facilities plan adopted by Ordinance No. 12-24 
093, based on the foregoing findings and conclusions. 25 

 26 
Section 14.  Each 2014-2019 capital facilities plan adopted by this ordinance 27 

shall remain in effect for a period of two years from the effective date of this ordinance, 28 
unless an updated plan is submitted and approved prior to that date pursuant to the 29 
requirements of Chapter 30.66C SCC and the GMA. 30 
 31 

Section 15.  Snohomish County Code Section 30.66C.100, last amended by 32 
Ordinance No. 12-093 on November 19, 2012, is hereby amended to read: 33 

 34 
30.66C.100 Fee required. 35 
 36 
(1)  Each development, as a condition of approval, shall be subject to the school impact 37 
fee established pursuant to this chapter.  The school impact fee shall be calculated in 38 
accordance with the formula established in SCC 30.66C.045.  The fees listed in Table 39 
30.66C.100(1) represent one-half of the amount calculated by each school district in its 40 
respective capital facilities plan in accordance with the formula identified in SCC 41 
30.66C.045. 42 
(2)  The payment of school impact fees will be required prior to issuance of building 43 
permits. The amount of the fee due shall be based on the fee schedule in effect at the 44 
time of building permit application.   45 
(3)  The department shall maintain and provide to the public upon request a table 46 
summarizing the schedule of school impact fees for each school district within the 47 
county. 48 
(4)  The fees set forth in Table 30.66C.100(1) apply to developments that vest to county 49 
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development regulations from January 1, ((2013)) 2015 to December 31, ((2014)) 2016. 1 
(5)  Building permits submitted after January 1, 1999, for which prior plat approval has 2 
been obtained under chapter 30.66C SCC as codified prior to January 1, 1999, shall be 3 
subject to the school impact fees established pursuant to this chapter, as set forth in this 4 
section, except as provided in SCC 30.66C.010(2). 5 

 6 
 7 

Table 30.66C.100 (1) 8 
SCHOOL IMPACT MITIGATION FEES 9 

 10 
SCHOOL 
DISTRICT 

SINGLE 
FAMILY 

per dwelling 
unit 

MULTI-FAMILY 
1-BEDROOM 

per dwelling unit 

MULTI-FAMILY 
2+ BEDROOMS 
per dwelling unit 

DUPLEXES AND 
TOWNHOMES 

Edmonds No. 15 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Everett No. 2 
  

(($3,798)) 
$4,988 

$0 (($2,216)) 
$1,092 

(($2,216)) 
$1,092 

Lake Stevens 
No. 4 

(($4,692)) 
$4,680 

$0 (($2,915)) 
$2,532 

(($2,915)) 
$2,532 

Lakewood No. 
306 

(($892)) 
$1,203 

$0 (($396)) 
$2,811 

(($396)) 
$2,811 

Marysville No. 
25 

(($1,879)) 
$1,817 

$0 (($2,882)) 
$1,180 

(($2,882)) 
$1,180 

Monroe No. 103 (($1984)) 
$0 

$0 
 

(($3,172)) 
$0 

(($3,172)) 
$0 

Mukilteo No. 6 (($2,642)) 
$3,914 

$0 (($2,883)) 
$2,952 

(($2,883)) 
$2,952 

Northshore No. 
417 

$0 $0 $0 $0 

Snohomish No. 
203 

(($896)) 
$0 

$0 $0 $0 

Sultan No. 311 $0 $0 $0 $0 
 11 

Section 16.  The County Council bases its findings and conclusions on the entire 12 
record of the County Council, including all testimony and exhibits.  Any findings, which 13 
should be deemed a conclusion, and any conclusion, which should be deemed a 14 
finding, are hereby adopted as such. 15 
 16 

Section 17.  The effective date of this ordinance shall be January 1, 2015. 17 
 18 

Section 18.  If any section, sentence, clause or phrase of this ordinance shall be 19 
held to be invalid or unconstitutional by the Growth Management Hearings Board or a 20 
court of competent jurisdiction, such invalidity or unconstitutionality shall not affect the 21 
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validity or constitutionality of any other section, sentence, clause or phrase of this 1 
ordinance.  If any section, sentence, clause or phrase of this ordinance is held to be 2 
invalid by the board or court of competent jurisdiction, the section, sentence, clause or 3 
phrase in effect prior to the effective date of this ordinance shall be in full force and 4 
effect for that individual section, sentence, clause or phrase as if this ordinance had 5 
never been adopted. 6 
  7 

PASSED this 24th day of November, 2014. 8 
 9 
      SNOHOMISH COUNTY COUNCIL 10 
      Snohomish County, Washington 11 
 12 
      /s/ Dave Somers_________________ 13 
      Chairperson 14 
 15 
ATTEST: 16 
 17 
/s/ Debbie Eco_________ 18 
Clerk of the Council 19 
 20 
(X) APPROVED    DATE: 12-10-14 21 
(   ) VETOED 22 
(   ) EMERGENCY 23 
 24 
      /s/ John Lovick______________ 25 
      Snohomish County Executive 26 
 27 
ATTEST:  28 
 29 
____________________________ 30 
 31 
Approved as to form only:  32 
 33 
____________________________       34 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 35 
 36 
 37 
 38 
 39 
 40 
 41 
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SECTION 1 -- INTRODUCTION 

Purpose of the Capital Facilities Plan 
This Capital Facilities Plan (CFP) is intended to provide Edmonds School 
District (District), Snohomish County (County), other jurisdictions, and 
the community with a description of facilities needed to accommodate 
projected student enrollment at acceptable levels of service over the next 
twenty years. A more detailed schedule and financing program for capital 
improvements over the next six years, (2014-2019) is also included. In 
accordance with the Growth Management Act (GMA), this CFP contains 
the following elements: 

An inventory of existing capital facilities owned by the District, 
showing the locations and capacities of those facilities. 

A forecast of the future needs for capital facilities owned and 
operated by the District. 

The proposed locations and capacities of expanded or new capital 
facilities. 

o A six-year plan for financing capital facilities. 

Should available funding fall short of meeting existing capital facility 
needs, the planning jurisdictions will cooperate with the District to 
reassess the land use element to ensure that land use, the CFP, and 
financing plan within the CFP are coordinated and consistent. 
Jurisdictions within ESD#15 include: Brier, Edmonds, Lynnwood, 
Mountlake Terrace, and the Town of Woodway as well as portions of 
unincorporated Snohomish County. 

In addition to the CFP elements required by the Growth Management Act 
(GMA), Section 8 of this CFP addresses development fees, mitigation, and 
other regulatory sources of funding from developers. This report 
demonstrates that impact fees are not anticipated during the 2014-2019 
period. 

Overview of Edmonds School District 
The District is the largest school district in the County, and the tenth 
largest of Washington's 296 public school systems. The District covers an 
area of 36 square miles. The District currently serves a total student 
population (headcount, including Kindergarten) of 20,308 1  (as of October 

1  Headcount differs from FTE in that the figure reflects total number of students served by District educational 
programming, while FTE is Full Time Enrollment and adjusts for half day attendance by Kindergarten students. 



2013) with twenty schools serving grades K-6; two schools serving 
grades K-8; four schools serving grades 7-8; five schools serving grades 
9-12; one resource center for grades K-12 home-schooled students, and 
one district program for students with severe disabilities. The grade 
configuration of schools has changed over time in response to the desires 
of the community, needs of the educational program and variability in 
financial resources available for staffing classrooms. These changes are 
made after a process that allows for community participation, with 
ultimate approval by the Board of Directors. 

P9aimmiing Objectives 
The objective of this CFP is to assess existing school facility capacities, 
forecast future facility needs within six-year and twenty-year planning 
horizons, and to articulate a facility and financing plan to address these 
needs. This CFP replaces and supersedes the District's 2012 Capital 
Facilities Plan. Much of this report is based on population projections 
provided by the County. The current projections cycle is 2014 to 2034. 

The process of delivering education within the District is not a static 
function. The educational program changes and adapts in response to 
the changing conditions within the learning community of the District. 
This CFP must be viewed as a work-in-progress that responds to the 
changing educational program and will assist in decision-making. The 
District monitors proposed new residential growth for impacts and 
implications to its facility planning and educational programs. 
Additionally, the District comments, as needed upon proposed new 
development, working to ensure appropriate provisions for students are 
factored into a proposed development. Changes to the character of the 
District are noted as the Southwest Snohomish County Urban Growth 
Area (UGA) builds out and resulting issues of congestion and affordability 
occur. These changes may require the District to modify its facilities (i.e., 
the location, design, etc.), and its educational program (i.e., school year, 
grade configuration, etc.). Changes would be made in consultation with 
the community and approved by the Board of Directors. 

The CFP records and documents how the District utilizes its educational 
facilities given current District enrollment configurations, educational 
program standards and locations, fixed capital facilities, and known 
capital funding sources. Using this information as a platform to look into 
the future, the CFP analyzes the implications of current variables upon 
future possibilities and arrives at directional conclusions and courses of 
action. 

Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction Report No. 1049, (December, 2011) 

2 



The District does not anticipate charging mitigation fees during 2014 
through 2019. 	Supporting materials for this report are referenced by 
footnote or are listed in the bibliography. 	Information regarding the 
planning process is included in this introduction. Building area figures 
reflect actual capacity as reported to OSPI. This report uses headcount 
as a standard unit of measure, as opposed to Full Time Equivalencies, 
(FTE) as explained in Section 2. 

SECTION 2 -- STUDENT ENROLLMENT TRENDS AND PROJECTIONS 

Historic Trends 
Student enrollment in the District reached its highest levels during the 
late 1960s and early 1970s, with 28,076 students attending District 
schools in 1970. Enrollment declined steadily between 1971 and 1985, 
reaching its lowest level in 1985 at 16,118 students. Enrollment then 
increased steadily from 1987 through 1998, staying fairly even until 2002 
where it has gradually declined until the present. 

Annual Average FTE Enrollment Since 1967 
Actual Through 2012-13 

Excludes Running Start; Includes EdCAP 
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Method 
School districts typically forecast enrollment based on cohort survival: the 
number of students that remain in a grade group as they transition 
together from one grade level to the next. Enrollment forecast models 
are generally based upon trend data from previous years, and as such 
assume that trends in a particular direction will continue in that direction, 
(for instance, a series of years in which enrollment declines will forecast 
as a continuation of those declines). Therefore, enrollment projections are 
most accurate for the initial years of a forecast period. Underlying cohort 
survival methodologies are based on assumptions about economic 
conditions and demographic trends in the current year that become less 
valid the further into the future the projection is made. Because cohort 
survival models cannot be applied to kindergarten enrollment (since there 
are no preceding grade levels), how kindergarten is forecast is important 
as well. Districts typically forecast kindergarten enrollment using birth 
rates in the County and may use other factors influencing population 
growth or decline for the area (termed "net migration"). 

This capital facilities plan uses two forecast methodologies: one from 
Edmonds School District; and a second from the Washington State Office 
of Superintendent of Public Instruction, (OSPI). A comparison to forecast 
enrollment using the two forecast methodologies is provided in Table 1, 
and appears as a graph in Figure 1. 

For the District's forecast, grade-level projections prepared by an external 
demographer are used, and updated periodically. The correlation 
between the District's market share of the overall county population and 
its share of the county K-12 population is used. Market share is 
considered to be the percentage of Snohomish County births that are 
expected to enroll in Kindergarten, (five years later) at one of the County 
School Districts. Overall K-12 enrollment is forecast based on the 
forecasted county population in relation to this market share. The 
remaining grades are forecast using cohort survival rates, adjusted for 
projected changes in Edmonds' share of county population for the 
forecast years. Data used includes Snohomish County growth 
management data prepared by the Office of Financial Management (OFM 

For the second model, OSPI calculates an average cohort survival based 
on the previous six years and applies that rate to recent enrollment in the 
District to project future enrollment. Kindergarten is projected separately 
using a linear regression analysis of actual kindergarten enrollment over 
the previous six years. This method assumes that enrollment trends, 
which have occurred over the previous six years, will likely continue 
through the next six years. OSPI updates these projections annually. 
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Future facility needs are determined, in part by evaluating recent trends 
in student enrollment and comparing forecast enrollment against 
available capacity. For this evaluation, October headcount numbers are 
used. (The month of October is typically the high-water mark for 
enrollment in a given year). Furthermore, in recent years the state has 
begun moving towards funding full-day kindergarten which will be fully 
implemented in the 2017/2018 school year. Kindergarten enrollment is 
treated as if the students attend full time. While the state only provides 
funding for some half-day kindergarten programs, the District operates 
many full-day kindergarten programs, using local funds including tuition 
and the School Programs and Operations Levy. It is prudent, therefore, 
to consider the capacity as being consumed as if full-day kindergarten 
were fully funded. 

Projected Student Enrollment 2014-2019 
Total enrollment is expected to increase by 440 students by the year 
2019, an increase of 2.6% from existing levels. Based on OSPI 
projections, enrollment in the District would be expected to grow by 
1,111 students by the year 2019, an increase of 5.5% from existing 
enrollment levels. Both forecasts are shown in Table 1 and Figure 2. 

Table 1 — Comparison of Student Enrollment Projections 
Edmonds School District 2013-2019 

Actual Forecast Actual 
Change Change 

Source 2013 2014 2015 2016 	2017 2018 2019 '13-'19 '13-'19 
Edmonds 
SD 20,308 20,016 20,094 20,258 20,414 20,553 20,748 440 2.2% 
OSPI 1 20,781 20,308 19,973 20,272 20,526 21,044 21,441 1,111 5.5% 



Figure 2 - Comparison of Student Enrollment Projections 
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Table 2 - Projected Student Enrollment by Grade Span 
Edmonds School District 2014-2019 

Grade Actual Projected Change 
Span 2019 Change 

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 
Elementary 

(K-6) 10,631 10,676 10,760 10,852 11,020 11,123 11,130 499 4.7% 

Middle 
School 2,997 2,921 2,942 2,977 3,003 3,036 3,197 200 6.7% 

7-8 
High 

School 6,680 6,418 6,391 6,429 6,392 6,374 6,421 -259 -3.9% 
9-12 

Total 20,308 20,016 20,094 20,258 20,414 20,533 20,748 440 2.2% 

Edmonds school District Medium Growth Model: Source: W, Les Kendrick, April 2014 
OSPI School Construction Assistance Program Report 1049, Dec 13, 2013 
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2034 Student Enrollment Projection 
The year 2034 student enrollment projections are used by the District in 
determining its twenty-year facility plan. The long-range plan also 
operates as a "check" on the six-year plan, and, therefore, is a means to 
ensure that this CFP is internally consistent, as well as ensuring this CFP's 
consistency with other elements of the local planning jurisdictions' 
comprehensive plans. 

Table 3 — Projected Student Enrollment Through 2034 

Grade Span 2019 Projected 2027 Projected 2034 Projected 
Student Student Student Headcount 

Headcount Headcount 
Elementary (K-6) 

11,130 11,675 11,747 

Middle School (7-8) 
3,197 3,398 3,483 

High School (9-12) 
6,421 7,261 7,755 

Total (K-12) 20,748 22,334 22,985 
Medium Growth Model: Source: W. Les Kendrick, April 2014 

Student Generation Rates (SGR's) are the average number of students by 
grade span (elementary, middle school, and high school) typically 
generated by housing type. Student Generation Rates are calculated 
based on a survey of all new residential units permitted by the 
jurisdictions within the school district during the most recent five to eight-
year period. 

The purpose of SGR's in the Capital Facilities Plan is to assist districts with 
the calculation of school impact fees. As the Edmonds School District 
does not anticipate charging impact fees within the six year horizon, this 
data is provided in Appendix A for informational purposes only. 

7 



SECTION 3 -- DISTRICT EDUCATIONAL FACILITY STANDARDS 

School facility and student capacity needs are dictated by the types and 
amounts of space required to accommodate the District's adopted 
educational program. The educational program standards which typically 
drive facility space needs include grade configuration, optimum facility 
size, class size, educational program offerings, and current understanding 
of educational best practices, as well as classroom utilization, scheduling 
requirements and use of relocatable classroom facilities (portables). 

Program factors, as well as government mandates, funding or community 
expectations, affect how classroom space is used. The District's basic 
educational program is a fully integrated curriculum offering instruction to 
meet Federal, State, and District mandates. In addition, the District's 
basic educational program is supplemented by special programs, such as 
music programs, computer labs, and preschool programs that are 
developed in response to local community choices. Special programs 
require classroom space that may reduce the overall capacity of 
buildings. Some students, for example, leave their regular classroom for 
a short period of time to receive instruction in special programs. Newer 
schools within the District have been designed to accommodate most of 
these programs. Older schools, however, often require space 
modifications to accommodate special programs, and, in some 
circumstances, these modifications may reduce the classroom capacity 
and, therefore, the student capacity of these schools. 

Grade configurations have changed over time in response to desires from 
the community and to provide additional learning opportunities for 
students. New program offerings continue to evolve in response to 
research. It is expected that changes will continue in both the type of 
educational program opportunities and grade clustering being offered by 
the District. 

The total curriculum program, including both the basic educational 
program and local-choice educational programs, is hereafter referred to 
as the total local educational program. This program may cause 
variations in student capacity between schools. 

District educational program standards will undoubtedly change in the 
future as a result of changes in the program year, funding, special 
programs, class sizes, grade span configurations, and use of new 
technology, as well as other physical aspects of the school facilities. The 



school capacity inventory will be reviewed periodically and adjusted for 
any changes to the educational program standards. These changes will 
also be reflected in future updates of this CFP. 

The District educational program standards, as they relate to class size 
and facility design capacity, are outlined below for the elementary, middle 
and high school grade levels. This CFP illustrates the educational 
program in this manner for the ease of the reader. As noted earlier, 
other grade configurations also exist. 

Educational Facility Class Size and Design Capacity Standards for 
Elementary Schools 

• The District's student to classroom teacher ratio for staffing 
purposes for grades K-1 is 21.5 students, 25.5 students for grades 
2-4; and 27.5 students for grades 5-6. 

• Some local-choice educational opportunities for students will be 
provided in self-contained classrooms designated as resource or 
program-specific classrooms (e.g. computer labs, music rooms, 
band rooms, remediation rooms, learning assistance programs). 

• Current design capacity for new elementary schools is 25 
classrooms with 21 assigned as K-6 or K-8 basic educational 
program classrooms and four designated as self-contained resource 
or program-specific classrooms. School capacity will vary between 
500 and 550 students. 

• The actual capacity of individual schools may be lower than the 
design capacity depending on the local educational program offered 
at each school. 

The application of these classroom staffing ratios and capacity standards 
to the District's current educational program causes average classroom 
utilization in individual schools to vary usually within a range of 17 to 29 
students. 

Educational Facility Class Size and Design Capacity Standards for 
Middle and High Schools 

• The District utilizes available teaching stations in our secondary 
schools from between the rate of 83% to over 100% with a class 
size average of 25.6 students at grades 7 and 8, and 24.8 for 
grades 9 through 12. At 83%, utilization, a teacher's classroom is 
open one period without students for teacher planning. As the 
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building increases in student population, and fewer classrooms are 
able to be freed during the day for planning, higher utilization 
percentages are seen. In the most difficult cases, the building is 
over capacity and is using spaces not originally designed for 
instruction. In the event of overcrowding, the District may 
remediate by using facilities differently. 

• Current design capacity for new middle schools is 750 students, and 
design capacity at high schools is 1,600. However, actual capacity 
and actual enrollment of individual schools may vary. Actual 
capacity may be lower than the design capacity depending on the 
total local educational programs offered at each school and the size 
and configuration of older schools. Likewise, actual capacity may 
be higher than the design capacity based on the design of the 
District's educational program and the length of the educational 
day. 

The application of these standards is used in section 5 to determine 
existing and future capacities. 

Minimum Levels of Service 
Elementary Schools, grades K-6 
With a total of 598 classrooms, the District could accommodate 14,352 
elementary school children based upon actual capacity. With significant 
alteration to educational programming criteria, the District could increase 
current enrollment by 3,721 students if conditions required it. Current 
enrollment is 10,631. 

Middle Schools, grades 7-8 
With a total of 172 teaching stations, the District could accommodate 
4,310 seventh and eighth graders in its K-8 and Middle Schools based on 
actual capacity. With significant alteration to educational programming 
criteria, the District could increase enrollment by 1,313. Current 
enrollment is 2,997 

High Schools, grades 9-12 
The District could accommodate 8,599 high school students based upon 
actual capacity. With significant alteration to educational programming 
criteria, the District could increase enrollment by an additional 1,919. 
Current enrollment is 6,680. 
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SECTION 4 -- CAPITAL FACILITIES INVENTORY 

The purpose of the facilities inventory is to establish a baseline for 
determining what facilities will be required to accommodate future 
demand (student enrollment) at acceptable or established levels of 
service. This section provides an inventory of capital facilities owned and 
operated by the District including schools, relocatable classrooms 
(portables), undeveloped land, developed properties and support 
facilities. School facility capacity was inventoried based on the space 
required to accommodate the District's adopted educational program 
standards for class size and design capacity (see Section 3). A map 
showing locations of the District's developed educational facilities is 
provided as Figure 2. 

Schools 
Edmonds School District currently operates: 

Twenty schools serving grades K-6; 

Two schools serving grades K-8; 

o Four schools serving grades 7-8; 

Five schools serving grades 9-12; 

One resource center for K-12 home-schooled students 

• One former elementary school as a Leased facility 

The Edmonds offers a District program, Maplewood Center, for severely 
developmentally and physically-challenged students 5 to 21 years of age. 
Additionally, the District also offers Alderwood Early Childhood Center 
(AECC) for pre-school children with developmental delays. 
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Edmonds School District 15 

• District Support Sites 	 ■ 
90 - ESC Educational Services Center 

91 Transportation/Maintenance 
92 - Warehouse 

93 Stadium 

0 Undeveloped Parcels 
95 - Esperance 
96 Site 29 

97 Site 28 
98 - Site 32 
99 Site 7, ML Middle 

100 Chase Lake Bog 
101 New ESC 

• Developed Parcels 
105 Civic Field 
106 Fnrmer I ynnwoo Hiph School 

107 - Former Melody Hill Elementary 
1.08 Meadowdale Piayfietds 
109 Former Woodway Elementary 
110 - Former Evergreen Elementary 
III Former ESC, Educational Services 

Center 

Elementary Schools 
1 - Beverly Elementary 

2 - Meadowdate Elementary 
4 - Lynndate Elementary 
5 -- Seaview Elementary 

6 - Maplewood Center (K-121 
8 - Sherwood Elementary 
9 - Westgate Elementary 
13 - Mountlake terrace Elementary 

14 - Terrace Park School 
1 S - Rripr Fiementary 

16 - Cedar Way Elementary 
20 - Chase Lake Community School 
22 - Hazelwood Elementary 
23 -- Cedar Valley Community School 
24 - Lynnwood Elementary 

25 - Spruce Elementary 
27 Martha Lake Elementary 
30 - Oak Heights Elementary 
33 - Hilltop Elementary 
36 Edmonde Elementary 

36 - College Place Elementary 
39 - Madrona School iK-8) 
40 - Maplewood Parent 

Cooperative SK-8l 
77 - Edmonds t (eights K-12 

• Middle Schools 
64 - Meadowdale Middle 
68 - Alderwood Middle 
09 - Orier Terrace Middle 

70 - College Place Middle 

• High Schools 
82 - Mountlake Terrace High 
83 - Meaaowcfale High 

85 - Lynnwood High 
86 - Edmonds-Woodway High 
87 Scriber Lake High 

• Early Childhood 
7 - Alderwood Early Childhood Center 



Program Improvements and Population Growth 
For the last several years, the State of Washington has been moving to 
an all-day kindergarten model as intended with the passage of House Bills 
2261 and 2776. The legislative intent, through these two bills was to fund 
all-day kindergarten and reduce class sizes in grades one through three. 
This change has brought about a need for additional space. In 2013 the 
District constructed two additional classrooms at Spruce Elementary. In 
2014 the District added fourteen new portables at seven elementary 
schools. While this is a response to additional space requirements, the 
assignment of how and what grade levels will use these remains flexible 
and may, or may not address kindergarten space needs directly. 

The near past and foreseeable future indicates that there will be greater 
population growth in the North East Quadrant of the District than 
previously anticipated requiring greater capacity either in structural form 
or in how current spaces are used. 

The District has re-evaluated the relationship between classrooms and 
how buildings have both changed and how educational programs have 
grown to use various spaces differently. The traditional use of a 
classroom count to calculate building capacity has been limited in scope. 
Classrooms alone, for instance do not include small group instructional 
areas, the library or gymnasiums. Educational best practices have 
evolved to allow for more specialized support which has created a shift 
that amends the traditional classroom model through the use of smaller 
instructional spaces to provide enhanced opportunity for learning. The 
process has been on-going for many years and remains a fluid and 
flexible model to enhance the quality and amount of small group or one-
on-one time with students. 

In previous editions, the District has measured basic education capacity 
by determining how, on average, rooms are assigned during the day 
assuming that not every room is used every period of the day and that 
teachers have access to their rooms for at least one preparation period 
each day. The maximum capacity was then reduced by that percentage 
to determine the basic educational capacity of a school. 

A more accurate descriptor, the teaching station has been recognized at 
the high school level for more than a decade. How and where teaching 
stations are created is program dependent. Many such educational 
programs are funded through grants other financial instruments such as 
agreements with the Gates Foundation, Title 2A and local grants. This is 
reflected in Table 6 - High School Capacity Inventory whereby the District 
has not previously listed the number of teaching stations for all buildings. 
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The new Lynnwood High School and Meadowdale Middle were designed to 
accommodate this shift from the traditional classroom model and it is 
anticipated that future buildings will be designed in similar fashion. 

In this edition of the Capital Facilities Plan, capacity figures have been 
refined to mirror current educational practice. The teaching station 
model, previously used for high schools is now extended to the middle 
schools as well. Capacity for the elementary level will remain with the 
classroom model for the time being but may recognize the shift to 
teaching stations in the future, or as result of state funded changes for 
smaller class sizes. 

It has been a goal of Edmonds School District to reduce class sizes for 
grades one through six. By employing funds from capital projects that 

were completed under budget, and proceeds from the voter approved 
2014 Bond, the District will realize a reduction from twenty five students 

per classroom to twenty four. This information is presented in tables 4, 
5 and 6. 

Measures of Capacity 
The OSPI 2  calculates school capacity by dividing gross square footage of a 
building by a standard square footage per student (e.g.,90 square feet 
per elementary student, 117 square feet per middle school student, and 
130 square feet per high school student)2. This method is used by the 
State as a simple and uniform approach to determining school capacity 
for purposes of allocating available State Match Funds to school districts 
for new school construction. However, this method is not considered to 
be an accurate reflection of the actual capacity required to accommodate 
the adopted educational program of Edmonds School District. 

For this plan, school capacity was determined by applying the District's 
educational facility standards for class size and design capacity to 
individual schools. It is this capacity calculation that is used to establish 
the District's maximum capacity and determine future capacity needs 
based on projected student enrollment. 

VVAC 392 -343-035 Space allocation 
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Table 4 — Elementary School Capacity 

Elementary 
School 

Site 
Size 

Acres 

Bldg. Area 
(Sq. Ft.) 

Year 
Built or 

Last 
Remodel 

Total 
Class 

Rooms 

Max 
Student 
Capacity 

Program 
Capacity 

Alderwood 8.9 36,869 1965 20 480 n/a**** 

Beverly 9.1 48,020 1988 25* 600 528 

Brier 10.0 43,919 1989 25 600 552 

Cedar Valley 22.1 64,729 2001 25 600 504 
Cedar Way 9.4 53,819 1993 25 600 552 

Chase Lake 10.3 57,697 2000 25 600 552 

College Place 9.0 48,180 1968 27 648 552 

Edmonds 8.4 34,726 1966 20 480 444 

Hazelwood 10.3 51,453 1987 28* 672 600 
Hilltop 9.8 49,723 1967 27 648 600 

Lynndale 10.0 39,043 1989 22* 528 456 

Lynnwood 8.9 45,460 1962 27* 648 576 

Madrona K-8 26.9 85,505 1963 32 768 697 
Maplewood K-8 7.4 76,554 2002 27 648 525 
Martha Lake 10.0 50,753 1993 26 624 576 
Meadowdale 9.1 57,111 2000 25 600 552 
Melody Hill *** 
Mountlake Terrace 8.0 40,412 1989 23* 552 480 

Oak Heights 9.4 49,355 1966 28* 672 612 
Seaview 8.3 49,420 1997 22 528 492 
Sherwood 13.6 43,284 1966 20 480 420 
Spruce** 8.9 43,022 1966 25* 600 504 
Terrace Park 15.3 71,664 2002 33 792 744 

Westgate 8.1 44,237 1989 21 504 444 

Woodway 13.1 37,291 1962 20 480 n/a 

Less Grades 7-8 (256) 
Totals 264.3 1,222,246 598 14,352 11,706 

Source: 	Facilities Operations Department, Edmonds School District, OSPI 
Notes: Maximum capacity = classrooms times 24 students 

* Reflects the addition of portable classrooms per Table 7 
** Spruce received two new classrooms in 2013 and three portables in 2014 

*** Demolished in 2013. 	Melody Hill was not an active school site, but a leased facility and was listed as 
potential capacity in the event of recapture. 

**** Alderwood Early Childhood Center serves Pre-K developmentally challenged children and is not included 
In total program capacity calculations for K-12 purposes 
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Table 5 — Middle School Capacity Inventory 

Site Year Built Teaching Max (3) Program 
Size Bid. Area or Last Stations Student Capacity 

Middle School (acres) (S q. Ft.) Remodel Capacity  

Iderwood 19.3 93,882  1988 40 936 856 

Brier Terrace 22.7 89,258  1969 38 962 824 

College Place 18.7 87,031  1970 40 962 868 

Meadowdale 20.7 102,925 2011 35 858 750 

Grades 7&8 (1) 19 520 256 

Former Woodway (2) 72 72  
Totals 81.40 373,096 172 4,310 3,626 

Source: 	Facilities Operations Department, Edmonds School District 
Notes: 
(1) Grades 7 and 8 housed in K-8 schools. 
(2) Edmonds Home School Resource Center housed at former Woodway High School 
(3) Maximum Capacity equals 85% utilization of total seats, based on trigger of 31 students for 
tandard classes; 10 students for dedicated special Ed and 15 students for other pull-out. 

Table 6 — High School Capacity Inventory 

Maximum Program 
Student Capacity 

Building Year Built Capacity 80% 
Site Size Area or Last Teaching 93% Utilization 

High School acres (S q. Ft.) Remodel Stations Utilization 

Edmonds-Woodway 28.5 208,912 1998 64* 1,789 1,539 

Lynnwood 40.5 217,597 2009 64 1,833 1,577 

Meadowdale 40.0 197,306 1998 59* 1,586 1,364 

Mountlake Terrace 33.2 211,950 1991 64* 1,791 1,541 

Former Woodway (1) 39.0 148,740 1967 55 1,600 1,328 

Totals 181.2 984,505 306 8,599 7,349 
ource: 	Facilities Operations Department, Edmonds School District 
*Notes: Capacity may vary depending on education program or schedules. These models assume that 

teachers use their classrooms one period a day for planning and preparation. 	If necessary, all classrooms 
could be used for all periods. 
(1) Edmonds Heights and Scriber Lake High programs are housed at former Woodway High School. 
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Temporary Classroom Facilities (Portables) 

Temporary classrooms provide supplemental housing for students and 
may be located on a campus for extended periods. They may be used 
additionally to temporarily house students pending construction of 
permanent classrooms, or also to provide non-disruptive space for music 
programs. How portables are used varies widely from storage to 
occasional use for music programs to transitional classroom space. Two 
portables at Former Woodway High School are used for storage. 

Table 7 — Temporary Classroom Inventory 

Elementary 
School Site 

Number of 
Portable 
lassrooms 

Available 
Units 

Interim 
Student 
Capacity 
Provided 

Beverly 1* 1 26 
College Place Elementary 2 2 52 
Hazelwood 2* 2 52 
Hilltop Elementary 2 2 52 
Lynndale 2* 2 52 
Lynnwood 2* 2 52 
Mountlake Terrace 2* 2 52 

Oak Heights Elementary 2* 1 3 78 
Spruce 3* 3 78 
Former Woodway High School 4 0 0 
Totals 23 19 494 
* New in 2014 

In 2014, fourteen portables were added to the facilities inventory to 
accommodate rapid population growth. The portables at College Place, 
Hilltop, and one of the units at Oak Heights elementary schools are older 
units that are nearing the end of their useful lives and, while safe, should 
not be depended on to provide student capacity in the long term. 

In addition to schools, the District owns and operates additional facilities 
that provide operational support functions to the schools. An inventory of 
these facilities is provided in Table 8. 



Table 8 — Inventory of Support Facilities 

Facility Name 
Building Area 

(S q. Ft.) Site Size(Acres)  

Administration Center (ESC) 57,400 5.0 

Maintenance/Trans ortation* 65,000 9.1 

Warehouse* 9,600 3.4 
District Stadium 7,068 6.0 
Source: Facilities Operations Department, Edmonds School District 
* To be relocated to the New District Support Center Site 

Land Inventory 

Undeveloped Sites 

The District owns nine undeveloped parcels varying in size from 3.3 to 
18.9 acres. An inventory of the undeveloped parcels (sites) owned by the 
District is summarized in Table 9. 

Table 9 — Inventory of Undeveloped Sites 

School District 
Site Descri tion 

Acres Status Jurisdiction Zoning 

Chase Lake Bog 7.5 Wetlands South of CLE Edmonds Residential R8400 
New DSC 19.6 New District Support Center Lynnwood Light Industrial 
Esperance 3.3 Vacant Edmonds Residential R8400 
Evergreen 10.3 Letter of intent MLT Freeway/Tourist 
Former Melody Hill 7.4 Vacant MLT Commercial 
Site 7 (Middle School) 18.9 Vacant Next to MLE Sno Co Residential R9600 
Site 28 9.5 Vacant South of LHS Sno Co Residential R9600 
Site 29 8.9 Vacant N.E. of Martha Lake Sno Co Residential R9600 
Site 32 9.4 Vacant North of EVE Sno Co Residential R8400 
Source: Facilities Operations Department, Edmonds School District 

Developed Sites 

Table 10 provides an inventory of District-owned sites that are currently 
developed or planned for uses other than schools, and under long-term 
ground leases. Each lease retains a recapture provision that would allow 
the District to reclaim the property if needed for school capacity needs. At 
this time, former ESC and Evergreen are under Purchase and Sale 
Agreements and in the due diligence phase. 
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Table 10 — Inventory of Developed Sites 

Facility/Site Acres Status Jurisdiction Zoning 

Civic Center Playfield 7.9 Leased Edmonds Public 

Former LHS 40.1 Leased Lynnwood Mixed Use 
Commercial 

Meadowdale Playfields 21 Leased Edmonds Public 

Woodway Elementary 13.1 Leased Edmonds RS6000 

Old ESC Site 3.9 P&S Agreement Lynnwood City Center 
Core 

Source: Facilities Operations Department, Edmonds School District 

SECTION 5 -- PROJECTED FACILITY NEEDS 

Facility Needs Through 2034 

Projected available student capacity was derived by subtracting projected 
student enrollment for each of the six years in the forecast period from 
the existing 2013 school maximum capacity as shown in Table 11 As 
described above, the District counts portable classrooms as a part of 
capacity calculations; therefore, supplemental capacity provided by 
portables is included (information on portables can be found in Table 7). 

Table 11— Projected Available Student Capacity: 2014-2034 

Grades an 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2034 

Elementary 3,676 3,592 3,500 3,332 3,229 3,222 2,605 

Middle School 1,389 1,368 1,333 1,307 1,274 1,113 827 

High School 2,181 2,208 2,170 2,207 2,225 2,178 844 

The District projects that it will have no unhoused students by the end of 
the initial forecast period (the year 2019). The District will not have to 
construct any additional classrooms during the short term. The District 
does have schools that are in need of rebuilding or remodeling within the 
twenty year planning horizon. When construction funding opportunities 
arise, the District may seek voter approval for capital construction funds, 
use revenues from real estate, or evaluate the use of non-voted debt that 
could be re-paid with property revenues. 

While Edmonds School District is not anticipating dramatic population 
fluctuations in student enrollment until after 2019, population forecasts 
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suggest that by 2034 the District may still have sufficient capacity but 
may wish to create capacity in other areas of the district. The District has 
identified all anticipated capital construction projects in its Six Year 
Facilities Plan, which is periodically reassessed and revised as necessary, 
to maintain consistency with long-range projections of facility needs. The 
District appears to have adequate undeveloped sites for the construction 
of a new middle school. 

I SECTION 6 -- PLANNED IMPROVEMENTS 

In February 2006, voters approved Capital Construction funding for new 
Lynnwood High school and Meadowdale Middle. The major construction 
projects funded with the 2006 bond are complete. 

Discussed below is the 2014 Capital Construction Bond scope of work. 
The majority of the capital construction will be focused on replacing, 
modernizing and renovating schools and building systems. Many of the 
District's schools will be remodeled or building systems renovated as 
funding becomes available. 

Construction Projects - (Six-Year Plan) 

The 2014 to 2019 period will see activity in the construction of a number 
of new sites. In February 2014, District voters approved a $275 million 
dollar bond issue to replace, expand, modernize and upgrade multiple 
District facilities. In addition, the District continues to pursue revenue 
from property sales and leases. Maintenance and Transportation; former 
ESC property on 196 th  Street SW, and Evergreen will be sold or ground 
leased, adding to the revenue stream along with the former Lynnwood 
High School Property. Proceeds from the development of these 
properties will allow the District to use independent, non-tax dollars for 
capital construction purposes. These projects are described in Table 12. 
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Table 12 — Construction Projects 

Proposed Projects Estimated Student Estimated 
Completion Capacity Project 

Date* Change Cost 

New Alternative Learning Center TBD TBD TBD 
New Maintenance, Transportation and 2019 N/A $30,000,000 
Warehouse 
Capital Improvement Projects, multi 2015-2019 N/A $40,000,000 

New Madrona K-8 Design & construction 2018-2019 $44,000,000 

New Alderwood Middle- Design and 2017 TBD $59,000,000 
Construction 
New Lynndale Elementary- Design and 2018 $32,000,000 
Construction 
Expand/Modernize Lynnwood, Mountlake 2018-2019 $40,000,000 
Terrace and Spruce, Elementary Schools 
Expand Classroom Capacity at Ten 2015-2019 $30,000,000 
Elementary Schools 

Table 13 — Capital Construction Finance Detail in Thousands 

Budget Local Funds State Match Other 
New Alt. Learning Ctr. TBD Property TBD TBD 

Revenue 
New Maintenance, $30,000,000 2014 Bond N/A TBD 
Transportation and 
Warehouse 
New AWM 59 000 000 2014 Bond TBD TBD 
New MAD $44,000,000 2014 Bond TBD TBD 
New LDE $32,000,000 2014 Bond TBD TBD 
Expand/Modernize $40,000,000 2014 Bond TBD TBD 
LWE,MTE, and SPE 
Expand Classroom $30,000,000 2014 Bond N/A TBD 
capacity at Ten 
Elementary Schools 

Completion of these construction projects will allow the District to 
continue to have sufficient capacity at the elementary, middle, and high 
school levels to house projected student enrollment through the year 
2019 and to update existing classroom and building space to assist in 
achieving its total local educational program objectives. 

Relocatable Classroom Facilities (Portables) - (Six-Year Plan) 

Nineteen serviceable portables are expected to be in use at school sites 
throughout the District, providing capacity for full day kindergarten and 
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reduced class size at the primary grade level. In 2014, the District 
installed 14 new portables at seven sites, (please see table seven). 

Site Acquisition and Improvements 

The District currently owns enough school sites to accommodate 
projected student housing needs through the year 2034. 

SECTION 7 -- CAPITAL FACILITIES FINANCING PLAN 

Funding of school facilities is secured from a number of sources, with the 
major source being voter-approved bonds. Other sources may include 
State matching funds, development fees and mitigations, and proceeds 
from real-estate leases and surplus property sales. Each of these funding 
sources is discussed in greater detail below. 

General Obligation Bonds 

Bonds are typically used to fund construction of new schools and other 
capital improvement projects. A 60% voter approval is required to pass a 
bond. Bonds are then retired through collection of property taxes. Voters 
in the District passed a capital construction bond for $275 million in 
February 2014. 

State Match Funds 

State Match Funds come from the Common School Construction Fund. 
School districts may qualify for State matching funds for specific capital 
projects based on an eligibility system. State matching funds are 
generated from a complex formula based on many factors. At the 
present time, the State provides matching funds on Edmonds School 
District projects at a rate of 47.02% of ELIGIBLE costs, which are a 
fraction of actual costs. 

State match funds can only be generated by school construction projects. 
Site acquisition and improvements are not eligible to receive matching 
funds from the State. Because availability of State match funds has not 
kept pace with enrollment growth, increasing construction costs, or actual 
square footage constructed per student, matching funds from the State 
may not be received by a school district until two or three years after a 
school has been constructed. If a project is to stay on schedule, a District 
may have to commit to construction without any certainty of when State 
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matching funds will be available. In such cases, the District must "front 
fund" a project. That is, the District must finance the complete project 
with local funds (the future State's share coming from reserves in the 
Capital Projects Fund.) When the State share is disbursed (without 
accounting for escalation), the District's capital projects fund is 
reimbursed, but without interest earnings or accounting for escalating 
construction costs. 

Sales and Ground Lease of District Surplus Property 

School districts are permitted to sell or engage in long-term leases of 
surplus properties. The proceeds of these activities are deposited in the 
Capital Facilities Fund and become available to fund capital construction 
projects. As of 2008, the District has entered into a development 
agreement for the former Lynnwood High School site, which anticipates a 
long term 99-year ground lease. Future leases or sales may include the 
current Maintenance and Transportation site, Evergreen Elementary, 
Melody Hill Elementary, former Esperance Elementary, and the Lynnwood 
City Center site, (Former ESC) to provide additional continuing property 
revenues. 

Developer Contribution 

Development impact fees authorized by the GMA have been adopted by a 
number of jurisdictions in the state as a means of supplementing other 
funding sources for construction of public facilities needed to 
accommodate new development. To date, Snohomish County is the only 
jurisdiction within Edmonds School District to adopt an impact fee 
ordinance. School impact fees are generally collected by the permitting 
agency at issuance of the building permit or certificates of occupancy. A 
discussion on impact fees is provided in Section 8. Schools are also 
eligible to receive developer contributions for impacts attributable to 
development by operation of other laws, such as the State Environmental 
Policy Act, and the Subdivision Act, 

SECTION 8 -- IMPACT FEES 

The County is currently the only local government within the District's 
jurisdictional boundaries that has adopted a GMA-based impact fee 
ordinance. The implementing ordinance is found at SCC Title 30.66C. 
Local city governments within the District's boundaries also have the 
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ability to adopt their own approach to school impact fee assessment or to 
adopt an ordinance requiring compliance with the County's 30.66C criteria 
and incorporating the County-approved CFP by reference. Additionally, 
the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) authorizes jurisdictions to 
require mitigation for impacts directly related to a proposed development. 
In the previous years, some impacts to schools resulting from new 
residential development have been mitigated through voluntary 
agreements negotiated on a case-by-case basis. The State subdivision 
code also addresses the need to provide appropriate provisions for 
schools (Chapter 58.17 RCW). 

The District does not presently anticipate collecting impact fees, because 
school capacity is adequate to house current and future enrollment 
projections. This conclusion is based on information available at the time 
of publication. Given the dynamic development of additional residential 
capacity within the District's borders, the District cannot rule out the need 
for future fees. In preparation for the time when such fees may be 
needed, the District requests that all jurisdictions adopt a school impact 
fee ordinance that will allow the District to make use of this source of 
revenue should the need arise. The District will closely monitor 
development as it occurs and will actively seek appropriate developer 
contributions for impacts upon the District on a case-by-case basis as 
authorized by applicable law. 
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DOYLE 
CONSULTING 

ENABLING SCHOOL DISTRICTS TO MANAGE AND USE STUDENT ASSESSMENT DATA 

Student Generation Rate Study 
for the 

Edmonds School District 
41312014 

This document describes the methodology used to calculate student generation rates (SGRs) for 
the Edmonds School District, and provides results of the calculations. 

SGRs were calculated for two types of residential construction; Single family detached, and 
multi-family with 2 or more bedrooms. Attached condominiums, townhouses and duplexes are 
included in the multi-family classification since they are not considered "detached". 
Manufactured homes on owned land are included in the single family classification. 

1. Electronic records were obtained from the Snohomish County Assessor's Office containing 
data on all new construction within the Edmonds School District from January 2006 through 
December 2012. As compiled by the County Assessor's Office, this data included the 
address, building size, assessed value, and year built for new single and multi-family 
construction. The data was "cleaned up" by eliminating records which did not contain 
sufficient information to generate a snatch with the District's student record data (i.e. 
incomplete addresses). 

2. The District downloaded student records data into Microsoft Excel format. This data 
included the addresses and grade levels of all K-12 students attending the Edmonds School 
District as of April 2014. Before proceeding, this data was reformatted and abbreviations 
were modified as required to provide consistency with the County Assessor's data. 

232 Taylor Street • Port Townsend, WA 98368 • (360) 680-9014 



3. Single Family Rates: The data on all new single family detached residential units in County 
Assessor's data were compared with the District's student record data, and the number of 
students at each grade level living in those units was determined. The records of 2,357 single 
family detached units were compared with data on 20,423 students registered in the District, 
and the following matches were found by grade levels)*: 

LGRADE S 

COUNT 
OF 

MATCHES 
CALCULATED 

RATE 
K 69 	0029 

96 
	

0.041 1 
2 75 0.032 
3 69 0.029 
4 __.  62 0.026  
5 61 0.026 
6 68 0.029 
7 51 0.022 
8 53 0.022 
9 48 0.020 
10 67 0.028 
1 i 50 • 0.021 
12 74 0.031 

K-6 
SoQ 

0.212 
7.8 104 0.044 
9-92  
lC-92 

239 
 843 

0. 101  
0.358 

4. Large Multi-Family Developments: Snohomish County Assessor's data does not specifically 
indicate how many units or bedrooms are contained in large multi-family developments. 
Additional research was performed to obtain this information from specific parcel ID 
searches, and information provided by building management when available. information 
obtained included the number of 0-1 bedroom twits, the number of 2+ bedroom units, and 
specific addresses of 0-1 bedroom units were obtained when possible. In cases where 
information had been gathered previously for a prior SGR study, prior study information was 
used. 

Small Multi-Family Developme,us: This method included all developments in the County 
Assessor's data containing four-plexes, tri-plexes, duplexes, condominiums and townhouses. 
This data contained information on the number of bedrooms for all townhouses and 
condominiums. Specific parcel 1D searches were performed for duplex and larger units in 
cases where number of bedroom data was missing. 
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5. Multi-Family 2+ BR Rates: The multi-family 2+ BR SGR's were calculated by comparing 
data on 2-+ BR multi-family units with the District's student record data, and the number of 
students at each grade level living in those units was determined. The records of 1,024 multi-
family 2+ BR units were compared with data on 20,423 students registered in the District, 
and the following matches were found by grade l evel( s )* :  

COUNT 
OF 

GRADE(S) MATCHES 
CALCULATED 

RATE 
K 
1 

27 
16 

 0.026  
0.016 

2 15 0.015 
3  
4 

14 0.014 
0.012 12 

5 10 0.010 
6 
7 

6 0.006 
0.010 10 

8 16 0.016 
9 
10 

8  
10 

0.008 
 0.010 

11 10 0.010 
12 16 0.016 

K-6 100 0.098 
74 

9-12 
26 

 44 
0.025 
0.043 

K-12 170 0.166 

6. Multi-Family 0-1 BR Rates: Research indicated that 129 multi-family 0-I BR units were 
constructed within District boundaries during the time period covered by this study. These 
units were compared with the data on 20,423 students registered in the District. While one 
(1) match was found. the small sample size does not lend itself to calculating an effective 
SCR. 

7. Summary of Student Ceneration Rates *: 

K-6 7-8 9-12 	K-12 
Single Family 	.212 .044 .101 	.358 
Multi-Family 2+ BR 	.098 .025 .043 	.166 

*Calculated rates for grade ley el groups inas not equal the sum of individual grade rates due to rounding. 



Comparison, 2012 - 2014 

Single Family Rates 

2012 

GRADE(S)  

2014 

COUNT OF 
MATCHES 

CALCULATED 
RATE 

COUNT OF 
MATCHES 

CALCULATED 
RATE 

123 0.039 K 69 0.029 

107 0.034 1 96 0.041 

108 0.035 2 75 0.032 

102 0.033 3 69 0.029 

115 0.037 4 62 0.026 

91 0.029 5 61 0.026 

86 0.028 6 68 0.029 

87 0.028 7 51 0.022 

94 0.030 8 53 0.022 

88 0.028 9 48 0.020 

106 0.034 10 67 0.028 

111 0.036 11 50 0.021 

89 0.029. 12 74 0.031 

732 0.235 K-6 500 0.212 

181 0.058 7-8 104 0.044 

394 0.127 9-12 239 0.101 

1307 0.420 K-12 843 0.358 

Multi-family Rates 

2012 

GRADE(S)  

2014 

COUNT OF 
MATCHES 

CALCULATED 
RATE 

COUNT OF 
MATCHES 

CALCULATED 
RATE 

23 0.020 K 27 0.026 

16 0.014 1 16 0.016 

21 0.018 2 15 0.015 

19 0.017 3 14 0.014 

10 0.009 4 12 0.012 

14 0.012 5 10 0.010 

10 0.009 6 6 0.006 

11 0.010 7 10 0.010 

17 0.015 8 16 0.016 

16 0.014 9 8 0.008 

16 0.014 10 10 0.010 

17 0.015 11 10 0.010 

9 0.008 12 16 0.016 

113 0.099 K-6 100 0.098 

28 0.025 7-8 26 0.025 

58 0.051 9-12 44 0.043 

199 0.175 K-12 170 .0.166 
Source: ESD Facilities Operations 
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Capital Facilities Plan 2014-2019 

A Resolution of the Board of Directors (the "Board") of the Everett School District No. 2 (the "District") 
to adopt a Capital Facilities Plan (the "Plan") for school facilities conforming to requirements of the State 
Growth Management Act and the Snohomish County General Policy Plan. 

WHEREAS, in August 1998, the District approved Resolution 651 adopting a Capital Facilities Plan meeting the 
requirements of RCW 36.70A (the Growth Management Act) and the Snohomish County General Policy Plan; 
and 

WHEREAS, in June 2000, September 2002, September 2004, August 2006, August 2008, August 2010, and 
August 2012 the District approved Resolutions 700, 742, 799, 860, 907, 1004,and 1046 adopting updated Capital 
Facilities Plans meeting the requirements of RCW 36.70A (the Growth Management Act) and the Snohomish 
County General Policy Plan; and 

WHEREAS, Districts are required to update their Capital Facilities Plan every two years in compliance with the 
Act and the General Policy Plan; and 

WHEREAS, this Plan update was developed by the District in accordance with accepted methodologies and 
requirements of the Growth Management Act; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed impact fees utilize calculation methodologies meeting the conditions and tests of RCW 
82.02; and 

WHEREAS, a draft of the Plan was submitted to the Snohomish County Department of Planning and 
Development Services for review with changes having been made in accordance with Department comments; and 

WHEREAS, the District finds that the Plan meets the basic requirements of RCW36.70A and RCW 82.02; and 

WHEREAS, the District conducted a review of the Plan in accordance with the State Environmental Policy Act, 
state regulations implementing the act, and District policies and procedures; 

Now, Therefore Be It Resolved as follows: 
1. The 2014 Capital Facilities Plan for the years 2014-2019 is hereby adopted by the District. 
2. The Snohomish County Council is hereby requested to adopt the Plan by reference as part of the capital 

facilities element of 	County's General Policy Plan. 
3. The Cities of Mill Creek and Everett are hereby requested to adopt the Plan by reference as part of the 

Capital Facilities Plan element of their respective General Policy Plans. 

ADOPTED this 	day of 	, 2014 and authenticated by the signatures affixed below. 

By: _ 	 By: 
Pam LaSesne, President 	 Caroline Mason, Member 

By: 	 By: 
Carol Andrews, Vice President 

ATTEST: 	 By: 
By: 

Dr. Gary D. Cohn, Superintendent 
and Secretary for the Board 

Tracy Mitchell, Member 

Ted Wenta, Member 
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•3 ., Fill] i 	 , 

Pam LaSesne, President 

Carol Andrews, Vice President 

Caroline Mason, Member 

Traci Mitchell, Member 

Ted Wenta, Member 

Dr. Gary D. Cohn 

August 26, 2014 

For information on the Everett School District's Capital Facilities Plan contact Michael Gunn, Executive Director Facilities 
and Operations, Everett School District No. 2, P.O. Box 2098, Everett WA 98213, Phone (425) 385-4190, email: 
mgunn@everettsd.org  
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Purpose of the Capital Facilities Plan 

The Washington Growth Management Act (GMA) outlines thirteen broad goals including adequate 
provision of necessary public facilities and services. Schools are among these necessary facilities 
and services. The public school districts serving Snohomish County residents have developed 
capital facilities plans to satisfy the requirements of RCW 36.70A.070 and to identify additional 
school facilities necessary to meet the educational needs of the growing student populations 
anticipated in their districts. 

This Capital Facilities Plan (CFP) is intended to provide the Everett School District (District), 
Snohomish County, and other jurisdictions a description of facilities needed to accommodate 
projected student enrollment at acceptable levels of service through the year 2035, and a more 
detailed schedule and financing program for capital improvements over the six year period 2014-
2019. 

In accordance with GMA mandates, and Chapter 30.66C Snohomish County Code (SCC), this CFP 
contains the following required elements: 

• Future enrollment forecasts for each grade span (elementary, middle, and high). 

• An inventory of existing capital facilities owned by the district, showing the locations and 
student capacities of the facilities. 

• A forecast of the future needs for capital facilities and school sites, distinguishing between 
existing and projected deficiencies. 

• The proposed capacities of expanded or new capital facilities. 

• A 6-year plan for financing capital facilities within projected funding capacities, which clearly 
identifies sources of public money for such purposes. The financing plan separates projects and 
portions of projects which add capacity from those which do not, since the latter are generally 
not appropriate for impact fee funding. The financing plan and/or the impact fee calculation 
formula must also differentiate between projects or portions of projects which address existing 
deficiencies (ineligible for impact fees) and those which address future growth-related needs. 

• A calculation of impact fees to be assessed and support data substantiating said fees. 

• In developing this CFP, the guidelines of Appendix F of the General Policy Plan were used as 
follows: 

• Information was obtained from recognized sources, such as the U.S. Census or the Puget Sound 
Regional Council. 

• School districts may generate their own data if it is derived through statistically reliable 
methodologies. 

• Information is to be consistent with the State Office of Financial Management (OFM) population 
forecasts and those of Snohomish County. 

• Chapter 30.66C SCC requires that student generation rates be independently calculated by each 
school district. Rates were updated for this CFP. 
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0 The CFP complies with RCW 36.70A (the Growth Management Act) and, where impact fees are 
to be assessed, RCW 82.02. 

® The calculation methodology for impact fees meets the conditions and tests of RCW 82.02. 
Districts which propose the use of impact fees should identify in future plan updates alternative 
funding sources in the event that impact fees are not available due to action by the state, county 
or the cities within their district boundaries. 

Unless otherwise noted, all enrollment and student capacity data in this CFP is expressed in Full 
Time Equivalent (FTE)' as of October 1 of the year indicated. 

The Everett School District stretches approximately fifteen miles from its northernmost boundary at 
the Union Slough to 194th Street S.E. at its southernmost boundary. The average width is a little 
more than two and a half miles. The district contains an area of approximately 39 square miles. The 
district includes most of the City of Everett, all but a very small portion of the City of Mill Creek, 
and portions of unincorporated Snohomish County. Total population within the district in 2013 is 
estimated at 132,626 (Snohomish County GMA Population Forecast). 

The district serves 17,986 students FTE (October 2013 — OSPI Report 1049) in seventeen 
elementary schools, five middle schools, three comprehensive high schools, one alternative high 
school, and 83 portable classrooms. The full and part-time district staff is approximately 2,200. 

Significant Issues Related to Facility Planning in the Everett School District 

The most significant school facility related issues facing the Everett School District are: 1) 
availability of real property appropriate for anticipated future school facilities needs, 2) the need to 
upgrade older facilities so they can continue to serve students in the decades ahead, 3) the need to 
meet state mandates: Full-Day Kindergarten at all schools for all students, Reduction in K-3 class 
sizes to a 17:1 student to teacher ratio, the expansion of the high school graduation requirements 
(fine arts and science), and 4) the need to construct new facilities and building additions to meet the 
growth in enrollment. 

® The district anticipates the need for additional elementary school sites by 2035 for un-housed 
students as well as new classroom facilities at all grade levels will need to be constructed. 
Projections for un-housed students are based on enrollment growth and planned program 
changes. 

• The district anticipates the availability of appropriate sized property for new schools will 
continue be a challenge. The number of suitable, strategically located, properties continues to 
diminish. 

• The most recently completed modernizations are Monroe Elementary School, View Ridge 
Elementary School, and Everett High School's Gymnasium building. 

• In addition to major new construction and modernization work on school facilities, the 
district finds it necessary to address other district-wide needs. Mechanical system upgrades, 
roofing replacements, seismic upgrades, technology upgrades, and building envelope 
upgrades are among these needs, 

I 
Full Time Equivalents (FTE) — includes half of the students attending Kindergarten, and all students attending grades 1-12. 
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The district construction program in recent years has been financed in large part by passage 
of a 198.9 million bond issue in 2006. The 2006 bond included the funding for: a new 
elementary school, school modernizations, property acquisitions, technology upgrades, as 
well as a variety of other projects. The district recently sought voter approval of a $259.4 
million bond measure, however the proposal failed to receive the required 60% approval 
threshold. In 2010 the voters approved a $48 million six year capital levy. This levy includes 
district-wide technology upgrades, roofing replacements, flooring replacements, HVAC 
upgrades, and other well needed projects. Other funding has come from state financing 
assistance, school growth mitigation and school impact fees. 

The district currently implements a forty-year modernization schedule for all of its facilities. 
This schedule is divided into five eight-year phases. Each phase has seven to nine 
modernization projects. The district recently completed the final three projects in Phase I 
which runs through 2014. 
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Approximate Scale:  .  
I mile 

School Facilities 
1. Cedar Wood ES 
2. Emerson ES 
3. Forest View ES 
4. Garfield ES 
5. Hawthorne ES 
6. Jackson ES 
7. Jefferson ES 
8. Lowell ES 
9. Madison ES 
10. Milt Creek ES 
11. James Monroe ES 
12. Penny Creek ES 
13. Silver Firs ES 
14. Silver Lake ES 
15. View Ridge ES 
16. Whittier ES 
17, Woodside ES 

18. EisehnovverMS 
19. Evergreen MS 
20. Gateway MS 

I Road 
	

21. Heatherivood MS 
22. North MS 
23. Cascade HS 

24. Sequoia HS 
25. Everett HS 
26. H.M. Jackson HS 
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Note: Definitions of terms proceeded by an asterisk (*) are provided in Ordinance 97-095 as 
amended by Ordinance 99-107. They are included here, in some cases with further clarification to 
aid in the understanding of the Capital Facilities Plan. Any such clarifications provided herein in no 
way affect the lega definitions and meanings assigned to them in Ordinance 97-095, as amended. 

* Appendix F -Appendix F of the Snohomish County Growth Management Act ( 
Comprehensive Plan also referred to as the General Policy Plan (GPP). 

* Average Assessed 	 - the average assessed value, by dwelli unit type, of all residential 
units constructed within the district. 

Board - the Board of Directors of the Everett School District No. 2 ("School Board"). 
* Bocckh Index - the current construction trade index of construction costs for each school type. 

(OSPI currently refers to this index as the Area Cost Analysis) 

* Capital Facilities - school facilities identified in the district's capital facilities plan and are 
"system improveozeo1o" as defined by the GMA as opposed to localized "project improvements".  

* Facilities the district's facilities plan adopted by its school board consisting 
of those elements requiredbv Chapter 30.66C SCC and meeting the requirements of the [[MA and 
Appendix F of the General Policy Plan. The definition refers to this document. 

^ Council - Snohomish County Council. 
* County - Snohomish County. 
* 	oer -dzuproponeotufudevc}oprncrdudiviLy ` unobaouoyperoonnrcnTityp^hoovmzxor 

holds purchase options or other development control over property for which development activity 
is proposed. 

* Development - all subdivisions, short subdivisions, conditional or special use permits, binding site 
plan approvals, rezones accompanied by an official site plan, or building permits (including 
building permits for multi-family and duplex residential structures, and all similar uses) and other 
applications re iring land use permits or approval by Snohomish County. 

* Development Activity - any resident a\ construction or expansion of a building, structure or use of 
land or any other change of building, structure or land that creates additional demand and need for 
school facilities, but excluding building permits for attached or detached accessory apartments, and 
remodeling or renovation permits which do not result in additional dwelling units. Also excluded 
from this definition is "Housing for Older Persons" as defined by 46 U.S.C. § 3607, when 
guaranteed by a restrictive covenant, and new single-family detached units constructed on legal 
lots created prior to May 1, 1991. 

* Development Ajiproval - any written authorization from the County which authorizes the 
commencement of a development activity. 

* Director the Director of the Snohomish County Department of Planning and Development 
Services (PDS), or the Director's designee. 
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District - Everett School District No. Z. 

* District Property Tax Levy Rate - the district's current capital property tax rate per thousand 
dollars of assessed value. 

' Dwelling Unit Type - (1) single-family residences, (2) multi-family one-bedroom apartment or 
condominium units and (3) multi-family multiple-bedroom apartment or condominium units. 

+ Encumbered - school impact fees identified by the district to be committed as part of the funding 
for capital facilities for which the publicly funded share has been assured, development approvals 
have been sought or construction contracts have been let. 

* Estimated Facility Construction Cost - the planned costs of new schools or the actual 
construction costs of schools of the same grade span recently constructed by the district, including 
on-site and off-site improvement costs. 

* Facility Design Capacity - the number of students each school type is designed to accommodate; 
based on the district's standard of service as determined by the district. 

FTE (Full Time Equivalent) - a means of measuring student enrollment based on the number of 
hours per day in attendance at district schools. A student is considered one FTE if he/she is 
enrolled for the equivalent of a full schedule each school day. Some students attend state-funded 
full-day kindergarten programs and therefore are counted as 1.0 FTE. The balance of the 
kindergarten students attend half-day programs and are counted as 0.5 FTE. For purposes of this 
Capital Facilities Plan, first through twelfth grades are considered to contain l.OFl[B per student. 

- the Gross Floor Area per student. 

* Grade Span - a category into which the district groups its grades of students (e.g., elementary, 
middle or junior high, and high school). Grade spans for the Everett School district include grades 
K-S for elementary level, grades 6-8 for middle school, and grades 9-12 for senior high school. 

* 	 - the Growth Management Act, Chapter 17, Laws of the State of 
Washington of 1990, 1st Ex. Sess., as now in existence or as hereafter amended. 

+ Interest Rate - the current interest rate as stated in the Bond Buyer Twenty-Bond General 
Obligation Bond Index. 

+ Land Cost Per Acre - the estimated average land ac isition cost per acre (in current dollars) 
based on recent site acquisition costs, comparisons of comparable site acquisition costs in other 
districts, or the average assessed value per acre of properties comparable to school sites located 
within the district. 

* Dwelling - any residential dwelling unit that is not a single-family unit as 
defined by the ordinance. 2  

OFM -WashingtonStuic()fficen[Fiomuciu]&4unagoroeoi. 

OSPI - Washington State Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction. 

* Permanent Facilities - school facilities of the district with a fixed foundation. 

Portables - Synonym for relocatable facilities. 

RCW - Revised Code of Washington. 

2 For purposes of calculating Student Generation Rates, assisted living or senior citizen housing is not included 
in this dvfioi|i"n. 
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+ Relocatable Facilities (also referred to as Portables) - factory-built structures, transportable in one 
or more sections, that are designed to be used as education spaces and are needed to prevent the 
overbuilding of school facilities, to meet the needs of service areas within the district, or to cover 
the gap between the time that families move into new residential developments and the date that 
construction is completed on permanent school facilities. 

+ Relocatable Facilities Cost - the total cost, based on actual costs incurred by the district, for 
purchasing and installing portable classrooms. 

+ Relocatable 	 - the rated capacity for a typical portable classroom used 
for a specified grade span. 

* School Impact Fee - payment of money imposed upon development as a condition of 
development approval to pay for school facilities needed to serve new growth and development. 
The school impact fee does not include a reasonable permit fee, an application fee, the 
administrative fee for collecting and handling impact fees, or the cost of reviewing independent fee 
calculations. 

SEPA - State Environmental Policy Act. 
* Dwelling - any detached residential dwelling unit designed for occupancy by 

a single family or household. 

* Standard of Service - the standard adopted by the district which identifies the program year, the 
class size by grade span and taking into account the requirements of students with special needs, 
the number of classrooms, the types of facilities the district believes will best serve its student 
population, and other factors as identified in the district's capital facilities plan. The district's 
standard of service shall not be adjusted for any portion of the classrooms housed in relocatable 
facilities which are used as transitional facilities or from any specialized facilities housed in 
relocatable facilities. 

^ State Funding Assistance 	 - the proportion of funds that are providedtodzeoimLcotfor 
specific capital p jects from the state's Common School Construction Fund. These ftndm are 
disbursed based on a formula which calculates district assessed valuation per pupil relative to the 
whole state assessed valuation per pupil to establish the maximum percentage of the total project 
eligible to be paid by the state. 

" Student Factor or Student 	 - the number of students of each grade span 
(elementary, middle/junior high, high school) that the district determines are typically generated by 
different dwelling unit types within the district. The district will use a survey or statistically valid 
methodology to derive the specific student generation rate, provided that the survey or 
methodology is approved by the Snohomish County Council as part of the adopted capital facilities 
plan for the district. 

Subdivision - small and large lot subdivisions as defined in Title 19 of the Snohomish County 
Code, and all short subdivisions as defined in Title 20 which are within the definition of 
"development" above. 

Teaching 	 - a facility space (classroom) specifically dedicated to implementing  de 
district's educational program and capable of accommodating at any one time, at leasta full class 
of up to 32 students. In addition to traditional classrooms, these spaces can include computer labs, 
auditoriums, gymnasiums, music rooms and other special education and resource rooms. 
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Un-housed Students  - students projected to be housed in classrooms where class size exceeds 
standards within the district and students projected to be housed in portable classrooms. 

WAC  - Washington Administrative Code. 
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School facility and student capacity needs are dictated by the types and amount of space required to 
accommodate the school board adopted educational programs. The educational program standards, 
which typically drive facility space needs, include grade configuration, optimum facility size, class 
size, educational program offerings, classroom utilization and scheduling requirements, and use of 
relocatable classroom facilities (portables). 

In addition, government mandates and community expectations may affect how classroom space is 
used. Traditional educational programs offered by the Everett School District are supplemented by 
nontraditional or special programs, such as: Special Education, English Language Learner, 
remediation programs, alcohol and drug education, AIDS education, preschool and daycare 
programs, computer labs, music programs, Career and Technical Education, Accelerated Learning 
Support Classes (ALS), etc. These special or nontraditional educational programs can have a 
significant impact on the available student capacity of school facilities. 

Examples of special teaching stations and programs offered by the Everett School District: 

® Accelerated Learning Support 
® 	Activities 
® Advanced Placement 
• 	Athletics, Health and Fitness 
® Contract Learning 
• 	Career Counseling 
• Denny Youth Center Services 
• Drug and Alcohol Counseling 

ECEAP (Early Childhood Educational Assistance Program) 
• Elementary Music (designated classroom) 
® English Language Learner (ELL) 
® 	Health Services 
• Highly Capable Program 
• Homeschool Alternative Program — Port Gardner 
• Intervention Services — Counseling, Social Work 
d  Learning Assistance Program (LAP) 

Leadership 
• 	Library Instruction 

Lighthouse Cooperative 
• Online High School 
• Readiness to Learn Parent Center 
• 	Science Resource Center 
• 	Special Education 

o Deaf and Hard of Hearing Specialists 
o Developmental Kindergarten 
o Developmental Pre-School 
o Extended Resource Room 
o GOAL — Gaining Ownership of Adult Life (post high school) 
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Special Education — continued 

o Life Skills 
o Occupational / Physical Therapy 
o Positive Behavior Support 
o Resource Room 
o School Psychologists 
o Speech and Hearing Therapy 
o STRIVE — Students Transitioning Responsibility into Vocational Experiences 

(post high school) 
o Vision Impaired Service 

® 	Technology Instruction 
• Time-Out Room (In-School Suspension) 
• Title I Programs - Reading and Math 
• Vocational 

o Auto Shop 
o Business and Marketing 
o Health and Human Services 
o Horticulture, Agriculture, Floriculture 
o Technology and Industry 

• Wireless Computer Carts 

Variations in student capacity between schools are often a result of special programs offered at 
specific schools. These special programs require classroom space, which can reduce the permanent 
capacity of the buildings housing these programs. Some students, for example, leave their regular 
classroom for a period of time to receive instruction in these special programs. Newer schools 
within the district have been designed to accommodate many of these programs. However, older 
schools often require space modifications to accommodate special programs, and in some 
circumstances, these modifications may reduce the overall classroom capacities of the building. 

District educational program standards will undoubtedly change in the future as a result of changes 
in the program year, special programs, class size, grade span configurations, use of new technology, 
and other physical aspects of the school facilities. The school capacity inventory will be reviewed 
periodically and adjusted for any changes to the educational program standards. 

Educational Program Standards for Elementary Schools 

• 	Class size targets are: 
22 Kindergarten 
24 General Education 
10 Special Education 
10 Special Education 
10 Special Education 
15 Special Education 
10 Special Education 

- Grades 1-5 
- Pre-School (self-contained) 
- Kindergarten (self-contained) 
- Positive Behavior Support 
- Extended Resource Room 
- Life Skills 

• 	Students are provided music instruction in a separate classroom. 
• 	Students are scheduled into the computer lab as a pull-out program. 
• 	All elementary schools should strive to offer at least one Full-Day Kindergarten class and 

one Special Education Resource Room as part of their curriculum. 
• 	The optimum design capacity for elementary schools is 550-565 students (FTE). 
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• Actual capacity of individual schools may vary depending on the educational programs 
offered and/or housed at a particular school. 

As a result of scheduling conflicts for student programs, the need for specialized rooms for specific 
programs, and the need for teachers to have a workspace during planning periods, it is not possible 
to achieve 100% utilization of teaching stations. Based on an analysis of actual utilization of 
secondary schools, the standard utilization rate is 85%, resulting in the following target class sizes. 

• 	Class size targets: 
24.3 General Education - Grades 6-8 
24.3 Special Education - Resource Room 
15 Special Education - Extended Resource Room 
10 Special Education - Life Skills 
10 Special Education - Positive Behavior Support 
18 English Language Learner (ELL) 

High School 

• 	Class ;ize targets: 
24 General Education - Grades 9-12 
24 Special Education - Resource Room 
15 Special Education - Extended Resource Room 
10 Special Education - Life Skills 
10 Special Education - Positive Behavior Support 
18 English Language Learner (ELL) 

Alternative High School 

• 	Class size targets: 
24 General Education - Grades 9-12 
24 Special Education - Resource Room 

• 	Students are also provided educational opportunities in classrooms such as: 
o Art Labs 
o Auto Shop (high school only) 
o Challenge, College in the High School, and Advanced Placement Program 
o Computer Labs (two at middle school and three at high school) 
o Drama rooms (high school only) 
o Health and Fitness 
o Home and Family Life Labs 
o Music rooms 
o Science Labs 
o Student Stores 

• 	Optimum design capacity for middle schools is 825 students and 1,500 students for high 
schools. 

• 	Actual capacity of individual schools may vary depending on the educational programs 
offered and/or housed at a particular school. 
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RCW 36.70A.020 requires that public facilities and services necessary to support new housing 
developments shall be adequate to serve the development at the time the development is available 
for occupancy and use without decreasing current service levels below locally established minimum 
standards. These "minimum levels of service" in the Everett School District are established as an 
average class size no larger than the following: 

Class Size Goals 
25 Kindergarten 
27 General Education - Grades 1-5 
31 General Education - Grades 6-8 
35 General Education - Grades 9-12 

2013 Actual Class Size Average - based on the October], 2013 count of student enrollment 
22.8 Kindergarten 
25.7 General Education - Grades 1-5 
24.4 General Education - Grades 6-8 
26.2 General Education - Grades 9-12 

The Everett School District recognizes that school boundaries need to be modified occasionally to 
respond to changes in student enrollment or educational programs. Boundary changes can be an 
effective method of reducing the need for new school construction, and are also necessary when new 
schools or classroom additions are built. A good example of changing school boundaries to reduce 
the need for new schools occurred in the fall of 2008 when the district re-configured the middle 
school boundaries in response to significant enrollment growth at Gateway Middle School in the 
southern end of the district. 

Boundary changes, however, can be disruptive to the educational program and to the lives of 
students and their parents. Therefore, careful consideration of the following should be given before 
implementing any boundary change: 

® 	The potential negative and positive impacts of any proposed boundary changes should be 
carefully evaluated. 

®_ Boundary changes should be implemented only after appropriate discussions with affected 
parties and careful consideration of alternative solutions. 

® 	Boundary changes should be made in the context of long term solutions. Short term 
solutions that do not address long term issues should be avoided. 

® 	Natural or manmade barriers to safe and efficient transportation routes should be taken into 
consideration. This applies to pedestrian as well as vehicular transportation. 

® 	It is important, especially at the elementary school level, to ensure students are able to attend 
schools located within close proximity to their own neighborhood, and, if possible, all 
students living in a neighborhood should attend the same schools. 
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• STEM (Science, Technology, Engineering, and Math) — Programs integrating science, 
technology, engineering, and mathematics; including career and technical education, 
manufacturing, and biomechanics 

® Early learning programs from birth to third grade 
• Post high school support opportunities 
• Support for strategic partners whose work is aligned with the district's student learning 

mission 
® Centralized storage and staging facilities for assessment, curriculum and textbooks, and 

science program kits 
• Music programs such as orchestra 
• Cost effective solutions for serving high need students that are currently outsourced, such as 

the NW Regional Learning Center 

Full-Day Kindergarten 

RCW 28A.150.220 and RCW 28A.150.315 mandates a statewide implementation of full-day 
kindergarten by the 2017-18 school year. Currently the district has 32 half-day kindergarten sections 
and 39 full-day sections. Six schools (Emerson, Garfield, Hawthorne, Jackson, Lowell, and 
Madison) have state funded full-day kindergarten, together they offer 23 sections. This year's 
kindergarten program is housed in 59 classrooms. If full-day kindergarten were to be implemented 
district-wide in the fall 2014, it would expand the number of classrooms needed to house the full-day 
kindergarten program to 71 and would require the use of an additional 12 classrooms or portables. 
The district began to implement full-day kindergarten during the 2013-14 school year with the 
schools which had the highest percentage of low-income students. 

The implementation of full-day kindergarten is dependent upon adequate funding for the ongoing 
costs of providing additional teachers and staff, as well as funding to support the costs of 
constructing new classrooms facilities. As of April 2014, the state has not funded all of these costs. 
Therefore, district-wide implementation of full-day kindergarten has not been included in this 
Capital Facilities Plan update. The district will reconsider including this program's implementation 
in future updates. 

Grades K -3 Class Size Reduction 

Substitute House Bill (SHB) 2776 was passed during the 2010 Legislative Session, and expands on 
or updates itemsthat were introduced in Engrossed Substitute House Bill (ESHB) 2261 (passed 
during the 2009 Legislative Session). Among the items included in SHB 2776 is a new formula for 
the allocation of general apportionment moneys to school districts. SHB 2776 includes an 
enhancement to reduce the average class size for grades K-3 to 17.0 students per classroom teacher 
by the 2017-18 school year. This reduction is to begin in the 2011-13 biennium, beginning with the 
schools with the highest percentage of low-income students, and to continue until the goal is reached 
by the 2017-18 school year. For the 2014-15 school year the district will receive funding for six 
additional staff to be used at the K-1 level to reduce the student per classroom teacher ratio. 

To fully implement K-3 class size reduction would require a minimum of 80 additional classroom 
spaces. The actual impact will depend on a variety of factors, including how OSPI interprets the term 
"classroom teacher" 
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The implementation of K-3 class size reduction is dependent upon adequate funding for the ongoing 
costs of providing additional teachers and staff, as well as funding to support the costs of 
constructing new classrooms facilities. As of April 2014, the state has not funded all of these costs. 
Therefore, district-wide implementation of K-3 class size reduction has not been included in this 
Capital Facilities Plan update. The district will reconsider including this program's implementation 
in future updates. 

On June 10, 2014 the school board approved the Annual Strategic Plan Update for 2014-2015 which 
provides the strategic direction for all district activities including the Capital Facilities Plan. The 
mission, vision, core values and strategic priorities in the strategic plan are as follows: 

Mission Statement 
• Inspire, educate, and prepare each student to achieve to high standards, contribute to our 

community, and thrive in a global society. 

Vision Statement 
• Our students will lead and shape the future. 

They will be well-rounded, healthy, and flexible thinkers with a global perspective who can 
access resources and collaborate. They will demonstrate empathy, pride, and advocacy for 
self, school, and community while respecting the diversity and worth of others. They will 
acquire the knowledge, attitudes and skills to adapt to the emerging needs of a changing 
world. 

Core Values 
• Our core values drive our actions and behavior. 

Learning We believe each student has the ability to learn and achieve to high standards. 
Equity We honor and support each student's right to learn and achieve. 
Integrity We act in good faith, serving others with honesty and dignity. We serve as 

steward of the public trust. 
Passion We are passionate about teaching and learning. 
Respect We value differences among people and treat one another with respect. 
Diversity We embrace diversity as an essential asset; we are inclusive and treat our 

differences as a core strength. 
Collaboration We believe in learning and working together, the value of diverse views, and 

the power of collective wisdom. 

Strategic Priorities 
• Teaching and Learning - Align curriculum, instruction, and assessment to educate, inspire, 

and prepare each student to graduate, to contribute to our community, and thrive in a global 
society. 
Ta,__ ^ 	 r 	 a-C.__. 	a 1 lspiraiion, lrinovatio ^u, wiu lulol liaiion - .rosier innovation io Serve euj1cut nu lutute nee d s 
of diverse learners; support innovative approaches to develop, identify, and use information 
and technology. 

• People, Structure, and Systems - Develop people, structures, and systems to support student 
learning in a culture of mutual respect and intellectual engagement. 
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Resource Management - Generate, align, and coordinate all available resources to serve the 
best interests of the students. Develop flexibility and adaptability to achieve our mission in a 
changing economic environment. 
Strategic Relationships - Develop intentional partnerships and strategic relationships to 
support student learning. 
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Capital Facilities Inventory 
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Under the UMA,_cities and counties are required to inventory capital facilities used to serve existing 
development. The purpose of the following facilities inventory is to establish a baseline for 
determining what facilities will be required to address existing deficiencies and accommodate future 
demand (student enrollment) at acceptable or established levels of service. This section provides an 
inventory of capital facilities owned and operated by the Everett School District including schools, 
portables, developed school sites, undeveloped land, and support facilities. School facility capacity 
was inventoried based on the space required to accommodate the district's adopted educational 
program standards (see Section 3). A map showing locations of district school facilities is provided 
in Figure 1 on page 1-4. 

Schools 

Everett School District elementary schools include grades K-5, middle schools grades 6-8, and high 
schools grades 9-12. 

OSPI calculates school capacity by dividing gross square footage of a building by a standard square 
footage per student 3 . This method is used by the state as a simple and uniform approach for 
determining school capacity for purposes of allocating available state funding assistance to school 
districts for school construction. However, this method is not considered an accurate reflection of 
the capacity required to accommodate the adopted educational program of each individual district. 

For this CFP, capacity is based on the number of teaching stations within each building and the 
space requirements of the educational program. The school inventory is summarized in Table 1. 

ivimnir 

Portables are used as interim classroom space to house students until permanent classroom facilities 
can be provided and to prevent overbuilding. Portables are not a solution for housing students on a 
permanent basis. The number of portables and their capacities are summarized in Table 2. For this 
Capital Facilities Plan, costs of portable relocations have not been included in the formula for 
determining developer impact fees. 

Support Facilities 

In addition to schools, the Everett School District owns and operates additional facilities which 
provide operational support functions to the schools. An inventory of these facilities is provided in 
Table 3. 

3  90 sq. ft. per kindergarten through sixth grade student, 117 sq. ft. per grade seven and grade eight student, 130 
sq. ft. per grade nine through grade twelve student, and 144 sq. ft. per disabled student. (WAG 392-343-035) 
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Land 

The Everett School District owns the following additional sites not currently used for school 
purposes: 

36th & Norton: 3.25 acres - Currently used as a neighborhood playfield. 

Approximately 9.81 acres adjacent to Jefferson Elementary School 

Northwest corner of 35th Street & Grand Avenue, 1.5 acres - This site is presently leased on a 
long-term basis to the City of Everett for a small neighborhood park. 

18.9 acres located at the southeast corner of Seattle Hill Road and State Route 527 (Bothell 
Everett Highway) 

29.1 acres on the North side of 180th Street SE, between 43rd Ave SE and 46th Ave SE 
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Table I 
School Inventory 
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Cedar Wood 14.40 55,454 19 456 2 44 2 22 1 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 532 

Emerson 8.05 52,796 18 432 0 0 5 55 1 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 497 

Forest View 15.30 66,629 20 480 1 22 2  22 0 0  0  0 0 0 I 15  1 10  3 549 

Garfield 5.60 52,699 15 360 0 0 3 33 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 15 0 0 5 408 

HaUclhorne 8.84 72,395 19 456 0 0 4 44 2 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 520 

Jackson 5.16 51,652  11 264 0  0 3 33  0  0 1  1 0 2  20  0 0 0 0  2 327  

Jefferson 18.81 	(2)  55,154 16 384 3 66 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 10 1 15 1 10 2 485 

Lowell 9.34 58,690 14 336 0 0 4 44 2 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 400 

Madison 9.64 58,063 16  384  0  0 3 3 3  0 0 0 0  0 0  2  30  1  10 4 457  

Mill Creek 9.69 55,646 19 456 2 44 2 22 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 15 0 0 2 537 

Monroe 9.15 64.930 20 480 2 44 I 11 1 10 1 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 555 

Penn  Creek  13 90 64 ,882 24  576  2  44 2  22  0 0 0 0 1  10  0 0 0 0  3 65 2 

Silver Firs 12.0 2 55,839 18 432 1 22 2 22 2 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 496 

Silver Lake 11 	J9 56,774 17 408 2 44 1 11 0 0 0 0 1 10 I 15 0 0 2 488 

View Ridge  9.47 64.376  22  5 28 1  2 2  1 11 0  0 0 0  0 0 0 0 1 10 4 571  

Whittier 5.20 54,084 14 336 I 22 2 22 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 10 4 390 

Woodside 10.84 53,395 18 432 3 66 2 22 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 520 

Totals: 176.50 993,458 300 7200 20 440 39 429 9 90 2 20 5 50 7 105 S 50 50 838 4 
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Eisenhower 1967. 107,252 33 	802 2 49 1 10 1 15 0 0 0 0 2 876 

Evergreen 21.74 116,526 40 	972 2 49 1 10 0 0 2 20 0 0 2 1051 

Gate way  4370 110 ,18 1 37 	899  2  49 0  0  0  0  0  0 0 0 2 948  
-- 

Heatherwood 
- --- 

29:11 
- 

117,051 
-- ---- 

31 	753 
-- -- 

2 
--- 

49 1 
- --- 
10 1 15 0 0 0 0 2 827 

North 101,6 100,860 38 	923 2 49 0 0 2 30 0 0 I 18 2 1020 

Totals: 124.98 551,870 179 	4350 10 243 3 30 4 60 2 20 1 18 10 4722 
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Cascade 38.85 244.345 71 	1704 3 	72 2 	30 1 	15 1 	10 0 	0 1 	18 3 1849 

Everett 11.12 280,459 72 	1728 3 	72 2 	30 2 	30 1 	10 1 	15 2 	36 3 1921 

Ja ckson 42.79 247,043  71 	1704  1 	24 1 	15 1 	15  1 	10 1 	15 0 	0 3  17 83  
Ss0 uoiq 302.' 67,007 18 	432 1 	24 0 	0 0 	0 0 	0 0 	0 0 	0 2 456 

Totals: 95.78 838,854 232 	5568 8 	192 5 	75 4 	60 3 	30 2 	30 3 	54 11 6009 
0)7.26 	2. , 54-162 

9'Ot0S: 

1. Otlicr classrooms r.ot providing capaciIy: i.e.co,nputer labs, reading roosts, element1ry music coon75, ECEAP, LAP, and rgsau ce rooms. 

2. JofCc,soa ES site excludes adjacent a, des sloped site of 9.87 acres. 

3. SeGcoia ItS eXC(ucles 2 nearby Sites' 2.96 acre p7ayfeld at 36tl, Street and Norton Avenue and 1.38 acre park at the NW corner of 35th Street and Grand Avenue. 

4. Building areas do not include covered play areas. 

5. Piog,a .1 I '0 I I,s and capacities are projected as of Fall 2014 and as determined by Sectkn 3: Educational Piogia,n Standards. 
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Table 2 
Portable Inventory 

Gc,,i,z, I Lb us., Ii,,, 
	

Spccid L Ro. 515, 

Elcincnfa ry School Ss,s. d lGr_.5 I/,. 	for 4' 	<. ^ J, r: n^^ 	 _n  uilu 	:.. 	.i. '4r 	_,:iCud S.,.3^ ., - < 5 	.,, ,'.,ire DO, Sul, O!har 55 School 

Clog- CapocN X-I) CI .. C,),-, tX221 Cgy. 	 ,. X 1I,) - CPQyg,Xlel Cr;.nv 	C,puu;i,(XIf)) CtoNlily 	Capur  :Is '(XIO) Cr-..r i,s C0,_O I'M) cl-- Cpnytsf,1o) (note 1) C,pinilp pl-"1E) 

Cedar Wood 6 144 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 144 

Elverson 4 96 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 96 

Forest View 0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  

0 

0  0  0  0  0  0 0  0  0 0  0 0  0 0 

Garfield 0 	0 0 	0 0 	0 0 	0 0 	0 0 	0 0 0 

Hawthorne 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 

Jackson  2 48 0 0 0  0  0 0  0  0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0  48  

Jefferson I 24 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24 

Lowell 2 48 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 48 

Mad ison  0 0  0  0 0 0  0  0  0  0 0 0  0  0 0  0  0 0 

Mill Creek 5 120 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 120 

Monroe 2 48 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 48 

Penny  Creek  6 144  0  0  0  0  0 0 0  0  0  0 0 
0 

0  
0 

0 

 0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

144 
48 Silver Firs 2 	48 0 	0 0 	0 0 	0 0 	0 0 	0 

Silver Lake 1 24 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 24 

View  Ridge  0  0  0  0 0  0 0  0  0  0 0 0 0  0  0 0 0  0  

Whittier 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 

Woodside 8 192 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 192 

Totals: 39 936 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 936 

GcrxlEducntis,, 
	

Op'' E,muaso, 

Middle School Boss Ed _(0, 6-8) R 01 	}) 	t I 	Is4,2R Os Sills L p )h 	L 	r omer 1 	1151 	.1 

Cluj,: 'au , s (424.3) Cl,. Cup,uu!-(X24-3) CO Cap 	xy t4'_ c. Cups.. s.. 	4I3 Curs,,: 1010) Cw snn C puor5 14  )5) (mte l) C 	y tIS) 

Eisenhower 5 122 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 122 

Evergreen 5 122 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 18 0 140 

Gateway  5 1.22 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0  0 0  1 22 

Hedtherwood 10 243 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 243 

North 1 24 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24 

Totals: 26 632 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 18 0 651 

G,cni! L,,0,',, 
	

S so,,, I lid "so Is 

h igh School 3:,sic EE. (Gr. 9-12) i.ss' I 	ss)c0)usC, Supps'. E^tundsl Is,, soe 1,:f, .. CC.. GOAL / SIR WP vg1is1. La„oung' lever Other .din; School 

CI ......,. Cupec59'(X24) Cl, 	ris Cupcits- (X24) Cl,  dos Cupsm,; (0 0, CS,,,,,, Cups.. Is (XI,) Cl—,—, Cdpdait, XIII) Cidssmi1 	CaI d il, (XI, CI,,. vin C.updss)' (X78) (505c 1) Cs9city (Fi(s) 

Cascade 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 	15 0 0 1 15 

Everett 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 	0 0 0 0 0 

ackson 8  192 0 0 00 0 0  0  0 0 	0 0  0  0 192 

Sequoia 0  0  0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 0 	0 0 0 0 0 

Totals : 8 192 0 0 0  0  0 0 0 0 1 	15 0 0 1 207 

Oilier Portables Css.,n„. 	C0 ., Is _X24) 

Stored 	t 2) 2 	48 

Totals : z 	48 

Notes: 
I. Other classrooms not providin}; capacity: i.e. computer labs, reading rooms, elcmcuta.y music rooms, ECEAP, LAP, and resent :e rooms. 
2. Portables used during coIIstnrctiors projects. They are staged to be moved where needed for miollinavt incrcases or program changes. 
3, Program locations and capacities are projected as of Fail 2014 and as determined by Section 3: Educational Program Standards. 



Table 3 

Support Facility Inventory 

Support Facility Site Size 

(acres) 

Building Area 

(Sq. Ft.) 
Maintenance Facility 1.5 29,080 

Vehicle Repair Building - 7,851 

Maintenance Storage Building 0.4 10,594 

North Satellite Bus & Storage Facility 2.42 12,600 

Central Bus Facility 5.25 24,102 
Community Resource Center 	( I )  3.6 68,531 

Longfellow Building & Annex 2.34 32,200 

Educational Service Center 	(2)  8.04 13,550 

Lively Environmental Center 19.45 3,885 

Memorial Stadium 22.79 - 

Athletics Building - 11,925 

F13 Press Box - 1,602 

Baseball Facility - 7,625 

Batting Cage/Storage - 2,800 

Other Buildings - 5,639 
Totals: 65.79 231,984 

Notes: 

• Building area does not include unheated garage space (18,409 sq. ft.) 

2. Building area does not include portable structure (2,770 sq. ft.) 
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Historical and Current Enrollment Trends 

Student enrollment in the Everett School District was relatively constant between 1973 and 1983. 
From 1983 to 2001 enrollment increased steadily due to a healthy local economy and an active 
housing market, and then gradually decreased from 2002 to 2004 due to slowing economic 
conditions. Fueled by historically low interest rates and another active housing market in the Mill 
Creek East UGA Plan area, district enrollment rose again from 2005 to 2009. Beginning in 2010 the 
district's enrollment declined each year through 2012. In 2013 the enrollment rebounded back to the 
2009 levels. Enrollment is projected to continue to increase, each year, through 2019. Enrollment 
projections from 2019 to 2035 are linked directly to OFM population forecasts, and are expected to 
show a steady increase as well. 

^ . 	IR 

This CFP has been prepared using an OSPI enrollment projection from 2014 through 2019. This 
enrollment projection method was chosen because it uses an historical cohort-survival analysis that 
has historically produced relatively accurate results. This method tracks enrollment each year at each 
grade span as students move through the K-12 system, and projects enrollment based on actual 
enrollment changes over the previous six years. The OSPI methodology is described in more detail 
in Appendix C. OSPI enrollment projections are presented in Tables 4, 5 and 6, and OFM - Ratio 
enrollment projections are presented in Tables 5 and 7. Please note that all enrollment figures shown 
in this CFP are FTE as of October 1 of the year indicated. 

Table 5 also contains enrollment forecasts from two other sources for comparison purposes: A grade 
progression (cohort survival analysis) projection prepared by Kendrick (described in more detail in 
Appendix E) and an OFM Ratio projection prepared by Shockey Planning Group. The OFM Ratio 
method (described in more detail in Appendix D) is based on a percentage of the District's 
population as predicted by OFM and Snohomish County. 

Based on the OSPI enrollment projections, overall District enrollment will increase by 538 students 
over the next six years, reflecting an increase of approximately 3.0% over 2013 levels. Table 6 
provides a breakdown of the OSPI enrollment projections by grade span for every year from 2013 to 
2019. 

2035 Enrollment Projections 

Long-range enrollment projections are, by their nature, much more speculative than short-range 
projections. Nevertheless, they are useful in developing comprehensive plans for future facilities 
and sites. Enrollment projections for 2035 are presented in Table 7 using the OFM Ratio method 
since neither OSPI nor OSPI produce projections that far into the future. 

The OFM projections for 2035 indicate that total enrollment in the District will increase to 24,949 
FTE, an increase of 38.71% over the 2013 enrollment levels. Enrollment in 2035 is projected to be 
higher than the 2013 capacities at the elementary, middle, and high school levels. An analysis of 
future capacities and facilities needs is provided in Section 6. 
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Table 4 
Enrollment (FTE) 2004-2019 
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Table 5 
Comparison of Enrollment Projections (FTE) 2013-2019 

Projected Projected 

Total Percent 

Actual Change 

2013-2019 

Change 

2013-2019 2013 2014 	2015 	2016 	2017 	2018 	2019 

OSPI 17,986 18,062 18,187 18,250 18,332 18,448 18,524 538 2.99 
OFM Ratio 17,986 18,124 18,386 18,613 18,840 19,393 19,945 1,959 10.89 
Kendrick 17,986 18,191 18,335 18,436 18,562 18,736 18,838 852 4.74 

Table 6 

OSPI Enrollment Projections (FTE) 2013-2019 
Actual 

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 

Elementary School 8,290 8,404 8,398 8,494 8,551 8,602 8,585 

Middle School 4,201 4,202 4,257 4,334 4,377 4,342 4,477 

High School 5,495 5,456 5,532 5,422 5,404 5,504 5,462 

Total: 17,986 18,062 18,187 18,250 18,332 18,448 18,524 

Table 7 

OFM Ratio Enrollment Projections (FTE) 2035 

20 5 

Elementary School 	 11,563 
Middle School 	 6,030 
High School 	 7,356 

Total: 24,949 
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Table 8 
Permanent Facility Capacity Calculations (FTE) 2013-2035 

Elementary School 	 1 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2035 
Enrollment 8290 8404 8398 8494 8551 8602 8585 11563 

Capacity Increase Due to Construction Projects 0 0 192 0 565 0 2424 
Total Capacity (after construction projects) 8384 8384 8384 8576 8576 9141 9141 11565 

Amount of Enrollment Above or Below (-) Capacity 20 14 -82 -25 -539 -556 -2 

2014-2019 Elementary School Expansion Ratio* 218 / 757 = 28.80% 

Middle School 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2035 
Enrollment 4201 4202 4257 4334 4377 4342 4477 6030 

Capacity Increase Due to Construction Projects 0 0 0 0 0 0 1312 
Total Capacity (after construction projects) 4722 4722 4722 4722 4722 4722 4722 6034 

Amount of Enrollment Above or Below (-) Capacity -520 -465 -388 -345 -380 -245 -4 

2014-2019 Middle School Expansion Ratio* 0 / 0 = 0.00% (no new construction is planned) 

High School 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2035 
Enrollment 5495 5456 5532 5422 5404 5504 5462 7356 

Capacity Increase Due to Construction P rojects 0 0 0 0 v v 1500 
Total Capacity (after construction projects) 6009 6009 6009 6009 6009 6009 6009 7509 

Amount of Enrollment Above or Below (-) Capacity -553 -477 -587 -605 -505 -547 -153 

2014-2019 High School Expansion Ratio* 0 / 0 = 0.00% (no new construction is planned) 

* Ratio between the needed capacity for growth divided by the capacity increase due to proposed construction projects 
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Facilities Needs 2014-2019 

As of 2013, there were no district-wide capacity deficiencies at the elementary, middle, or high 
school levels. District-wide enrollment is projected to gradually increase each year from 2013 to 
2019. During this same six year time period the anticipated enrollment levels will not exceed the 
2013 capacities at the middle school and high school levels. The enrollment levels at the elementary 
school level will exceed the 2013 capacity without new construction. Enrollment and capacity 
projections are presented together for comparison purposes in Table 8 — Permanent Facility 
Capacity Calculations 2013-2035 on page 5-3. 

Since most of the undeveloped land suitable for housing development is located in the southern 
portion of the district it is likely that a disproportionate amount of the anticipated enrollment growth 
will occur there. This trend could increase the amount of school facilities needed in this area beyond 
the levels described below. Additionally, due to the impacts, difficulties and high cost of 
transporting students over long distances, the district believes bussing students long distances from 
the south end of the district to the north end is not an appropriate method of addressing all of the 
expected south end growth. 

Planned Improvements Adding Student Capacity 

The following is an outline of the projects that add capacity and are considered necessary to 
accommodate the students forecasted in OSPI enrollment projections in the district through 2019. 
Timelines for these projects can be found in Table 9 — Capital Facilities Plan on page 6-4. 

Elementary Schools 
District-wide elementary school enrollment is projected to reach 8,585 in 2019 as shown in Table 8 
on page 5-3, an increase of 295 students from the 2013 enrollment of 8,290. This is 201 more 
students than the existing 2013 elementary school capacity of 8,384. In response to this increase in 
enrollment: 1) 4-classroom additions at two schools, with a total capacity of 192 will be built; 2) A 
new elementary school (Elementary No. 18) with a projected capacity of 565 needs to be 
constructed. Depending on where the enrollment growth occurs, a potential location for this school is 
on a parcel of land situated in the southeast portion of the district on 180 th  St. SE, and 3) Portable 
classrooms will need to be relocated and/or purchased in order to provide sufficient classroom space 
while avoiding additional construction expense. The total cost is estimated to be approximately 
$44,195,000. 4  

Middle Schools 
District-wide middle school enrollment is projected to increase to its highest level of 4,477 in 2019. 
The existing 2013 middle school capacity of 4,722 will be adequate to accommodate the anticipated 
enrollment. To provide for enrollment increases at individual schools, portable classrooms will be 
brought in to provide sufficient classroom space, while avoiding additional construction expense. 
The total cost is estimated to be approximately $600,000. No other projects adding capacity are 
planned through 2019. 

Nigh Schools 
District-wide high school enrollment is projected to vary over this time frame and will remain 
relatively stable through 2019 (Note: Kendrick's projections indicate an increase in enrollment over 
this same time period.) Enrollment will reach its highest level of 5,535 in 2015. The existing 2013 
high school capacity of 6,009 will be able to accommodate the anticipated enrollment. As enrollment 

4  Portable relocation costs of are not included in the calculation of the impact fee. 
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increases at individual schools, portable classrooms will need to be brought in to provide sufficient 
classroom space while avoiding_ additional construction expense. The total cost is estimated to be 
approximately $1,815,000. 5  No other projects adding capacity are planned through 2019. 

Future School Site Property 
In 2008 the district purchased property on 180 th  St. SE, from a developer, as a future site for two 
schools. As part of the purchase and sale agreement, the district issued the developer Mitigation Fee 
credits toward future impact fees for $4,660,000. The developer can use the certificates in lieu of 
paying impact fees. This practice will continue until the current credit balance of $3,565,781 is 
retired. 

Planned Improvements Not Adding Student Capacity 

The following is an outline of the projects that do not add capacity, but are considered necessary to 
accommodate and support the educational program in the district through 2019. Timelines for these 
projects can be found in Table 9 — Capital Facilities Plan. 

Elementary Schools 
Modernization & partial replacement of Woodside Elementary School 
Total cost is estimated to be approximately $22,119,000 

Middle Schools 
• Modernization & partial replacement of North Middle School 
• Total cost is estimated to be approximately $41,199,000 

High Schools 
• Modernization of the Gymnasium / Athletics building at Everett High School 
• Turf replacements at Cascade High School and HM Jackson High School 
• Total cost is estimated to be approximately $6,480,000 

Other School Projects 
• District-wide upgrades to heating, ventilation and air conditioning systems, exterior and 

interior finishes, technology upgrades, and other miscellaneous systems upgrades. 
• The total cost is estimated to be approximately $26,019,000. 

Other Projects 
• Completion of the Community Resource Center. 
• The total cost is estimated to be approximately $2,500,000. 

Facilities Needs 2020-2035 

Planned Improvements 

In order to house the district wide OFM projected enrollments from 2020 to 2035, as shown on page 
5-3, Table 8 — Permanent Facility Capacity Calculations 2013-2035, the district would need to 
construct classroom additions at various sites throughout the district. We would need to plan for a 
minimum of 101 additional classrooms, at the elementary level, with a total capacity of 2,424 FTE. 
In addition, we need to construct additional building area (square footage) equivalent to: 54 
classrooms at middle school, with a total capacity of 1,312 FTE, and 54 classrooms at the high 
school, with capacity for 1,512 FTE. To prepare for this and future growth, the district will need to, 
depending on where the enrollment growth occurs, purchase additional sites for new elementary 
schools. 

5  Portable relocation costs are not included in the calculations of the impact fee.  
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Table 9 
Capital Facilities Plan 

Estimated Project Cost by Year - in S Millions Total 

Cost 

Secured 

Bond/Levy 

Secured 

Other 2  

Unsecured 

Other 3  2014 	2015 	2016 	2017 	2018 	2019 

Improvements Adding Student Capacity 
Elementary School 

4-Classroom Addition @2  sites $0.154 51.842 $2.148 $4.144 $4.144 

New Elementary #18 $1.363 $16.323 $19.045 $36.731 $36.731 

Portable Relocations / Purchase ° $0.420 $0.700 $0.700 $0.700 $0.400 $0.400 $3.320 $2.052 $1.268 

Middle School 

Portable Relocations / Purchase ° $0.300 $0.300 $0,600 $0.600 

High School 
Portable Relocations / Purchase ° $0.315 $0.300 $0.300 $0300 $0.300 $0.300 $1.815 $1.548 $0.267 

Subtotal 80.735 81154 84.205 819.471 820.045 51.000 546.610 53.600 543.010 

Property Adding Student Capacity 
180th Street SE Property 4  $0.300 $0.300 $0.300 $0.300 $0.300 $0.300 $1.800 $1.800 

Subtotal 50.300 80.300 50.300 50.300 80.300 $0.300 81.800 81.800 

Improvements Not Adding Student Capacity 
Community Resource Center (CRC) $2.400 $0.100 $2.500 $2.500 

Modernization of EHS Gymnasium $2.200 $2.200 $2.200 

Turf Replacement Project-CHS & JHS $4.280 $4.280 $0.416 $3.864 
Modernization + partial replacement of Woodside ES $0.200 $0.200 $4.687 $9.954 $7.078 $22.119 $22.119 
Modernization + partial replacement of North MS $0.200 $0.200 $9.076 $18.539 $13.184 $41.199 $41.199 
Upgrade HVAC/Exterior and Interior Finishes/Floor Systems $0.951 $1.779 $2.000 $1.270 $6.000 $6.000 
District-Wide Technology Upgrades $5.370 $4.940 $3.900 $3.300 $1.250 $1.259 $20.019 $18.800 $1.219 

Subtotal 810.921 87.219 $10.580 $18.333 829.743 821.521 $98.317 $27.000 $4.135 867.182 

Total 511.956 $8.673 $15.085 538.104 $50.088 $22.821 5146.727 527.000 $9.535 $110.192 

Source: Everett School District 

1.Secured Bond/Levy- Bond and levy funding already approved by voters. 
2. Secured Other - Funds currently available to the District including proceeds from property sales, school mitigation and impact fees, state match funds remaining from prior construction projects, and impact 
fee credits for the 2006 30-acre property purchase on 180th St SE. 
3. Unsecured future - School mitigation and impact fees not yet collected, bonds and levies not yet approved. 
4. Costs are not included in the calculations of the impact fees. 
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Six Year Finance Plan 

The Capital Facilities Plan (Table 9) demonstrates how the Everett School District intends to fund 
new construction and improvements to school facilities for the years 2014 through 2019. The 
financing components include secured funding from capital projects bonds and levies, secured 
funding from other sources (proceeds from property sales, school mitigation fees, school impact 
fees, and state financing assistance funds remaining from prior construction projects) and unsecured 
future funding sources (bonds, levies, and school mitigation / impact fees). The financing plan also 
separates projects and portions of projects which add capacity from those which do not, since the 
latter are generally not appropriate for impact fee funding. 

Funding for the Plan 

General Obligation Bonds  
Bonds are typically used to fund construction of new schools and other capital improvement 
projects. A 60% voter approval is required to pass a bond. Bonds are then retired through collection 
of property taxes. The Everett School District passed capital improvements bonds for $96.5 million 
in 1990, $68.5 million in 1996, $74.0 million in 2002 and 198.9 million in 2006. Several major 
projects have been financed by these bonds. 

Capital Levies  
Voters in the Everett School District passed a Building Repair and Technology levy in 2010 
authorizing the district to collect $48,000,000 from property taxes over six years for capital 
improvements to facilities and technology. 

State Financing Assistance  
State financing assistance comes from the common school construction fund. Bonds are sold on 
behalf of the fund then retired from revenues accruing predominantly from the sale of renewable 
resources (i.e., timber) from state school lands set aside by the Enabling Act of 1889. If these 
sources are insufficient to meet needs, the Legislature can appropriate funds or the State Board of 
Education can establish a moratorium on certain projects. 

School districts may qualify for state financing assistance for a specific capital project. To qualify, a 
project must first meet a state-established criterion of need. This is determined by a formula that 
specifies the amount of square footage the state will help finance to house the enrollment projected 
for the district. If a project qualifies, it can become part of a state prioritization system. This system 
prioritizes allocation of available funding resources to school districts statewide based on seven 
prioritization categories. Funds are then disbursed to the districts based on a formula which 
calculates district assessed valuation per pupil relative to the whole state assessed valuation per pupil 
to establish the percent of the total project cost to be paid by the state for eligible projects. The state 
contribution for eligible projects can range from less than half to more than 70% of the project's 
cost. 

6 

State financing assistance can be applied only to major school construction projects. Site acquisition 
and minor improvements are not eligible to receive financing assistance from the state. Because 
availability of state financing assistance has not kept pace with the rapid enrollment growth 
occurring in many of Washington's school districts, sometimes financing assistance from the state 

6  Pay 	for Growth's Impacts - A Guide To Impact r ees. State of Washington Department of Community 
Development Growth Management Division, January 1992, Pg. 30. 
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may not be received by a school district until after a school has been constructed. In such cases, the 
district must "front fund" a project. That is, the district must finance the complete project with local 
funds (the future state's share coming from funds allocated to future district projects). When the 
state share is finally disbursed (without accounting for escalation) the future district project is 
partially reimbursed. 

The state has determined that the Everett School District has excess student capacity. Therefore, the 
district is not currently eligible for state financing assistance on projects that provide increased 
student capacity. The district is eligible for state financing assistance for modernization projects. 

School Impact Fees  
Development impact fees have been adopted by a number of jurisdictions as a means of 
supplementing traditional funding sources for construction of public facilities needed to 
accommodate new development. School impact fees are generally collected by the permitting 
agency at the time building permits or certificates of occupancy are issued. Impact fees for the 
Everett School District are calculated on worksheets contained in Appendix A and are summarized 
in Table 11 on page 6-8. 

Impact fees have been calculated utilizing the formula in Chapter 30.66C SCC. The resulting figures 
are based on the district's cost per dwelling unit to purchase land for school sites, make site 
improvements, construct schools and purchase, install or relocate temporary facilities (portables). 
Credits have also been applied in the formula to account for state financing assistance to be 
reimbursed to the district (none anticipated for the Everett School District for facilities needed to 
serve new growth.) and projected future property taxes to be paid by the owner of a dwelling unit. 
The costs of projects that do not add capacity or which only address existing deficiencies have been 
eliminated from the variables used in the calculations as indicated in Table 12 — Impact Fee 
Variables on page 6-9. 

Exclusion of Costs to Correct Existing Deficiencies 

2014-2019 Costs  
By ordinance, new development cannot be assessed impact fees to correct existing deficiencies. For 
this CFP update, the base year for determining existing deficiencies is 2013. Thus, capacity 
deficiencies existing in 2013 must be deducted from the total projected deficiencies in the 
calculation of impact fees. This is accomplished in Table 8 (page 5-3) for school construction costs 
by calculating a 2013-2019 Expansion Ratio percentage of new students to new capacity for each 
grade span. This Expansion Ratio is then used to modify (reduce) certain variables included in the 
calculation of the School Construction Cost Element, which are shown on the lines labeled "Growth 
Related (2013-2019)" in Table 12. For example: The total cost of a 4-room additions at two schools 
and new elementary school in Table 12 ($40,875,000) 7  was multiplied by the Elementary Expansion 
Ratio from Table 8 (28.80%) to obtain the "Growth Related (2013-2019)" school construction cost 
in Table 12 ($11,748,098) used in the impact fee calculations (Appendix A). 

Projects Included in the Calculation of Impact Fees  
The calculations of school impact fees in this Capital Facilities Plan are based on the following 
projects which address future growth-related needs for elementary school facilities in the south end 
of the district: 

2014-2019 Needs: 	4-Classroom Additions at two schools - 	$4,144,000 
One New Elementary School 	- 	$36,731,000 

7  Portable relocation costs are not included in the calculation of the impact fees. 
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Projects Not Included in the Calculation of Impact Fees  
The following projects deal primarily with existing deficiencies or do not add capacity, and are not 
included in the calculation of impact fees: 

• Modernization & partial replacement of Woodside Elementary School 
• Modernization & partial replacement of North Middle School 
• Modernization of gymnasium building @ Everett High School 
• Portable relocations 
• Turf replacements at Cascade High School and HM Jackson High School 
• Heating, ventilation and air conditioning Systems upgrades 
® Exterior and interior finishes upgrades 
• Flooring upgrades 
• District-wide technology upgrades 
• Miscellaneous upgrades - district-wide 

Property Not Included in the Calculation of Impact Fees  
a Property on 180th  St. SE for future schools 

The proposed locations and capacities of new or expanded capital facilities are:  
New elementary school No. 18: Possible location is the 180th Street SE site — South end of 
the district (Capacity 565 FTE) 

• 4-classroom additions at two sites: Final locations - yet to be determined (Capacity 192 FTE) 
® Portable relocations: Various sites throughout the district. (Capacity 24 FTE each) 

Calculation Criteria (See Table 12 — Impact Fee Variables — page 6-9) 

Site Acquisition Cost Element 

Site Size : The site size gives the optimum acreage for each school type based on studies of existing 
school sites. Generally, districts will require 11-15 acres for an elementary school; 25-30 acres for a 
middle school or junior high school; and 40 acres or more for a high school. Actual school sites may 
vary in size depending on the size of parcels available for sale and other site development constraints 
such as wetlands. It also varies based on the need for athletic fields adjacent to the school, along 
with other specific planning factors. 

Average Land Cost per Acre:  The cost per acre is based on estimates of land costs within the 
district, based on recent land purchases and prevailing costs in the particular real estate market. 
Prices per acre will vary throughout the county and will be heavily influenced by the urban vs. rural 
setting of the specific district and the location of the planned school site. The Everett School District 
has, in the past, researched and evaluated potential land purchases in the southeast area of the 
district. This is the most likely area of the district to experience growth in the future, and much of it 
is included in the recently rezoned Mill Creek East UGA or immediately adjacent areas that could be 
rezoned as well. Developed sites, which sometimes must be acquired adjacent to existing school 
Sites in order to expand these facilities, can cost Substantially more. 

Additional Land Capacity:  Building capacities reflect the district's optimum number of students each 
school type is designed to accommodate. These figures are based on design studies of optimum 
floor area for new school facilities. The district design standards for new schools accommodate the 
following capacities: elementary schools - 550 to 565 students, middle schools - 825 students, and 
high schools - 1,500 students. 
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Student Factor: The student factor (or student generation rate) is the average number of students 
generated by each housing type - in this case, single-family detached dwellings and multiple-family 
dwellings. Multiple-family dwellings, which may be rental or owner-occupied units within 
structures containing two or more dwelling units, were broken out into one-bedroom and two-plus 
bedroom units. 

Pursuant to a requirement of Chapter 30.66C SCC, each school district was required to conduct 
student generation studies within their jurisdictions. This was done to "localize" generation rates for 
purposes of calculating impact fees. A description of this methodology is contained in Appendix B. 

The student generation rates for the Everett School District are discussed in Appendix A and shown 
on Table 10. 

Table 10 
Student Generation Rates 

Housing Type K-5 6-8 9-12 K-12 

Single Family .274 .114 .129 .517 
Multiple Family, 2+ BR .078 .025 .042 .145 
Multiple Family, 0-1 BR .000 .000 .000 .000 

School Construction Cost Variables 

Additional Building Capacity. (See description under Additional Land Capacity on page 6-6) 

Current Permanent Square Footage: (From Table 1 — School Inventory on page 4-3) 

Estimated Facility Construction Cost: The estimated facility construction cost is based on planned 
costs or on actual costs of recently constructed schools. The facility cost is the total cost for 
construction projects as defined on Table 9, including only capacity related improvements. Projects 
or portions of projects that address existing deficiencies, which are those students who are un-housed 
as of December 31, 2013 are not included in the calculation of facility cost for impact fee 
calculation. 

Facility construction costs also include the off-site development costs. Costs vary with each site and 
may include such items as sewer line extensions, water lines, off-site road and frontage 
improvements. Off-site development costs are not covered by state financing assistance. Off-site 
development costs vary, and can represent 10% or more of the total building construction cost. 

State Financing Assistance Credit Variables 

Construction Cost Allocation (CCA): This number is generated by OSPI as a guide for determining 
the area cost allocation for new school construction. The CCA is adjusted regularly for inflation. As 
of July 1, 2013 the  CCA been adj usted to  $200.40 per square foot. 

State Financing Assistance Percenta e. The state financing assistance percentage is the proportion 
of funds that are provided to the school districts, for specific capital projects, from the state's 
Common School Construction Fund. These funds are disbursed based on a formula which calculates 
the district's assessed valuation per pupil relative to the whole state assessed valuation per pupil to 
establish the percentage of the total project to be paid by the state. 
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If a project were eligible for state financing assistance, the Everett School. District would receive 
basic project reimbursement on a state financing assistance ratio. However, because the state has 
determined that the Everett District has excess student capacity according to the state's formula, the 
Everett District is not eligible for new construction state financing assistance at this time. Therefore, 
the effective state financing assistance ratio is zero. If the Everett School District was eligible to 
receive state financing assistance, the 2014 financing assistance ratio, according to OSPI, would be 
55.18%. 

Tax Credit Variables 

Under Chapter 30.66C SCC, a credit is granted to new development to account for property taxes 
which will be paid to the school district over the next ten years. The credit is calculated using a 
"present value" formula. 

Interest Rate (20-year GO Bond): This is the interest rate of return on a 20-year General Obligation 
Bond and is derived from the bond buyer index. The current assumed interest rate is 4.25%. 

Levy Rate (in milsg The capital construction levy rate is determined by dividing the district's 
average capital property tax rate by one-thousand. The current levy rate for the Everett School 
District is .00209. 

Average Assessed Value: This figure is based on the district's average assessed value for each type 
of dwelling unit (single-family and multiple-family). The average assessed values are based on 
estimates made by the County's Planning and Development Services Department utilizing 
information from the Assessor's files. The current average assessed value is $263,113 for single-
family detached residential dwellings; $77,653 for one-bedroom multi-family units, and $114,081 
for two or more bedroom multi-family units. 

Loan Payoff (Years): This is the average amount of time remaining on Capital Projects/General 
Obligation Bonds issued by the district. The average time remaining on bonds issued by all the 
Snohomish County school districts is assumed to be 10 years for purposes of calculating this credit. 

Impact Fee Schedule 

Table 11 
School Impact Fees 

Everett School District 

Dousing Type 	 Impact Fee Per Unit 

Single Family 	 $4,988 

Multiple Family, 0-1 BR 	 $0 

Multiple Family, 2+ BR * 	 $1,092 

* Includes duplexes and tovnhoines 
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Table 12 
Impact Fee Variables 

Everett School District 

Criteria 	 Elementary J 	Middle 	 High 
Site Acquisition Cost Element 

Site Size (acres) 
Growth Related (2020-2035) 

Average Land Cost Per Acre 
Total Land Cost 

Growth Related (2020-2035) 
Additional Land Capacity 

Growth Related (2020-2035) 
Student Factor 

Single Family 0.274 0.114 0.129 
Multiple Family t Bdrm .000 .000 .000 
Multiple Family 2 Bdrm 0.078 0.025 0.042 

School Construction Cost Element 

ementary school  

4-Room additions 
@ 2 schools 

Additional Building Capacity 757 0 0 
Growth Relayed (2014-2019) 218 0 0 

Current Facility Square Footage 993,458 551,870 838,854 
Estimated Facility Construction Cost $40,875,000 $0 $0 

Growth Related (2014-2019) $11,771,136 $0 $0 

State Financing Assistance Credit 
Construction Cost Allotment -- July 2013 $200.40 $200.40 $200.40 
School Space per Student (OSPI) 90 117 130 
State Financin 	Assistance Percenta e 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

Tax Payment Credit 
Interest Rate 4.25% 4.25% 4.25% 
Loan Payoff ('ears) 10 10 10 
Levy Rate 0.00209 0.00209 0.00209 
Average Assessed Value $263,113 

(Single Family) 
$77,653 

(MF 0-1 bdrm) 
$114,051 

(MF 2+ bdrm) 

Growth-Related Capacity Percentage 
Permanent Facilities 28.80% 0.00% 0.00% 

Discount 50% 50% 50% 

Everett School District 	 6 - 9 	Capital Facilities Plan 2014-2019 



/ V[[TT 
PUBLIC  
SCHOOLS 	 Capital Facilities Plan 2014-2019 



v: 
C) 

O 
O_ 

Os 
00 

Rs 

Os 
c5 

p 
0 
N 

N 

IMPACT FEE WORKSHEET 
EVERETT SCHOOL DISTRICT CD 

rt 
SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL 

SITE ACQUISITION COST 

acres needed 	0.00 	x cost per acre  $0 	/ 	capacity (6 students)  0  x 	student factor  0 274  = 	 $0  (elementary) 
acres needed 	_ 	0.00 	x cost per acre  $0 	/ 	capacity (# students)  0  x 	student factor  0.114  = 	 $0  (middle school) 

acres needed 	 0.00 	x cost per acre  $0 	 capacity (# students)  0  x 	student factor  0.129  _ 	 $0  (high school) 

TOTAL SITE ACQUISITION COST = 	 $0  

SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION COST 

total coast. cost 	$11,771,136  / capacity (# students)  218  x 	student factor  0 274  = 	 $14,795  )elemertary) 

total coast cost 	_ 	$0  i capacity (8 students)  0  x 	student factor  0.114  = 	 $0  (middle school) 

total const. cost 	$0  capacity) 	students)  0  x 	student factor  0.129  = 	 $0  (high schoat) 

Subtotal $14,795 

Total Square Feet / Total Square Feet 

of Permanent Space (District)  2,384,182  of Relocatable Facilities (Portables)  2,452,658  = 	97.21 

TOTAL, FACILITY CONSTRUCTION COST = 	 $14,382  

STATE FINANCING ASSISTANCE CREDIT 

BOLCKH Index 	_ 	$20040  x OSPI Allowance  90 	x 	State Financing Assistance %  0.00%  x 	student factor  0.274  = 	 $0  (e]en,entary) 

BOECKH Index 	$200.40  x OSPI Allowance  117 	x 	State Financing Assistance %  0_00°o  x 	student factor  0.114  — 	 $0  (muddle school) 

BOLCKH Index 	_ 	6200.40  x OSPI Allowance  130 	x 	State Financing Assistance °/  0 . 000 0  x 	student factor  0.129  = 	 $0  (high school) 

TOTAL STATE MATCH CREDIT = 	 $0  

TAX PAYMENT CREDIT 

[((I+ interest rate 	4.25°/ 	) ^  10  years to pay offbond) - 	1] ( interest rate  4.25%  x 

(I + interest rate 	- 4.25% 	)^  10  years to pay off bond ] 	x  0.00209  Property tax levy rate 	x 

assessed value 	_ 	$263,113  = 	 $4,405  (tax payment credit) 

IMPACT FEE CALCULATION 

SITE ACQUISITION COST  $0  

FACILITY CONSTRUCTION COST  $14,382  

RELOCATABLE FACILITIES COST (PORTABLES)  $0  

(LESS STATE FINANCING ASSISTANCE CREDIT)  $0  

(LESS TAX PAYMENT CREDIT)  ($4,405)  

(LESS COUNTY DISCOUNT)  ($4,988)  

(LESS ELECTIVE DISTRICT DISCOUNT)  $0 

FINAL IMPACT FEE PER UNIT 	 $4,988 



$0  (elementary) 
$0  (middle school) 
$0  (high school) 

$0  

$0  (elementary) 
$0  (middle school) 
$0  (high school) 

$0 

97.21°/ 

$0  

$0  (elementary) 
$0  (middle school) 

$0  (high school) 

$0 

[TJ IMPACT FEE WORKSHEET 

EVERETT SCHOOL DISTRICT 

MULTIPLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL -- 1 BEDROOM OR LESS 

Cs 0 SITE ACQUISITION COST 

O 
acres needed 	— 	0.00 	x 	cost per acre 	 $0 	/ 	 capacity (# students) 	0 	x student factor 	.000 	= 

v 	 — acres needed 	 0.00 	x 	cost per acre 	 $0 	/ 	 capacity (# students) 	0 	x student factor 	.000   
acres needed 	— 	0.00 	x 	cost per acre 	 $0 	/ 	 capacity (# students) 	0 	x student factor 	.000  

C) 

TOTAL SITE ACQUISITION COST  

SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION COST 

total const. cost 	$11,771,136 	 / capacity (# students)  218  x 	student factor  .000  
total const. cost 	— 	$0 	 / capacity (# students)  0  x 	student factor  .000 	= 
total const. cost 	$0 	 / capacity (# students)  0  x 	student factor  .000 	= 

Subtotal 

Total Square Feet / Total Square Feet 
of Permanent Space (District) 	 2,384,182  of School Facilities (Portables)  2,452,658  = 

TOTAL FACILITY CONSTRUCTION COST 

STATE FINANCING ASSISTANCE CREDIT 

BOECKH Index 	— 	$200.40 	x OSPI Allowance  90 	x State Financing Assistance %  0.00%  x 	Student factor  .000  
BOECKH Index 	— 	$200.40 	x OSPI Allowance  117 	x State Financing Assistance %  0.00%  x 	student factor  .000  
BOECKH Index 	$200.40 	x OSPI Allowance  130 	x State Financing Assistance %  0.00%  x 	student factor  .000  

TOTAL STATE MATCH CREDIT  

TAX PAYMENT CREDIT 

[((1+ interest rate 	— 425%  	) ^ 	10  years to pay off bond) - 	1] 	/ [ interest rate  4.25% 	x 

(1 + interest rate 	— 4.25%  	)^ 	10  years to pay off bond ] 	x  0.00209  Property tax levy rate 	x 

assessed value 	 S77,653  

IMPACT FEE CALCULATION 

SITE ACQUISITION COST  $0 

FACILITY CONSTRUCTION COST  $0  

PFLOCATABLE FACILITIES COST (PORTABLES)  $0  
(LESS STATE FINANCING ASSISTANCE CREDIT)  $0  
(LESS TAX PAYMENT CREDIT)  ($1,300)  
(LESS COUNTY DISCOUNT) $0 

(LESS ELECTIVE DISTRICT DISCOUNT)  $0  

FINAL IN11PACT FEE PER UNIT  $p 

$1,300 	 (tax payment credit) 



assessed value 	 $114,051  

IMPACT FEE CALCULATION 

SITE ACQUISITION COST  $0  

FACILITY CONSTRUCTION COST  $4,094  

RELOCATABLE FACILITIES COST (PORTABLES)  $0  

(LESS STATE FINANCING ASSISTANCE CREDIT)  $0  

(LESS TAX PAYMENT CREDIT)  ($1,910)  
(LESS COUNTY DISCOUNT)  ($1,092)  

(LESS ELECTIVE DISTRICT DISCOUNT)  $0  

FINAL IMPACT FEE PER UNIT  $1,092 
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_ 	 $1,910 	 (tax payrnerit credit) 

(TJ MPACT FEE WORKSHEET 
EVERETT SCHOOL DISTRICT 

MULTIPLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL -- 2 BEDROOM OR MORE 

SITE ACQUISITION COST 

acres needed 	_ 	0.00 	x cost per acre  $0 	/ capacity (# students)  0  x student factor  0.078 	=  $0  (Clenentary) 
acres needed 	 0.00 	x cost per acre  $0 	/ capacity (# students)  0  x student factor  0.025 	=  $0  (rnlddlc school) 

acres needed 	 0.00 	x cost per acre $0 	/ capacity (# students)  0  x student factor  0.042 	=  $0  (high school) 

TOTAL SITE ACQUISITION COST =  $0  

SCIIOOL CONSTRUCTION COST 

total const. cost 	$11,771,136  / capacity (# students)  218  x student factor  0.078 	=  $4,212  (elementary) 

total coast. cost 	— $0  / capacity (# students)  0  x student factor  0.025 	=  $0  (noddle school) 

total coast. cost 	— $0  / capacity (# students)  0  x student factor  0.042 	=  $0  (high School) 

Subtotal $4,212 

Total Square Feet / Total Square Feet 

of Permanent Space (District)  2,384,182  of School Facilities (Portables)  2,452,658  = 97.21%  

TOTAL FACILITY CONSTRUCTION COST =  $4,094  

STATE FINANCING ASSISTANCE CREDIT 

BOECK14 Index 	$200.40  x OSPI Allowance  90 	x State Financing Assistance %  0.00%  x student factor  0.078 	=  $0  (elementary) 
BOECKH Index 	$200.40  x OSPI Allowance  117 	x State Financing Assistance %  0.00%  x student factor  0.025 	=  $0  (middle school) 

BOECKH Index 	— $200.40  x OSPI Allowance  130 	x State Financing Assistance %  0.00%  x student factor  0.042 	=  $0  (high school) 

TOTAL STATE MATCH CREDIT = $0 

TAX PAYMENT CREDIT 

[((I interest rate 	4.25% 	) ^ 	10 	years to pay off bond) - 1 ] 	/ 	 ( interest rate 	 4.25% 	x 

(i a- interest rate 	— 4.25% 	 )A 	10 	years to pay off bond ] x 	 0.00209  Property tax levy rate x 

If.) 
C's 

O 
O  

C's 

W 



ijM,I4li(itWti 

UFrLeri,rwuM7IMT,iYIrn1 

V P [11 
PUBLIC 
SCHOOLS 
	

Capital Facilities Plan 2014-2019 



( Iif DOYLE 
CONSULTING 

SCHOOL DISTRICTS TO MANAGE AND USE STUDENTASSESSMENT DATA 

Student Genoration rate Study 
for the 

Everett School District 
2/24/2014 

This document describes the methodology used to calculate student generation rates 
(SGRs) for the Everett School District, and provides results of the calculations. 

SGRs were calculated for two types of residential construction: Single family detached, and 
multi-family with 2 or more bedrooms. Attached condominiums, townhouses and duplexes 
are included in the multi-family classification since they are not considered "detached". 
Manufactured homes on owned land are included in the single family classification. 

1. Electronic records were obtained from the Snohomish County Assessor's Office 
containing data on all new construction within the Everett School District from January 
2006 through December 2012. As compiled by the County Assessor's Office, this data 
included the address, building size, assessed value, and year built for new single and 
multi-family construction. The data was "cleaned up" by eliminating records which did 
not contain sufficient information to generate a match with the District's student record 
data (i.e. incomplete addresses). 

2. The District downloaded student records data into Microsoft Excel format. This data 
included the addresses and grade levels of all K-12 students attending the Everett 
School District as of February 2014. Before proceeding, this data was reformatted and 
abbreviations were modified as required to provide consistency with the County 
Assessor's data. 

232 Taylor Street Port Townsend, WA 98368 (360) 680-9014 
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3. Single Family Rates: The data on all new single family detached residential units in 
County Assessor's data were compared with the District's student record data, and the 
number of students at each grade level living in those units was determined. The 
records of 2,601 single family detached units were compared with data on 18,865 
students registered in the District, and the following matches were found by grade 
l eve l(s)* :  

SF SF 
COUNT 

OF CALCULATED 
GRADE(S) MATCHES RATE 

K 132 0.051 
1 130 0.05 
2 122 0.047 
3 117 0.045 
4 129 0.05 
5 83 0.032 
6 93 0.036 
7 108 0.042 
8 96 0.037 
9 96 0.037 

10 86 0.033 
11 72 0.028 
12 81 0.031 

K-5 713 0.274 
6-8 297 0.114 

9-12 335 0.129 
K-12 1345 0.517 

4. Large Multi-Family Developments: Snohomish County Assessor's data does not 
specifically indicate the number of units or bedrooms contained in large multi-family 
developments. Additional research was performed to obtain this information from 
specific parcel ID searches, and information provided by building management, when 
available. Information obtained included the number of 0-1 bedroom units, the number 
of 2+ bedroom units, and specific addresses of 0-1 bedroom units. If specific addresses 
or unit numbers of 0-1 bedroom units were not provided by building management, the 
assumption of matches being 2+ bedroom units was made. This assumption is 
supported by previous SGR studies. 

Small Multi-Family Developments: This method included all developments in the County 
Assessor's data containing four-plexes, tri-plexes, duplexes, condominiums and 
townhouses. This data contained information on the number of bedrooms for all 
townhouses and condominiums. Specific parcel ID searches were performed for duplex 
and larger units in cases where number of bedroom data was missing. 
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5. Multi-Family 2+ BR Rates: The multi-family 2+ BR SGR's were calculated by 
comparing data on 2+ BR multi-family units with the District's student record data, and 
the number of students at each grade level living in those units was determined. The 
records of 1299 multi-family 2+ BR units were compared with data on 18,865 students 
registered in the District, and the following matches were found by grade l eve l(s )* :  

MF2+ MF2+ 
COUNT 

OF CALCULATED 
GRADE(S) MATCHES RATE 

K  23 0.014 
1 27 0.026 
2 25 0.01 
3 24 0.012 
4 18 0.005 
5 24 0.011 
6 17 0.008 
7 14 0.012 
8 16 0.006 
9 12 0.008 
10 11 0.011 
11 6 0.013 
12 5 0.009 

K-5 101 0.078 
6-8 33 0.025 

9-12 54 0.042 
K-12 188 0.145 

6. Multi-Family 0-1 BR Rates: Research indicated that 562 multi-family 0-1 BR units were 
constructed within District boundaries during the time period covered by this study. 
These units were compared with the data on 18,865 students registered in the District. 
No specific unit number matches were made. 

K-5 6-8 9-12 K-12 

Single Family .274 .114 .129 .517 
Multi-Family 2+ BR .078 .025 .042 .145 
Multi-Family 0-1 BR .000 .000 .000 .000 

*Ca lcu la ted rates for grade level groups may not equal the sum of individual grade rates due to rounding. 
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OSPI Enrollment Projection Methodology 

Development of a long-range school building program requires a careful forecast of school enrollment 
indicating the projected number of children who will attend school each year. 

The following procedures are suggested for determining enrollment projections: 

Enter in the lower left corner of the rectangle for each year the number of pupils actually enrolled 
in each grade on October 1 as reported on the October Report of School District Enrollment, Form 
M-70, Column A. (For years prior to October 1, 1965, enter pupils actually enrolled as reported in 
the county superintendent's annual report, Form A-l.) 

2. In order to arrive at enrollment projections for kindergarten and/or grade one pupils, determine the 
percent that the number of such pupils each year was of the number shown for the immediately 
preceding year. Compute an average of the percentages, enter it in the column headed "Avg. % of 
Survival", and apply such average percentage in projecting kindergarten and/or grade one 
enrollments for the next six years. 

For grade two and above determine the percent of survival of the enrollment in each grade for each 
year to the enrollment in the next lower grade during the preceding year and place this percentage 
in the upper right corner of the rectangle. (For example, if there were 75 pupils in actual 
enrollment in grade one on October 1, 1963, and 80 pupils in actual enrollment in grade two on 
October 1, 1964, the percent of survival would be 80/75, or 106.7%. If the actual enrollment on 
October 1, 1965 in grade three had further increased to 100 pupils, the percent of survival to grade 
three would be 100/80, or 125%). 

Compute an average of survival percentages for each year for each grade and enter it in the 
column, "Avg. % of Survival". 

In order to determine six-year enrollment projections for grade two and above, multiply the 
enrollment in the next lower grade during the preceding year by the average percent of survival. 
For examp le, 	4 	o f the 1_.t  year L  _ ^_ _^ i 	100 	1 v, ^xamp ^ e, i , on Oc tober 1 0l ^l^c ^a^^ ycar or record , there were rvv stu dents in grade one and 
the average percent of survival to grade two was 105, then 105% of 100 would result in a 
projections of 105 students in grade two on October 1 of the succeeding year. 

4. If, after calculating the "Projected Enrollment", there are known factors which will further 
influence the projections; a statement should be prepared showing the nature of those factors 
involved, and their anticipated effect upon any portion of the calculated projection. 

*Kindergarten students are projected based on a regression line. 
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State of Washington 
STATE BOARD OF EDUCAT I ON 

Olympia 
OSPI 

PRQJECTi{}N(JF ENROLLMENT DATA 

School District: 	 No.: Cou ___  

DETERMINING SURV|VALRATE 

Ac tual Enrollment (October 1 st) 	 Projected Enrollment 

20___202020202020 	2020__. 2020___ 20___ 20___ 
Survival 

We, the undersigned authorized representatives of the aforesaid schoo l district, hereby certify that the information 
submitted herewith is, to the best of our knowledgfe and belief, correct and complete. 

Da^ 	 S^ned 
Chairman of the Board 

Date 	 Signed 
Superintendent of Schools 



OSPI PROJECTED STUDENT ENROLLMENT 2014-2019 

School Grade School Year & Grade Progression Percentage AVG 
Type Level 2014 GP% 2015 GP% 2016 GP% 2017 GP% 2018 GP% 2019 GP% GP% 

Elementary K 770 -- 774 -- 778 -- 782 -- 786 -- 789 -- -- 

1 1,649 103.6% 1,595 103.6% 1,603 103.6% 1,611 103.6% 1,619 103.6% 1,627 103.6% 103.6% 

2 1,532 97.6% 1,610 97.6% 1,557 97.6% 1,565 97.6% 1,573 97.6% 1,580 97.6% 97.6% 

3 1,509 99.5% 1,524 99.5% 1,601 99.4% 1,548 99.4% 1,556 99.4% 1,564 99.4% 99.4% 

4 1,431 97.9% 1,478 97.9% 1,492 97.9% 1,568 97.9% 1,516 97.9% 1,524 97.9% 97.9% 

5 1,513 99.0% 1,417 99.0% 1,463 99.0% 1,477 99.0% 1,552 99.0% 1,501 99.0% 99.0% 

Middle 6 1,420 100,1% 1,514 100.1% 1,418 100.1% 1,464 100.1% 1,478 100,1% 1,553 100.1% 100.1% 

7 1,336 99.6% 1,415 99.6% 1,509 99.7% 1,413 99.6% 1,459 99.7% 1,473 99.7% 99.7% 

8 1,446 99.4% 1,328 99.4% 1,407 99.4% 1,500 99.4% 1,405 99.4% 1,451 99.5% 99.4% 

High 9 1,421 101.1% 1,462 101.1% 1,343 101.1% 1,422 101.1% 1,516 101.1% 1,420 101.1% 101.1% 

10 1,410 97.8% 1,390 97.8% 1,430 97.8% 1,314 97.8% 1,391 97.8% 1,483 97.8% 97.8% 

11 1,340 94.2% 1,329 94.3% 1,310 94.2% 1,348 94.3% 1,238 94.2% 1,311 94.2% 94.2% 

12 1,285 100.8% 1,351 100.8% 1,339 100.8% 1,320 100.8% 1,359 100.8% 1,248 100.8% 100.8% 

Growth °/ Growth % Growth% Growth % Growth'% Growth % AVG %4 

Elementary 8,404 101.4% 8,398 99.9% 8,494 101.1% 8,551 100.7% 8,602 100.6% 8,585 99.8% 100.6% 

Middle School 4,202 100.0% 4,257 101.3% 4,334 101.8% 4,377 101.0% 4,342 99.2% 4,477 103.1% 101.1% 

High School 5,456 99.3% 5,532 101.4% 5,422 98.0% 5,404 99.7% 5,504 101.9% 5,462 99.2% 99.9% 

TOTAL: 18,062 100.4% 18,187 100.7% 18,250 100.3% 18,332 100.4% 18,448 100.6% 18,524 100.4% 100.5% 

Source: OSPI 
Note: All enrollments shown are Full Time Equivalents (FTE) as of October 1 of the year indicated. 
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ACTUAL STUDENT ENROLLMENT 2002-2013 

School Grade School Year & Growth Progression Percentage 

Type Level 2002 UP/ 2003 GP' %, 2004 GP'% 200 (P/ 	2006 2006 GP'% 2007 UP! 	2008 GP/ 2009 UP! 	2010 GP % 2011 UP! 2012 GP% 2013 UP! Ave GP n 

Elementary K 668 -- 684 -- 715 -- 696 -- 718 -- 702 -- 747 -- 783 -- 734 -- 734 -- 746 -- 796 -- -- 

1 1,327 101.0°/ 1,380 103.3°/ 1,369 100.1% 1,457 101.9% 1,497 107.5 °/ 1,467 1022% 1,452 103.4% 1,549 103.7% 1,595 101.9% 1,496 101.9% 1,547 105.4% 1,569 105.2°/ 103.1% 

2 1,334 100.1% 1,354 102.0% 1,363 98.8% 1,395 101.9% 1,434 98.4% 1,491 99.6% 1,490 101.6% 1,425 98.1% 1,502 97.0% 1,542 96.7% 1,472 98.4% 1,517 98.1% 99.2% 

3 142.9 97,0% 1,383 103.7% 1,350 99.7% 1,395 102.3% 1,419 101.7% 1,453 101.3% 1,453 97.5% 1,500 100.7% 1,403 98.5% 1,477 98.3% 1,550 100.5% 1.461 99.3% 100.0%, 

4 1,410 99.1% 1,425 99.7% 1,359 98.3% 1,364 101.0% 1,401 100.4% 1,418 99.9% 1,462 100.6% 1,445  99.4% 1,427 95.1% 1,392 99.2% 1,437 97.3% 1,528 98.6% 99.1%% 

5 1,455 96.9% 1,424 101.0% 1,402 98.4% 1,344 98.9% 1,398 102.5% 1,395 99.6% 1,426 100.6% 1,481 101.3% 1,425 98.6% 1,424 99.8% 1,341 96.3% 1,419 98.7% 99.4% 

Middle 6 1,457 96.4% 1,462 100.5% 1,415 99.4% 1,403 100.1% 1,335 99.3% 1,425 101.9% 1,383 99.1% 1,425 99.9% 1,499 101.2% 1,411 99.0% 1,429 100.4% 1,341 100.0% 99.8% 

7 1,438 98.9% 1,426 97.9% 1,449 99.1% 1,430 101.1% 1,419 101.1% 1,370 102.6% 1,424 99.9% 1,380 99.8% 1,408 98.8% 1,471 98.1% 1,406 99.6% 1,454 101.7% 99.9% 

8 1,448 99.7% 1,401 97.4% 1,391 97.5% 1,443 99.6% 1,430 100.0% 1,443 101.7% 1,370 100.0% 1,426 100.1% 1,379 99.9% 1,403 99,6% 1,437 97.7% 1,406 100.0% 99.4% 

High 9 1,632 112.9% 1.614 111.5% 1,526 108.9% 1,490 107.1% 1,829 126.7% 1,822 127.4% 1,492 103.4% 1,389 101.4% 1,432 100.4% 1,396 101.2% 1,440 102.6% 1,441 100.3% 108.7%, 

10 1,461 93.8% 1,500 91.9% 1,470 91.1% 1,461 95.7% 1,512 101.5% 1,464 80.0% 1,476 81.0% 1,438 96.4% 1,365 98.3% 1,401 97.8% 1,361 97.5% 1,422 98.8% 93.7% 

11 1,352 91.5% 1,311 89.7% 1,386 92.4% 1,678 114.1% 1,373 94.0% 1,373 90.8% 1,666 113.8% 1,384 93.8% 1,365 94.9% 1,309 95.9% 1,306 93.2% 1,275 93.7% 96.5% 

12 1,258 94.8% 1,180 87.3% 1,184 90.3% 1,144 82.5% 1,055 62.9% 1,049 76.4% 1,155 84.1% 1,421 85.3% 1,444 1043% 1,460 107.0% 1,372 104.8% 1,357 103.9% 90.3% 

Growth'/,, Growth/, Growth"/,, Crowtli% Growth"!,, Growth"!,, Growth"!,, Grae4h'%, Growth% Growth% Growth'!,, Gronth%, AVG 'V, 

Elementary 7,623 96.5% 7,650 100.4% 7,558 98.8% 7,651 101.2% 7,867 102.8% 7,926 100.7% 8,030 101.3% 8,183 101.9% 8,086 98.8% 8,065 99.7% 8,093 100.3% 8,290 102.4% 100.4% 

Middle School 4,343 99.8% 4,289 98.8% 4,255 99.2% 4,276 100.5% 4,184 97.8% 4,238 101.3% 4,177 98.6% 4,231 101.3% 4,286 101.3% 4,285 100.0% 4,272 99.7% 4,201 98.3% 99.7"/, 

High School 5,703 102.3% 5,605 98.3% 5,566 99.3% 5,773 103.7% 5,769 99.9% 5,708 98.9% 5,789 101.4% 5,632 97.3% 5,606 99.5% 5,566 99.3% 5,479 98.4% 5,495 100.3% 99.9% 

TOTAL: 17,669 99.1% 17,544 99.3% 17,379 99.1% 17,700 10L8% 17,820 100.7% 17,872 1003% 17,996 100.7% 18,046 100.354, 17,978 99.6% 17,916 99.714, 17,844 9L6% 17,986 100.8% 1003% 

Source.OSPI 

Note: All enrollments shown are Full Time Equivalents (FTE) as of October 1 of the year indicated. 
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OFM Ratio Forecast Methodology 

The Growth Management Act requires that capital facilities plans for schools consider enrollment 
forecasts that are related to official population forecasts for the district. The OFM ratio method 
computes past enrollment as a percentage of past population and then projects how those percentage 
trends will continue into the future. Snohomish County prepares the population estimates by 
distributing official estimates from the Washington Office of Financial Management (OFM) to the 
school district level. The assumed percentage trends are then applied to these County population 
forecasts. 

There are currently three alternative population estimates issued by Snohomish County. 

2019 2035  
Alternative 1: 	149,425 194,260 
Alternative 2: 	145,058 178,210 
Alternative 3: 	145,025 178,088 

Student enrollment totals were published by OSPI in late 2013. The ratio of student population to 
total population between 2006-2013 is shown below: 

Table D-1 
Historical Student/Population Ratio 

(FTE Student Enrollment) 

2006 	2007 	2008 	2009 	2010 	2011 	2012 	2013 

Population 	122,733 	124,578 	126,150 	127,730 	129,842 	130,251 	131,214 	132,626 

FTE Student 	
17820 	17,872 	17,996 	18,046 	17,927 	17,880 	17,844 	17,986 II Enrollment 

Student% 
Population 

Ratio 	14.52% 	14.35% 	14.27% 	14.13% 	13.81% 	13.73% 	13.60% 	13.56% 

District enrollment as a percentage of population declined each year. In its 2012 Capital Facilities 
Plan update, the District estimated a ratio of 13.50% vs. the 13.56% actually reported. 

Future Forecast 

For its planning purposes, the District has accepted the Alternative 2 estimate of 178,210 for 2035 
and 145,058 for 2019. The District is aware of opinions by the City of Everett that its forecasted 
population is nearer to the mid-range  estimate  than the higher figure.  To accept Alternative 3, Mill 
Creek would have to be assumed to take a significantly higher percentage of population growth 
which is not likely to happen. 
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Combining the three alternative population estimates by the County with the OSPI estimates for 
2019 (Table D-2) produces a student: population ratio that the District considers too low. The range 
of 1.2.92% to 13.30% would be significantly below any ratio dating to at least Year 2000 and is 
considered too conservative for long range capital facility planning purposes. 

The District will assume a future student:population ratio of 13.75% for 2019 and 14% for 2035. 
The ratios reflect a declining percentage as the population ages, but also provide a comfortable 
margin for long range planning by using a figure that is more in line with, albeit still lower than, past 
ratio trends. It is the mid-point between the ratios occurring 2006-2013. 

Table D-2 
2019 Estimates 

1Tsinu OSPT Estimates 

County 
PDS Alt. 1 

County 
PDS Alt. 2 

County 
PDS Alt. 3 

District Population 149,435 145,058 145,025 

OSPI 19,313 

Ratio 12.92% 13.3% 13.3% 

The above assumptions produce the following OFM-based FTE enrollment figures for use in the 
2014 CFP. 

Table D-3 
Estimated Enrollment (FTE1 

2010 I 	2011 2012 2013 
2014 2015 2016 2017 . 2018 2019 2035 

Actual Actual Actual Actual 

17,927 17,880 17,844 17,986 18,124 18,386 18,613 18,840 19,393 19,945 24,949 
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Kendrick Enrollment Projection Methodology 
W. Les Kendrick, Ph.D., Educational Data Solutions, LLC 

Enrollment for the Everett School District was projected using grade progression methods (cohort 
survival ratios) that track the progress of students as they progress from grade to grade. This method 
compares the enrollment in a given year at a specific grade (e.g., 2 grade) to the enrollment at the 
previous grade from the previous year (1 st  grade). The ratio of these two numbers provides an 
indication of whether enrollment typically stays the same, grows, or declines as students progress 
from one grade to the next. The progression ratios at each grade level were averaged over several 
years and then applied to the current year grade level enrollment (e.g., 2 grade) to predict next 
year's enrollment at the subsequent grade (e.g., 3` d  grade). This was done for every grade except 
kindergarten. The numbers were then adjusted and modified based on additional information about 
housing and population growth within the District (more on this below). 

Kindergarten enrollment was projected by comparing the kindergarten enrollment in a given year to 
county births 5 years prior to that year (birth-to-k ratio). The average of this number for the last 
several years was then used to predict next year's enrollment. The average was also applied to 
future known birth cohorts to project subsequent years. For years in which birth data was not 
available, births were projected based on forecasts of the county population available from State and 
local jurisdictions, State birth forecasts, the correlation between State and County birth rates, and an 
assessment of the most recently available fertility rates for the county. 

After completing the initial forecast, the numbers were adjusted using new home construction data, 
county population forecasts, and forecasts of the future K- 12 population in the county. New Home 
construction data was obtained from New Home Trends, including information about currently 
permitted units as well as information about future planned development within the Everett School 
District. Population forecasts for the county were obtained from State and county planning offices. 
And a forecast of the population for the Everett School District was created based on forecasts of 
growth for neighborhoods in and around the District and recent population estimates for the District. 
All of this information was considered and used to adjust the final forecast numbers, so that they 
would more closely reflect expected changes in housing and population growth within the District's 
boundary area in the coming years. 

Everett School District 	 F - 1 	 (anhal Faii1itiac P1a„ ')(11d_')f1Q 



Kendrick Enrollment Projections (FTE) 
4/8/2014 

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 
Actual Oct. 1 Enrollments Projected Oct. 1 Enrollments 

CEDAR WOOD 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 
K 45 43 45 38 42 40 40 41 40 41 
1 79 100 95 106 92 99 95 95 97 96 
2 72 89 100 108 116 98 107 102 101 104 

3 95 79 101 106 120 127 106 116 110 110 
4 96 96 81 97 116 128 135 114 124 118 
5 87 99 95 89 106 124 137 144 122 132 

TOTALS 474 506 517 544 592 616 620 611 595 601 

EMERSON 
K 55 50 56 59 55 54 53 55 55 55 
1 123 111 93 118 119 111 110 109 113 113 
2 99 114 101 90 112 114 106 105 105 108 
3 94 96 112 101 87 109 110 102 102 102 
4 97 92 91 112 95 83 104 105 98 98 

_ 5 79 87 83 85 106 91 78 99 101 94 
TOTALS 547 550 536 565 575 561 561 576 574 569 

FOREST VIEW 
K 48 42 39 51 44 43 43 45 45 45 
1 108 99 97 95 119 104 103 103 106 107 
2 94 111 96 84 93 118 103 102 101 105 
3 70 91 105 100 83 93 118 103 102 102 
4 84 67 88 106 97 82 92 117 102 101 
5 83 86 72 88 103 96 80 90 116 101 

TOTALS 487 496 497 524 540 536 539 560 572 560 

GARFIELD 

K 25 26 38 41 35 33 33 35 34 35 
1 67 63 63 76 94 83 79 78 82 82 
2 50 66 58 55 70 88 78 75 74 78 
3 62 46 67 61 51 67 85 75 71 71 
4 50 53 48 57 57 48 63 80 71 67 
5 58 51 53 44 53 53 45 60 76 67 

TOTALS 312 305 327 334 360 373 383 403 410 400 

HAWTHORNE 

K 45 42 51 42 43 42 42 44 43 44 
1 92 78 84 98 79 82 82 81 84 84 
2 83 83 77 80 87 72 74 75 74 76 
3 86 69 75 66 72 80 66 69 68 68 
4 78 77 59 73 58 65 73 60 62 62 
5 78 76 59 55 65 52 59 66 53 56 

TOTALS 462 425 405 414 404 393 396 394 385 389 

JACKSON 
K 25 40 35 36 36 34 34 36 35 35 
1 65 55 78 67 74 73 70 69 72 72 
2 58 61 50 70 64 69 68 64 64 67 
3 48 63 54 40 68 60 65 64 61 61 
4 56 48 65 63 38 63 56 60 59 57 
5 48 52 39 53 61 35 59 52 55 55 

TOTALS 300 319 321 329 341 334 351 345 347 346 
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Actual Oct. 1 Enrollments Projected Oct. 1 Enrollments 
JEFFERSON 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 

K 39 55 44 54 48 48 47 49 49 49 
1 84 81 102 86 103 96 95 94 98 97 
2 92 86 77 100 85 104 96 96 94 98 
3 84 94 87 83 100 87 106 99 98 97 
4 77 87 93 86 82 100 88 107 99 99 
5 83 88 80 96 85 82 101 88 108 100 

TOTALS 459 491 483 505 503 517 533 533 546 540 

LOWELL 
K 38 42 37 43 38 38 38 39 39 39 
1 96 87 83 78 89 81 82 81 84 84 
2 72 84 87 79 72 84 77 78 77 80 
3 78 75 94 72 74 70 82 74 75 75 
4 63 78 78 86 67 71 67 77 71 72 
5 65 69 75 68 80 64 67 64 73 68 

TOTALS 412 435 454 426 420 408 413 414 420 418 

MADISON 
K 40 39 37 40 37 36 36 38 37 37 
1 75 87 74 76 80 75 76 74 78 78 
2 80 79 68 69 70 76 72 72 70 74 
3 72 76 80 77 65 67 73 69 69 68 
4 75 71 73 71 71 62 64 69 66 66 
5 69 74 66 66 66 67 59 61 65 62 

TOTALS 411 426 398 399 389 383 378 381 386 385 

MILL CREEK 
K 55 49 45 54 50 47 47 48 48 48 
1 119 98 108 93 113 103 98 98 101 101 
2 132 120 101 117 95 114 104 99 98 102 
3 112 131 118 92 121 97 116 106 101 101 
4 111 120 123 122 94 121 98 117 107 102 
5 123 117 113 126 124 94 121 98 118 107 

TOTALS 652 635 608 604 596 576 584 566 573 561 

MONROE 
K 43 39 46 52 46 45 45 47 46 47 
1 84 91 98 88 113 101 100 100 103 103 
2 89 68 101 95 87 113 101 100 99 103 
3 81 82 74 102 95 88 114 102 101 101 
4 75 75 88 70 100 94 88 114 102 101 
5 89 76 81 87 68 100 94 87 114 102 

TOTALS 461 431 488 494 510 541 542 550 566 555 

PENNY CREEK 
K 52 55 52 53 52 51 50 52 52 52 
1 128 104 125 95 108 107 105 104 108 107 
2 129 134 112 127 96 109 108 106 105 109 
3 123 125 133 109 129 98 111 110 108 107 
4 117 131 127 125 110 130 99 112 111 109 
5 123 121 131 117 126 110 130 99 113 111 

TOTALS 672 670 680 626 621 605 603 583 596 595 

SILVER FIRS 
K 51 42 44 43 41 41 41 42 42 42 
1 99 89 74 91 82 79 81 79 82 82 
2 100 92 88 70 89 81 79 81 79 82 
3 76 94 94 84 69 90 83 80 82 80 
4 89 72 96 102 82 69 90 82 80 81 
5 94 88 77 96 100 81 68 89 82 80 

TOTALS 
	

509 	477 	473 	4861 	462 	442 	441 	454 	447 	447 
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Actual Oct. 1 Enrollments Projected Oct. 1 Enrollments 
SILVER LAKE 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 

K 46 43 49 43 47 43 43 45 44 44 
1 91 89 89 92 92 94 87 85 89 89 
2 73 86 96 91 97 90 93 86 84 88 
3 69 77 89 86 97 97 91 93 86 84 
4 82 68 69 82 91 95 96 89 92 84 
5 78 76 64 74 86 89 94 94 88 90 

TOTALS 439 439 456 468 509 509 502 492 483 480 

VIEW RIDGE 

K 47 38 37 39 36 36 36 37 37 37 
1 83 72 73 100 79 75 76 75 78 78 
2 88 89 83 92 99 79 75 77 76 79 
3 88 90 85 90 92 101 82 77 79 78 
4 100 82 85 90 89 92 102 82 78 79 
5 104 83 80 88 89 89 93 102 83 79 

TOTALS 510 454 443 499 482 472 463 451 431 430 

WHITTIER 

K 25 34 29 30 30 30 30 31 30 31 
1 76 68 66 61 67 68 69 67 70 70 
2 61 70 64 59 63 71 72 73 70 74 
3 62 69 70 73 61 66 76 76 78 75 
4 73 64 59 75 75 64 69 79 80 81 
5 60 76 68 66 77 78 66 73 83 83 

TOTALS 357 381 356 364 373 377 381 399 411 414 

WOODSIDE 
K 52 54 64 74 66 63 62 65 65 65 
1 116 116 129 133 157 140 136 134 140 139 
2 120 97 104 117 131 154 138 134 132 137 
3 92 116 99 111 117 130 154 138 134 132 
4 95 101 110 102 109 115 128 152 136 131 
5 100 94 99 108 101 107 113 126 149 133 

TOTALS 575 578 605 645 679 711 733 749 755 738 

OTHER 
K 6 4 5 10 7 6 7 7 7 7 
1 10 8 18 20 22 14 14 14 15 15 
2 10 13 10 16 20 22 14 14 14 15 
3 11 4 15 10 16 20 22 15 14 14 
4 9 10 4 9 10 16 20 22 14 14 
5 4 11 6 12 9 10 16 20 22 14 

TOTALS 50 50 58 77 82 88 92 91 87 81 

Actual Oct. 1 Enrollments Projected Oct. 1 Enrollments 
ELEMENTARY 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 

K 734 734 747 797 751 734 727 755 752 756 
1 1,595 1,496 1,549 1,573 1,680 1,586 1,555 1,540 1,599 1,593 
2 1,502 1,542 1,473 1,519 1,546 1,654 1,565 1,534 1,519 1,577 
3 1,403 1,477 1,552 1,463 1,517 1,547 1,659 1,570 1,539 1,524 
4 1,427 1,392 1,437 1,528 1,441 1,497 1,530 1,640 1,552 1,522 
5 1,425 1,424 1,341 1,418 1,505 1,422 1,480 1,513 1,622 1,535 

TOTALS 8,086 8,065 8,099 8,298 8,440 8,441 8,517 8,553 8,584 8,508 
9191 
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MIDDLE SCHOOL 
Actual Oct. 1 Enrollments 	 Projected Oct. 1 Enrollments 

EISENHOWER 	 2010 	2011 	2012 	2013 	2014 	2015 	2016 	2017 	2018 	2019 

6 	306 	282 	274 	265 	289 	274 	301 	326 	294 	333 
7 	292 	302 	291 	282 	272 	294 	280 	307 	332 	300 

TOTALS 885 882 866 8461 853 847 884 922 944 975 

EVERGREEN 
6 	356 342 333 311 323 360 328 318 353 350 
7 	359 352 345 330 304 320 357 325 315 350 
8 	352 351 348 339 326 301 319 356 324 314 

TOTALS 1,067 1,045 1,026 980 952 981 1,004 1,000 993 1,014 

GATEWAY 
6 	250 265 264 256 276 304 281 269 287 297 
7 	223 252 267 262 258 275 303 280 268 286 
8 	201 217 248 262 265 256 274 303 280 267 

TOTALS 674 734 779 780 798 835 859 852 835 850 

HEATHERWOOD 
6 	331 290 303 286 314 311 299 345 336 384 
7 	304 322 287 308 284 315 312 300 345 337 
8 	311 307 311 296 315 290 324 321 308 354 

TOTALS 946 919 901 890 913 916 935 966 990J 1,0761  

NORTH 
6 	243 226 240 219 212 247 212 222 243 258 
7 	220 229 211 253 217 211 247 210 220 242 
8 	218 222 221 199 248 211 206 242 206 216 

TOTALS 681 677 672 671 677 670 665 674 669 715 

OTHER 
6 	13 5 15 8 10 11 10 11 11 12 
7 	10 14 5 20 13 14 15 14 15 15 
8 	10 8 8 12 10 10 10 11 10 11 

TOTALS 33 27 28 40 33 35 35 36 36 38 

Actual Oct. 1 Enrollments Projected Oct. 1 Enrollments 
MIDDLE SCHOOL 2010 2011 2012 20131 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 

8 	1,379 	1,403 	1,437 	1,4071 	1,455 	1,347 	1,436 	1,522 	1,445 	1,504 
TOTALS 
	

4,286 	4,284 	4,272 	4,207 	4,225 	4,284 	4,382 	4,451 	4.466 	4,668 
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HIGH SCHOOL 
Actual Oct. 1 Enrollments Projected Oct. 1 Enrollments 

CASCADE 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 

9 521 474 491 437 458 473 438 467 496 470 

10 462 502 446 482 420 440 454 421 449 476 

11 457 441 465 419 454 393 412 426 395 421 

12 432 439 441 467 414 447 388 408 421 390 

TOTALS 1,872 1,856 1,843 1,805 1,746 1,753 1,693 1,722 1,760 1,758 

EVERETT 

9 389 382 399 409 396 414 384 410 434 412 

10 388 353 376 380 385 379 397 369 393 416 

11 341 347 311 315 326 334 329 345 321 341 

12 364 341 343 296 301 316 325 320 336 312 

TOTALS 1,482 1,423 1,429 1,400 1,409 1,443 1,435 1,444 1,483 1,481 

JACKSON 

9 513 507 533 580 552 567 527 561 594 565 

10 480 493 507 515 567 539 554 514 549 581 

11 470 455 444 472 480 526 500 515 478 510 

12 441 471 435 447 468 474 520 495 509 472 

TOTALS 1,904 1,926 1,919 2,014 2,068 2,106 2,102 2,086 2,130 2,128 

SEQUOIA 
9 3 24 8 8 11 11 10 11 12 11 

10 26 42 31 38 36 35 38 35 37 39 

11 89 61 82 70 74 74 72 76 70 75 
12 185 197 152 151 151 157 155 153 161 149 

TOTALS 303 324 273 267 272 276 275 275 279 274 

OTHER 
9 6 9 9 8 8 9 8 9 9 9 

10 9 11 5 10 9 8 9 8 9 9 
11 8 9 7 9 9 9 9 9 8 9 
12 22 9 9 4 6 7 7 6 7 6 

TOTALS 45 38 30 31 32 32 32 32 33 32 

Actual Oct. 1 Enrollments Projected Oct. 1 Enrollments 
HIGH SCHOOL 2010 2011 2012 20131 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 

9 	1,432 1,396 1,440 1,442 1,425 1,474 1,367 1,458 1,545 1,467 
10 	1,365 1,401 1,365 1,425 1,418 1,401 1,452 1,347 1,436 1,522 

11 	1,365 1,313 1,309 1,285 1,343 1,336 1,323 1,371 1,272 1,356 
12 	1,444 1,457 1,380 1,365 1,340 1,400 1,396 1,382 1,433 1,329 

TOTALS 	 5,606 5,567 5,494 5,517 5,526 5,611 5,538 5,558 5,686 5,674 

ALL GRADE LEVELS 
Actual Oct. 1 Enrollments 	 Projected Oct. 1 Enrollments 

	

2010 	2011 	2012 	20131 	2014 	2015 	2016 	2017 	2018 	2019 
DIST. TOTALS 	17,978 	17,916 	17,865 	18,022 	18,191 	18,335 	18,436 	18,562 	18,736 	18,850 
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General Policy Plan 	 Appendix F 

REViEW CRITERIA FOR SCHOOL DISTRICT CAPITAL FACILITY PLANS 

Required Plan Contents 

1, Future Enrollment Forecasts by Grade Span, including: 
a 6-year forecast (or more) to support the financing program; 

- a description of the forecasting methodology and justification for its consistency with 
OFM population forecasts used in the county's comprehensive plan. 

2. Inventory of Existing Facilities, including: 
- the location and capacity of existing schools; 
- a description of educational standards and a clearly defmed minimum level of service 

such as classroom size, school size, use of portables, etc.; 
- the location and description of all district-owned or leased sites (if any) and properties; 
- a description of support facilities, such as administrative centers, transportation and 

maintenance yards and facilities, etc.; and 
- information on portables, including numbers, locations, remaining useful life (as 

appropriate to educational standards), etc. 

3. Forecast of Future Facility Needs, including: 
- identification of new schools and/or school additions needed to address existing 

deficiencies and to meet demands of projected growth over the next 6 years; and 
- the number of additional portable classrooms needed. 

4. Forecast of Future Site Needs, including: 
- the number, size, and general location of needed new school sites. 

5. Financing Program (6-year minimum Planning Horizon) 
- estimated cost of specific construction and site acquisition and development projects 

proposed to address growth-related needs; 
- projected schedule for completion of these projects; and 

proposed sources of funding, including impact fees (if proposed), local bond issues 
(both approved and proposed), and state matching funds. 

6. hnpact Fee Support Data (where applicable), including: 
- an explanation of the calculation methodology, including description of key variables 

and their computation; 
- definitions and sources of data for all inputs into the fee calculation, indicating that it: 
a) is accurate and reliable and that any sample data is statistically valid; 
b) accurately reflects projected costs in the 6-year financing program; and 

a proposed fee schedule that reflects expected student generation rates from, at 
minimum, the following residential unit types: single-family, multi-family/studio or 1-bedroom, 
and multi-farnily/2-hedroom or more. 

Effective Date February 1, 2006 
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General Policy Plan 	 Appendix F 

Plan Performance Criteria 

1. School facility plans must meet the basic requirements set down in RCW 36,70A (the Growth 
Management Act). Districts proposing to use impact fees as a part of their financing program 
must also meet the requirements of RCW 8202. 

2. Where proposed, impact fees must utilize a calculation methodology that meets the conditions 
and tests of RCW $202. 

3. Enrollment forecasts should utilize established methods and should produce results which are 
not inconsistent with the OFlvl population forecasts used in the county comprehensive plan. Each 
plan should also demonstrate that it is consistent with the 20-year forecast in the land use 
element of the county's comprehensive plan. 

4, The financing plan should separate projects and portios ofprojects which add capacity from 
those which do not, since the latter are generally not appropriate fbr impact fee funding. The 
financing plan andlor the impact fee calculation formula must also differentiate between projects 
or portions of projects which address existing deficiencies (ineligible for impact fees) and those 
which address future growth-related needs. 

5. Plans should use best-available information from recognized sources, such as the U.S. Census 
or the Puget Sound Regional Council. District-generated data may be used if it is derived 
through statistically reliable methodologies. 

6. Districts which propose the use of impact fees should identify in future plan updates 
alternative funding sources in the event that impact fees are not available due to action by the 
state, county or the cities within their distract boundaries. 

7. Repealed effective January 2, 2000 

Plan Review Procedures 

I. District capital facility plan updates should be submitted to the County Planning and 
Development Services Department for review prior to formal adoption by the school district. 

2. Each school district planning to expand its school capacity must submit to the county an 
updated capital facilities plan at least every 2 years. Proposed increases in impact fires must le 
submitted as part of an update to the capital facilities plan, and will be considered no more 
frequently than once a year. 

3. Each school district will be responsible for conducting any required SEPA reviews on its 
capital facilitiesplan prior to its adoption, in accordance with state statutes and regulations. 

Effective Date February 1. 2006 
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General Policy Plan 	 Appendix F 

4. School district capital facility plans and plan updates must be submitted no later than 60 
calendar days prior to their desired effective date. (For example, if a district requires its updated 
plan to take effect on January 1, 2007 in order to meet the minimum updating requirement of 
item 2. above, it must formally submit that plan no later than October 30, 2006.) 

5. District plans and plan updates must include a resolution or motion from the district school 
board adopting the plan before it will become effective. 

Appendix F  
Effective Date February 1, 2006 
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Levels of Service Report 
(October 2013 Enrollment) 

Minimum Levels of Service 

Washington state law (RCW 36.70A.020) requires that public facilities and services 
necessary to support new housing developments shall be adequate to serve the 
development at the time the development is available for occupancy and use without 
decreasing current service levels below locally established minimum standards 
(minimum levels of services). 

The Everett School District sets the minimum levels of service as the district-wide 
average class size. The district's class size goals are described in Section 3: 
Educational Program Standards, Minimum Levels of Service, on page 3-4. The 
average class sizes for the 2013-2014 school year are shown below. 

Middle School 

Grades 6 - 8 
	

24A 

High School 

26.2 
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2012 
Impact Fees 1  

	

Revenue: $ 	692,719.00 

	

Expenditures: $ 	357,835.19 

	

$ 	118,065.85 

	

$ 	90,080.89 

	

$ 	149,688.45 

Mitigation Fee Credit 2  
 2012 Beginning Balance:! 	
_ 

	

 $ 	4,481,766.00 

	

Mitigation Fee Certificates:! $ 	464,023.001 

	

2012 Ending Balance:  $ 	4,017,743.00 

2013 

Impact Fees i  

	

Revenue: S 	560,885.00 

	

Expenditures: $ 	188,437.86 

	

$ 	11,125.77 

	

$ 	113,495.36 

	

$ 	2,383.53 

	

$ 	b1,433.20 

Mitigation Fee Credit 2 	 _ 

	

2013 Beginning Balance:!  $ 	4,017,743.001 

	

Mitigation Fee Certificates:!$ 	451,962.00 

	

2013 Ending Balance:! S 	3,565,781.00 

Sites 
Woodside Elementary School 
Heatherwood Middle School 

HM Jackson High School 

Sites 
Jefferson Elementary School 
Woodside Elementary School 
Heatherwood Middle School 
MM Jackson High School 

Impact fees are collected on housing developments within unincorporated Snohomish County (excluding the 
cities of Everett and Mill Creek). The revenues represent the total amount the district received from 
developers. The expenditures shows the amounts spent by the district at the identified schools. 

The mitigation fee credit shows the value of the Mitigation Fee Certificates used by developers. The charts 
shows the amount of the certificates claimed on developments within unincorporated Snohomish County. 
None of the certificates were used for developments within the cities of Everett and Mill Creek. 

Notes: 
1. Impact fee revenue was expended to relocate existing portables and/or purchase new portables to provide additional capacity at schools with 

unhoused students. 

2. In 2008, the District purchased a 30 acre parcel, on 180th Street SE as a site for future schools. As part of the purchase and sale agreement with 
the seller was a Mitigation Fee Credit for $4,660,000. All redeemed certificates are credited towards the existing balance. 
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The Washington  Growth Management Aci (GMA) outlines thirteen broad goals including 
adequat:e provision of necessary public facilitics brnd services. Schools are among these 

 necessary facilities and services, The public school districts serving Snnhoniis h County 
residents have developed capl.tal facilities plans to satisfy the requirements ofRCW 36 70A 070 
and to dt:ntif) ,  ad itiona.l scJiool facilities necessary to meet the educational needs of thegrowing 
student populations anticipated in their districts. 

This Capital Facilities Plan (CF P ) is intended to provide the Lake Stevens School District 
(District), SnohoinishCounts' , the City of Like Stevens, the City of Marys ilIe and Other 
jurisdictions a description of .ihcilities nced-d to aCcOmPloddte proiceted student enrollment at 

able levels of scr% ,ice aver the tic\t lv my ears, with a more detailed schedule and 
financing program for capital Innp 'oveinents men the next six years (2014-2019) 

The C.FP for the District was first prepared ii 1998 in accordance with the specifications set in 
Snohornish County Code; "certification" packets were prepared earlier fo.r the Countys old 
SBPA-based "fee" program. VILIV- 7 St th3rmisit County adopted its CMA Comprehensive Plan in 
l99, it addressed future sJ iool capital facilities plans in ppendi\ F ci the Gene al Policy Plan. 
This part oft the plan establishes the criteria for all future updates of the District CFI'. which is to 
occur eve ' tear•) years. This CFI updates tiic ]MA-btisedi Capital Facr.iues :Plan last adopted b y 

 the District in 20I2. 

in accordance with GMA mandates, and Snohomish. County chapter 30.66C, this CFP contains 
the following required elements: 
• 1 Z .̂ tr4 .l'S'xti;Ilti3Clet VC)s 	S S i%fl ..a a '̂ruCi ffElilffi ^ i iiiiiwiiiue'v, liU.L(li ^  ita 	ass ii as 55.1 if'`i ilj. 

• 
 

An inventory of existing Capital aciiities owned by the District, showing the locations and, 
student capacities of the facilities, 
A forecast -)ftltc future nccds for capiltal I eeilitics and school sites; distinsgnishin k civvcui 
exstI.ng and projected deficiencies.   

• Tht1 proposed capacities of expanded or new capital facilities. 

• . 	i':-) aw plan for financing clipitaI I tcilities within prujcct d funding capacities,which  
clearly identifies sources of public money for such purposes. The financing pan separates 
project and portions of projects that add s  capacity from. those which du hOt. since the latter 
ore generally not appropriate for impact ace funding. The financing, plan andior the impact 
fee calculation for7fftlfl must also differentiate hetwecn protects or portions of projects that 
address existing deliciencies tiric!igible for impact fees) and those which address future, 
growth-related lated need s- 

A calculation of impact J.cs to be assessed and support dai.a substuntiatiup said fors. 

A report on fees collected since 2..012 and bout' those funds were used. 

• A Level of Service repot comparing tiie Districts adopted educational service standards with  
actual exoenen;e since the 2012. relpoil. 

Lie , t e, rsti .5'r tetrteg })r". Orin 	 - 	 Capital I'ecdlhr'(PS' Ian 



In developing this CFP, the guidelines of Appendix F of the General Policy Plan were used as 
follows: 

• Information was obtained from recognized sources, such as the US. Census or the Puget 
Sound Regional Council. School districts may generate their own data if it is derived through 
statistically reliable methodologies. Information is to be consistent with the State Office of 
Financial Management (OFM) population forecasts and those of Snohomish County. 

• Chapter 30.66C. requires that student generation rates be independently calculated by each 
school district. Rates were updated for this UP. 

• The CFP complies with RCW70A (the Growth Management Act) and where impact fees 
are to be assessed, RCW 82.02.  

• The calculation methodology for impact fees meets the conditions and test of RCW 82.02.  
Districts which propose the use of impact fees should identify in future plan updates 
alternative funding sources in the event that impact fees are not available due to action by the 
state, county or the cities within their district boundaries. 

Adoption of this CFP by ref erence by the County and cities constitutes approvil of the 
methodology used herein. 

UInless otherwise noted, all enrollment and student capacity data in this CFP is expressed in 
terms of FTE (Full Time Equivalent)'. 

Overview of the Lake Stevens School District 

Th. Lake Stevens School District is located six miles east of downtown Everett and 
encompasses all of the City of Lake Stevens as well as portions of unincorporated Snohornish 
County and a sinIl portion of the City of Marysville. The District is located south of the 
Marysville School District and north o+ tke Src.,hom'h School Disunict.  

The District currently serves a student population of 8,187 (October 1, 2013 headcount) with six 
elementary schools, two middle schools. one mid-high school, one high school and one 
homesehool partnership program (HomeLi.nk). Elementary schools provide educational 
programs for students in Kindergarten through grade five. Middle schools serve grades six and 
seven, the mid-high serves grades eight and nine and the high school serves grades ten through 
twelve. HorneLink provides programs thr students from Kindergarten through grade twelve, 

Significant Issues Related to Facility Planning in the Lake Stevens School District 

The most significant issues facing the Lake Stevens School District in terms of providing 
clasisroom capacity to accommodate existing and projected demands are 

uneven distribution of growth across the district. requiring facilities to balance enrollment .: 

a aging school facilities; 

Full Time ELi v1em- (FTE)iJdude hiIthc students attcndiiia kindereartri [md ull siudcnn enrolled in 
erades 1 - 12. 
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the need for additional property and lack of suitAle site to accommodate a school 
facility; 

inability to locale more, ternpuniry classrooms on school sites it1rnut si,piifinnt site 
improvements required. 

These issued are addressed in greater detail in this Capital Facilities Plan. 
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Note: Definitions of terms proceeded by an asterisk (*) are -provided in Chapter 30.9SCC. 
They are included here, in some cases with further clarification to aid in the understanding of 
this CFP. Any such clarifications provided herein in no way afect the legal definitions and 
rrl at}try s assicued to the m in Chapter  30.9SCC. 

Lr eticlixC means Appendix F of the Snohomish County Growth Management Act (O MA) 
Comprehensive Plan, also referred to as the General Policy Plan ,(PP. 

*Area _ Cos  Allowance ( Z  oeckli Index means the current OSPI construction allowance flit, 
construction costs for each school type,. 

, .aetage p.ssess rtt:V_alue average assessed value by dwelling unit type for all residential 
units constructed within the district. These figures are provided by Snohomish County. For 
the 2014 Capital Facilities Plan the 'listed values are " 232,647 for single family dwellings. 
$94°670 :for ' ,Ietrn'e r.os!t'" multiple family; and 64444 for "small unit" multiple lam ly . 

*Boeckh index  means the number generated by the 1-1. IL Hoeckhi Company and used by 
OSPI as a guideline for determining the area cost allowance for new school construction, 
The Index for the 2014 Capital Facilities Plan is $200.40, as provided by Snohomish 

Roard means the Board of Directors of the Lathe Stevens School District ('Sch ool Boardl."). 

Capital i deiities  niva lti school leiJiate5 icleoti.!ied in tine Dis .rici's capital iac:iittiLs plan and are 
. syste.m improvements' as defined by the OMA as opposed to localized -prqj :c€ improvements." 

" 'x s:,it:tl Facilities P1 i 1 	FP) means the District's facilities plan adopted by its school hoard 
consisting of those elements required by Chapter 3lL55C and meeting the requirements of the 
(..MA and Appendix F of the General Policy Plan. -I he definition refers to this document, 

*Lit, m eans City of Take Stevens and, or Cii}° of h4a 4 sville. 

*CouliclI nle=.ti`, the Snohonriwh County Council and/or the Lake Stevens or Marysvillee City 
Council, 

lt1'J rnle'aaFn 'l ,O l'ohi1mishl County. 

T̂9ii171is t,L:c oicann the \\'iashirigix11 State DcI).irt.lTlent. of C Pr7lil.l;rce. 

*floe\°elo per means the F.•,rr_k I.-EC1]lLr:t of .1 development OCtivit`{, such cs am 	1'son or tE:Iiity' that 
owns or holds purchase= options or other ci vL.Ini°rn- ti.€ control over property for which 
development activity Ls proposed. 
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P!clonent means all subdivisions, short suhdivisiuns conditional use or special use permits, 
binding site plan approvaEs, rezones accompanied by an official site plan, or building permits 
(including building permits for multi-thniily and duplex residential structures, and all similar 
uses) and other eipplications requirinc ,  land use permitsor approval b3 Snohornish Coun, the 
City of Lake Stevens and/or City of Marysville. 

*Development AeLiity means any residential construction or expansion of a building, structure 
or use of land orally other changr of building, structure or land trot creates additional demand 
and need for school facilities, but excluding building rornuts for attached or detathLd ecessory 
anarirnents and remodeling or renovation permits which do not istilt in additional dwelling 
units. Also excluded fiom this definition is "Housing for Older Persons" as defined b 46 Usk, C 
§ 36{)7, when guaranteed by 	restrictive covenant, and nevi sirlc-farntiv detached units 
constructed on legal lots created prior to May l 1991. 

Domenirojl mcans any irJttLn authorization from Tile (01.131t) amdto C4> 	hicli 
authorizes the commencement of a development activity. 

%Jirec 	means the Director al the Snohomish County Department of Planning and 
Development Serviccs iPDS) or the Director's  dcsgne 

District meal's Lake Stevens School District No. 4 

li Id.  Prow tv Tax Levv  Rate means the District's current capital property tax rate pet-
thousand dollars of accecd v111LIC. For this Callitil I icihric's Plan the assumed k rate is 
.00159. 

ID  wellijgUnit Type means (1) single-family residences, (2) multi-family one-bedroom 
apartment or condominium units ('small will " and J. 12-family muitiplc-bcdcouui 
apartment or condoniiniuin units ('large unil 

ianrnhçe means school impact fees identified by the District to he committed as part of the 
funding for capital ibeilities liar which the publicly llmded share has been assured, development 
approvals have been sought or construction contracts have been let. 

*Ftumlt cd Ljjjyj_onstiuLt1onUsl rnuis the plannd Los[ 1 new clio1s or the actual 
construction costs Of schools of die same L,,rade span recently constructed by the District, 
including on-site and off-site ireprovenient costs. If the District does not have this Cost 
information available, eontruction costs of school flicilities of [lie same or similar grade span 
within another District are acceptable.

—  *FIT(J LI I flmutunaknt) is r n' Ins of measurin g s l,Lid t c iwrinILnt bamd on the n umber 
of hours per day in attendance at the Districts schools. A smileni is considered one FTPI iflic•.she. 
is enrolled liar the equivalent of a full schedule UCh full day. Kindergarten :studenls attend hal F- 
day programs and therefore we connied 0,5 FTC. For pwi  uses ol' this Capital Facilities Plan, 
Lill other students are counted as Loll FTE, (This is in line with OSPI's FTF mcasuremeias and 
Pr'i CCti0fl5. 
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' CFA [per stuclet t' means the Gross Floor Area er student, 

-t trade S ari means a category into which the District groups its grades of studthts (.g., 
eletmentar ^y, middle or iur nor high and high school). 

Growth MaejManagement 	(GMA) - means the Growth Management Act ( CW 3670A)  ) 

*Interest. Rate means the current interest rate as stated in the i3ond Buyer Twenty Bond 
General Obligation Banc( index, For this Carp tl. Facilities Plan an as uni d rate of 4,38  is 
'used, as provided by Snohomish Ct7rlrrt °. 

iL  nd _ Cost Per  Aer4.  means the estimat ,,A11  average land a cquisition COL per acre (m current 
doll rs) ba' ed on recent siic acqui.:;itiontosts. comparisons of c€ ^ rnparJbje site acquisition costs 
in C1£hu Crstl-iet . or the a`Jerage assessed allue r eracre of properties comparable  to s ,  fl 41tc-
locared within the District. 

*1• h.11ti_Farni1v Dwelling Unit means any residential dwelling unit that is not a single-family unit 
as defined by ordinance Chapter 30.660. 1  

*0FM means Washinuton State Orrice of.Finaneiai Management. 

.0)SIt means Washington State Office of the Superintendent. of Public }iastrzlc:tion. 

"I'c.rnianent facilities means school fa.eilities of the District with a fixed foundation. 

R.c, _ met ms the Revised. Code or N 'as:iingttln 4e state law). 

* el catab e Faef cities (,.also referred to as Portables) means factory-built structures, 
1:rrin5pti"table in one or more sections. th i are desio,nccV to be used as an education spaces and are 
needed to prevent the pverbt:hd.Iiig of school fidciliti• s, to meet the needs of service areas within 
the District, or to cover the gap between the time Ili-it families move into new r€°fiidentiai 
.&velopnients and the dutc that construction is completed on pennanent school Ihcilit ieN, 

* elocatable FaciliticsCost .means the total cost. based on actual costs U1calred by theDistrict, 
for purchasing and installing portable classrooms. 

-ntloeaiohl€ Facilities..- _Rtuc e•nt Ca achy nicatis the rated cap:.icit .R r a 1.ypical portable 
clussioorii used tin ,  a s1iecifed grade span. 

' Schuol Hl1i}_,te^ 1'C(: t"ImiIS rl. payment of money l l3i;pose upon development ent cis a coi) .1tIDIi of 
development approval to pay for school facilities needed to serve the new °nIW - dt and 
development The school .impact f e does not include a reasonable pen'llIU 11e, on application fee, 
the adit]in3Strrltl\ . !eee. br col vt1I1;. a d hanjliin'.. in1);a cr feesti or th cost of i evievving 
wd pen€lent fee cuhulatinn.s. 

For i urp:7;iL4 Q C'.I 1 C - ii;1i!Il Stn -:. is.srCs,'!t;l:lt lt: l'. fti!1It!i. I 	iswj I4'l71 t̀i Or Sin nr CICii vn t`, J?: ^ ?n i I10' iNCIL CLI in 

li]15 do?fisnsiTcDii. 
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*5A means the State Environmental Policy Act (Rt' \V 43,21,C). 

*ingle4ni ily  l)welIiig UJj!  means any deiiiclicd residential dwelling unit designed for 
occupancy by a singJeiamily or household. 

*Standard of Service means the standard adopted by the District which identifies the program 
year, the class size by grade span and taking into account the requirements of SILIdents with 
special needs, the number of classrooms, the rypes of facilities the District believes will best 
servo its, student population and other factors is Identified in the District's capital facilities plan.  
I'lie District's standard of service shall not be adjusted for any portion of the chscrooms housed 
r relocatable facilities that arL vsd as transitional facilities or traP any specialiLd facilities 

housed in relocatable facilities. 

State Match PcrreInaL means 	proportion of funds that are provided to the District for 
specific Capital projects from the State's Common School Construction fund These funds are 
disbursed based on a founmia which calculates district assessed valuation per pupil relative to the 

hik State asessed alaato pet pap'l to establish the maximum percentage of the total projt 
eligible to be paid by the State. 

*Student Factor Student Generation _Rate (SCd)J means the number of nirlemi of each, grade 
span (Llemuitdr\ middh rnid-lngh high school) th it the 1)islrjci determines are, typically 
generated by different dwelling unit types within theDislriet. Each 1)istrict will use a survey or 
statisticall y  valid methodology  to derive the speeftic student generation rate. provided that the 
survey or mcli odotog) s approLd by the 'nohornish County Council a put of inc adopted 
capital facilities plan Thr each District. (Sec Appendix J)) 

*Subdivision  uie as all si i ill and large kit subdivi.si)ns  as dcii'id in Soction 30 .41 of the 
Snohomish County Code. 

tin-housed Students -means District enrolled students who are housed in portable or temporary 
classroom space., or in permanent classroom ill NvIlk1i the ruuiiriuuni class size is exceeded. 

ljcallfiing,  Station means a facthtv space Llastcc1v1) spcciuieallv JL lie led to mi JLnicntmg the 
District's educational proirm and capable of ateonimodming at any one time., tit least a 6611 
class of' up 1.o 30 students. lii addition to iiidi ijonal classruous, these spaces tail include 
compuler labs, aud toi iu'i s inn 'ii urns, m usic rooms and othr special education and rLcoui c 
rooms. 

t lnlm sed Students nxnns District enrolled sWdL:uL ,, who are hous'd in pm t ibic or tLnip - 'r 
I ucrouni -) L.t Oi ill pc-Fl iflLIlt classnuo1i5 Ifl which hiu md\hlium class size is c'.ee Ld 

\C means 	\ uhin 	A iIon \\.7 	 dnnnisrrativc. Code. 
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School facility and student capacity needs are dictated by the types and amoLints of space 
required to accommodate the DistikLs adopted educational prnram. The educational program 
standards that typically dive facility space needs include grade configuration, optimum facility 
size, class size, educational program offerings, classroom utilization and scheduling 
requiremenis. and use of relocatable classroom facilities (portables). 

In add i.tiou, government mandates and community expectations may affect how classroom space 
is used. Traditional educational programs offered by school districts are often supplemented by 
nontraditional or special programs such as special education. English as a second Language, 
reniediatiori. migrant education, alcohol and drtg education., AIDS education, preschool and 
daycare programs., computer labs, music proIams, etc. These special or nontraditional 
educational programs can have a significant impact on the available student capacity of school 
facilities, 

lixarnples or special programs offered by the Lake Stevens School District at specific school 
sites include: 

• Bilingual Program 

• Behavioral Program 

• Community Education 

• Conflict Resolution 

• Contract-l3ased Lcaunin 

• Credit Retrieval 

• Drug Resistance Education 

Eur]: Learning Center. which includes [iCEAP cad developuentally-dc!ayed preschool 

• Highly Cnpubk 

• l-lzuc School Partnership (F-tomeLink)  

• Language Assistance Program (LAP) 

• Life SkiLls ScIfComa ned .Procrani 

• MultiAge InstructIon 

• 	ILTiLii Start 

Senior rotI (volunteer time as !Nan o.l course work) 

Summer School 

• Structured E.oarning Centei 

• Title I 
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Title 2 

• Career and Technical Education 

Variations in student capacity between schools are often a result of hat special or n zttraditiocal' 
programs are offered at specific schools. These special programs require classroom spas. w hIch 
c.ar.1 reduce they regular classroom capac=ty of some of tltc buildings housing these programs. 
Some students, for example, leave their regular classroom For a short period of time to receive 
instruction in these special. programs. Newer schools within the. District have been designed to 
accommodate :tic>St r1l' these r r rang. f towev'er, older schools aliec require spa c,- rn. ocli ti cat] olls 
to aceom61odit.e special p ograrns, and in some circumstances, t osc modifications may reduce 
the overall classroom cnacit:ies of the buildings. 

District educanotial p€ogram rcquiarzmutts will undoubtedly change in the future as a result of 
changes  inges in the pt'o ram } ar. special programs clays sues, grade: span conic ur{,titre ,state 
funding lciels and use of new technology, as well as other physical aspects of the school 
facilities. The scho &? Lapaciiv inventory will be re' iea ved periodically and adjusted For an y 
changes to the' th'cat.om l pt'ograin Standards. These changes `r' ill also be re ,cctcd iIi f 4L°ure 
updates of this Capital Facilities Plan. 

The District's minimum educational program requirements, which directly af'ibct school 
capacity, are outlined below for thc elementary, middle, mid-high and high school gjadc levels, 

Educational Program Standards for Elementary Grades 

Average class size for grades K-S should not exceed 27 Students 
• Special Education for students may be provided in a self-contained classroom. The practical 

capacity fur these classrooms is  15 students. 

* All students will be provided music instruction in a separate classroom. 

• Students may have a scheduled time in a computer lab. 
• Optimum design capacity. for `sic4'v' eke€1 eeBcC!' schools is 500 students. Ho\\'evLP°, ;iCgIIc 

t,upaCiI}' C3 .. individual 'idea school. €7€:w vary dcpndiiig dcpndii. on the Gduoutlt}F€. LI nro,,rarns atiered. 

Educational Program Standards for Middle, Mid-High and High Schools 

* Class size for secondary grade (6l2) regular classrooms should not exceed iD stot£1C1Iis. The 
District assumes a practical capacity for high school. mid-high and middle school classrooms 
Of 30 students. 

* hpv'Cial l"ducaiion for studenio may be provided in a self-contained classroorm. The pcaeLicrll 
capacity for these classrooms is 1 5 Students., 

a te;ptult of SCleru1tmau ccxltIicts fn* s.r€clIii. p tuuao'gig9. tit c need for specialized room for 
certain programs . and the need for teachers to have a workspace during planning periods, it is 
not posside to achieve I W*, utilization o o 1 regular teac h ing Stations throughout the dal'. 
Therefore, classroom capacity is aC Justcf•I u.Iahas r. utilila'€C)I1 factor of 83% at the ]ugh school, 
liild-hh;J1 and middle school levels. 

* 

 

Sonic .` pey.iai i:d€eaLi t services ibr sudcnis wilt he provided in a celt ctantt.Ei;z'.:€.l Classroom. 
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• Identified students will also be provided other nontraditional educational opportunities in 
classrooms designated as follows: 

+ Resource Rooms (i.e. computer labs, study rooms). 
• Special Education Classrooms. 
' Program Specific Classrooms: 

0 Music 
• Drama 
• Art 
• Physical Education 
• Family and Consumer Sciences 
• Career and Technical Education 

• Optimum design capacity for new middle schools is 750 students. However, actual capacity 
of individual schools may vary depending on the educational programs offered. 

• Optimum design capacity for new high schools is 1500 students. However, actual capacity 
of maivicivai schools may vary depending on the educational programs offered 

The Lake Stevens School District will evaluate student housing levels based on the District as a 
whole system and not on a school by school or site by site basis. This may result in portable 
classrooms being used as interim housing, attendance boundary changes or other program 

Table 3-1 	 changes to balance student 
Classrooms Exceeding 	 housing across the system as 

Educational Service Standards 

School 
Grade 
Span Classrooms 

Classrooms 
Exceeding 
Class Size 
Guidelines 

Glenwood Elementary K-5 27 7 
Highland Elementary K-5 26 6 
Hillcrest Elementary K-5 26 9 
Mt. Pilchuck Elementary K-5 25 2 
Skyline Elementary K-5 24 0 
Sunnycrest Elementary K-5 27 8 
Lake Stevens Middle 6-7 27 11 
North Lake Middle 6-7 39 24 
Cavelero Mid-High 8-9 62 3 
Lake Stevens High School 10-12 61 53 
Total 344 123 

a wuole. 

The Lake Stevens School 
District has set minimum 
educational service standards 
based on several criteria. 
Exceeding these minimum 
standards 	will 	trigger 
significant 	changes 	in 
program delivery. If there 
are 28 or more students per 
classroom in a majority of 
K-S classrooms or 31 or 
more students in a majority 
of 6-12 classrooms, the 
minimum standards have not 
been met. 

year. It should be noted that the minimum educational standard is just that, a minimum, and not 
the desired or accepted operating standard. Also, portables are used to accommodate students 
within District standards, but are not considered a permanent solution. (See Chapter 4). 
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SECTION rq..i CAPITAL 	 111 1INVENTORY 

Capital Facilities 

Under GMA, public entities are required to inventory capital facilities used to serve the existing 
populations. Capital facilities are defined as any structure, improvement, piece of equipment, or other 
major asset, including land that has a useful life of at least ten years. The purpose of the facilities 
inventory is to establish a baseline for determining what facilities will be required to accommodate 
future demand (student enrollment) at acceptable or established levels of service. This section provides 
an inventory of capital facilities owned and operated by the Lake Stevens School District including 
schools, portables, developed school sites, undeveloped land and support facilities. School facility 
capacity was inventoried based on the space required to accommodate the District's adopted educational 
program standards (see Section 3). A map showing locations of District school facilities is provided as 
Figure 1. 

1C 1T . 	1 	 T7 
	two 	 , The LaKe oieveiis 	UOO1 L.JlSulcl. includes: six ceniciIw1y 	graues .is-., LWO nnuuie scnoois 

grades 6-7, one mid-high school grades 8-9, one high school grades 10-12, and an alternative K-12 home 
school partnership program (HomeLink). 

Table 1— School Capacity Inventory 

School Name 

Site 
Size 

(acres) 

B!dg. 
Area 

(Sq. Ft.) 

Teaching 
Stations 
SPED 

Teaching 
Stations 
Regular 

Perm. 
Student 

Capacity*  

Capadty 
with 

Portables 

Year 
Built or 

Last 
Remodel 

Potential for 
Epansion 
of Perm. 
FacilL 

Elementary Schools 

Glenwood Elementary 
Hillcrest Elementary 
Highland Elementary 
Mt. Pilchuck Elementary 
Skyline Elementary 
Sunnycrest Elementary 

9 
15 
8.7 
22 
15 
15 

42,673 
49,735 
49,727 
49,833 
42,673 
46,970 

2 

4 
3 

27 
26 
26 
25 
24 
27 

513 
549 
512 
501 
513 
549 

621 
711 
620 
582 
621 
738 

1992 
2008 
1999 
2008 
1992 
2009 

Nc 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 

Total 84.7 281,611 9 155 3,137 3,893 
Middle Schools 

Lake Stevens Middle 
School 

North Lake Middle School 

25 

15 

86,374 

90,323 

4 27 

39 

684 

751 

924 

991 

1996 

2001 

No 

No 
Total 40 176,697 4 66 1,435 1,915 
Mid-High  
Cavelero Mid-High School 37 224,694 3 62 1,418 1,418 2007 Yes 
Total 37 224,694 3 62 1,418 1,418 

High Schools 
Lake Stevens High School 38 207,195 8 61 1,526 2,036 2008 Yes 

Total 38 207,195 8 61 1,526 2,036 

Other 
HomeLink 

(K-12 Homeschool Program) 
Housed at North Lake MS 

Source: Lake Stevens School District 
Note: Student Capacity figure is exclusive of portables and adjustments for special programs. 
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number of teaching siaLlous within each building and the space requirements of the Distriris adopted 
education program. These capacity ca1cuiatons were used to establish the District's baseline capacity 
and determine thturc capacity needs based on projected student urol1nicnt The school capacity 
inventory is suznmtrizLd in Table 4-!.  

Relocatable classrooms (portable,,) are not viewed by the District as a solution :ftr, housing students on a 
permanent hiis Therefore these facilities ivere not included in the puniapent school capacity 
calculations provided in Table 4-1. 

Leased Facilities 

The District does not lease any permanent ehtssroLnn space. 

Portables are used as interim classroom space to house students until finding can be secured to construct 
permanent classroom facilities. Portables are not viewed by the District as a solution for housing, students 
on a permanent haSIL The Lake Ste\ ens LhJol District currently uses 66 portable classrooms at various 
school sites throughout the Dtstrict to uro\1& intixini capacity for K- 12 student- , . In ackhticn 14 portable 

classrooms are used to accommodate the Early 
Table 4-2 - Pr-(At 	 Learning Center, which is not a K12 program. 

A h,ni;1 	•kl 
PrialOc (a61),  E3 rtab1C 

in 
______School 	we Chissrenm rLb& 
E: 5\LNTARY 

4 108 3,554 
1flhlcrest 

 
8 162 5,376 

highland 6 162 5,376 
Mt. P11-chuck 4 81 2,688 
Sky!iiic 4 108 3,584 
Sunn'ct 7 189 6272  

Total 3 810__ 0,880 
MIDDLE 

Lake Stevens Middle 8 240 7,168 
N orth lake Middle 8 240 C) S  

ina1 480 14336 

1-1.1 (dId 
Lake Severis Iel 7 10 32 

Schoal 
foul 17 51t1. 

DiLrki K-12 ftial 66 (.800 - 	56.148 
(OTHER 

EorkLairningCcntcr 14 35(1 

Ncni .K-!? Total 14 3511 

U  t'" 	1fl.'t(.LItfl 	 ¼.UC4..?& ] I .ajjtJ 	 !._t411 

capacity for a thu-size class Of sLudcnts. 
Current use of portables throughout the District 
is summarized in Table 4-2. 

In, addition to the portables listed aboc the  
Disu let purchased a portable in 2005 to house 
the Technology Department, a i)istr.ict-wide 
support team The portable is located at \OLIU 
Lake Middle School, across from the District 
Administration Office. It will not add space for 
interim student housing 

The District will continue to purchase or move 
existing portables, as needed, to cover the gap 
heiween the time that families move into new 
rcsiduinial developments and the time the  
District is able to complete construCtion on 
permanent school facilities. Some of the 
District's existing portables are beyond. their 
serviceable aic  and arc no longer able to be 
moved. I. ipon completion nu pletion of adchtiol schooi 
[hcilities, the probuhilitY exists these units will 
be demolished. 



Figure 1 Map of District Facifities 
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Support t aciliti . 

In SdeJih•W to schools. the .Lake Stevens School. District owns and operates additional facilities 
that p meide operational support 1'nr:tions to the schools. An inventory of the facilities is 
provided in Table 4-3. 

Table 4-3 -- support Facilities 

A re:, 

I^^ili. 	 sheAenvs - 	i§.R.ff.` 

EduL uJo;3 Service ; 	+ 	 14 	13,700 

	

1.0 	3000 

Maintenance 	 1.0 	61,391 
Tr3nti)ori Lion 	 6.0 	17.555'0_ 

Tom1 

 

	

94 	40,641 

Land Inventory 

The .L•.aal;e Stevens Scho l District owns six undeveloped sites described below 

Ten acres located in the northeast area of the I)lsf;•ifct ( octhsloy area) ,  west of i-iighhz ay 92. This 
she will eventually he used t r an elementary school (beyond the year 2019). It is presently used 
as an auxiliary sports field. 

An approximately 35-acre site northwest of the intersection of I -Tighwav 9 and Soper I till Road. 
bordered by hike Drive on the east planned for Use as a middle school site, 

1 pair l of appm\Irnatel, 23 acres located al 'D en  Street SE and 3' d  Street. This poalurt-y was 
donated to the School lhstrUet for an educational facilit}t. The property is ereHcahsred by 
wetlands teal easements. l eaving less than 10 available acres (not considered sufficient for an 
elementary school site). 

i 5.1 acre peace] locutc1 at ?fil th  Strc.t SE and 83 r  `I Street that has been used as an access to t1ra 
mid-high site. 

A 20 I't. t 200 ft. parcel located on 2O' Street SF has risen. declared surplus by the Lake Stevens 
School Board and will be used in exch ange for dedicated right-oi=wav for Cavclero IN-lid-High. 

A'?.42 acre sire (Juhb Field), located in an area anurt.!} c}Ct:ti412w:av 492. is used as a small so ihafl 
field. .11 is not of:4uifici ant size to support a school. 



SECTION I.'STUDENT IENROLLMENT TRENDS IIIPROJECTIONS  

Student enrollment in the Lake Stevens School District remained relatively constant between 
1973 and 1985 (15%) and then grew significantly from 1985 through 2005 (approximately 
120%). Between October 2008 and October 2013, student enrollment increased by 479 FTE 
students, approximately 7%. Overall there was a 2% decline countywide during this period. 
The October 1, 2013 enrollment was 7,759 student FTEs, an increase of 118 students (1.6%) 
over October 1, 2011, the last CFP reporting period. The District has been, and is projected to 
continue to be one of the fastest growing districts in Snohomish County based on the OFM-based 
population forecast. Population is estimated to rise from 41,238 in 2013 to over 61,000 in Year 
2035. 

Figure 2 - Lake Stevens School District 
Enrollment Projection 

9,000  

78:000000  

6,000 - 

3,000 

2,000 

1,000 

I 

"V'V 	'L  

Elementary a Middle rd Mid-High is High 

Enrollment projections are most accurate for the initial years of the forecast period. Moving 
further into the future, more assumptions about economic conditions and demographic trends in 
the area affect the projections. Monitoring birth rates in Snohomish County and population 
growth for the area are essential yearly activities in the ongoing management of the capital 
facilities plan. In the event that enrollment growth slows, plans for new facilities can be delayed. 
It is much more difficult, however, to initiate new projects or speed projects up in the event 
enrollment growth exceeds the projections. 
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Table 5-1 
Enroilnient as Percentage 

ofPopulation  

FTE 	Student! 

	

PopulationStudent 
	Populatiou 

Fnroltnient 	Rtio 

	

(Actual) 	(Updated) 

2000 29 , 888 6 ,305 211% 

2001 30,897 6,633 21.5% 

2002 31 , 905 6,800 21.3% 

2003 32914 6996 213% 

2004 33,923 7,1091 21.0% 

2005 34 , 932 7.299 20.9% 

2006 35,941 7,240 20.1% 

2007 36 , 950 7 , 267 19.6% 

2008 37959 7 , 307 1929/6 

2009 38968 7 , 433 19.1% 

2010 39977 7 , 56B 18.9% 

2011 40,248 7 ,640 19.0% 

2012 40 , 726 7655 188% 

2013 41 . 238 779 18.8% 

2014 42,142 7,860 18.70% 

2015 43,047 7,959 18.50% 

2016 43,851 8,055 18.30% 

2017 44,856 8.150 B.20 0NO  

2018 45,760 8.242 18,00% 

2Di9 46,665 8,331 1790 0 u 

For its planning purposes, the District forecasts 
enrollments using the Ratio method, which 
measures FIE enrollment as a percernage of 
population. Table 5-1 shows this ratio from 
2000 to 2013 based on official census and 
county population estimates adopiLd in 2012 by 
the Soohoanish County Tomorrow Steering 
CommitteL and Snohomish Counts Council,  
hnrclIment are based on District records of 
actual FTE enrollments. 

The luture enrollment forecasts 2014-2O1O) by  
the Office of the Superintendent of Public 
Tntrittinn (OSPI) were not -9-dopted for use al 
the District's 2014 CH" update. OSPI 
niethoclology uses a modihcd cohort survival 
method based on headcount. This method 
estimates how many students in one year will 
attend the next grade in the following year. The 
methodology is explained in. Appendix B. OSPI 
1-Icadeount estimates are found in Table 5-2 and 
differ from the Disirict's Ratio-based FTE 
estimates in Table 5-3. The OSPI estimates are 
too high in the opinion of th District. They 
would produce a student/pupulatioci ratio of 
19.1% in 2019 when the percentage has been 
declining consistently since 2001. 

At this time, the District has at least one section 
of for-pay full-day Kindergarten at each of its 
six eletnenLiry schools. llowever, the majority 
of Kindergarten students still attend hnlIdav 
Kindergarten. The Ilistrict is riot yet eligible fbi' 
slate-boded full-day Kindergarten at any of its 

choais. As a result, the District will continue to use student .tull-time equivalent cITE) numbers 
for its calculations. I 'he District is aware of Ihe potential rcquiremcnl, with accompanying stare 

funding. br lull-day kindergarten hcginirna m 201$. This is not considered in This Capital 
Facilities Plan because tile requirement is not officially in place. Should it happen prior to the 
2016 update the District may revise its plan nccordin,ly. 

Ia) SLILIIJU[UV, the E.okc Stevens School lIsi,ric't, using the ratiO nieU-iod, estimates that FTh 
enrollment will total 8,33$1 students in 2019. Tali,- represents a 7.4% FTE increase over .20).31 
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Table 5-2 shows TLltl1re exn:rc]llit]en1 by grade span. It is based in part on the percentage 
distribution by OSPi e  although the District assumes a slower pace of growth over the next six 
y Hers. ThL es[ilZlatcs are based on a more i.gcusC'i analysis of trends that show a similar growth 
rate at the elementary level. but lower at the higher grade spans. 

able 5-2 - Projected FE E IS elh cent by Grate Span 2013-2019 
Lake Stevens School .District -1. TE 

Grad e  Span 

Elementse'+y Schott 
Middle Suhool 
Mid^Ftiatr School 
H15j - School  

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017  201 8  2013 

3,612  37 10 3,825  3,836 '3}992 4 . 070  4J22 
1,268  1 ,.218 1,228 1,282 t276 1,260 1,336 
1,225 1,310 1,321 1,260 1,282 1,307 1.308 
1,654 1.623 1 535 1,627 1.620 1, 316 1,565 

0 1, a. ° t ' Q5i 4.nO 5,242 r,,+31 

2O5 Etr o1iment Fiujections 

Although student enrollment projections beyond 2019 are highly speculative, they are useful for 
developing 1oii-rnnge l:u171p1"Ci1fi:TlSiVC; iiiCl)_iil pleili5. ii ire 3-rite Lii?'ii tlieu projection s  
may also be used in determining future site acquisition needs. 

The District projects a 203$ student .P'V.E enrollment of 10 656 based on the rrrti&' method. 
(C)ST=T does not forecast enrollments beyond 2019). Tftc forecast is based on the C'ountv's OEM- 
has:ed pnpulttion forecast. of 61,136. Assuming the County forecasts are correct, student 
enrollment will continue to increase through 2035 and the 17. ; %G, ratio is considered reasonable, 
T. he 2013 actual ratio kvas 188% SN has forecasted a decline in the stucient.'pol3ulatiri ratio. 
The 2035 assumption reflects this ratio decline. 

Tcrhllc -3 - Projected 2035 Ercolhncrt 

Grade Span  2035: 

EIvrnertllary Sthoc0 55,272 

Middle Sch c>E 1,709 

Mid-High School 1,673 

High School 2,002 

Total 1 O,55B 

The 2035 estimate represents a 37% increase over 2013 enrollment levels, The total enrollment 
eStirI.UL? ',va broke n dc, 'son by grade span to e'd1UhItc lon ,̂i-L'ii Site LIti.C1u1sitno.n needs -for' 

letx] r nr', 11Mt.ldS- se hoe nod -hieh Sihi1dl and ; -,icl-, sctioxi1 i 4i lilies. f."inohl`+t1lefl by grade span 
was ceimiriec based on ecciut and pnoiecleci enrollment trends at the ek nentazy, ?n;l3.L1l2-, mid  

high and hi hh school lee, ck. 

'.should projected cnroltntetu 11% ieriaii c is de ser bed in 'I a.hle 5 - 3. it is csf.ii1 llccl that the f);4trct 
',1x..1;:1 I'eC uirC 1111 4i iditionel >$ clutssrouni s at the e.emoe.itar level, 10 classrooms at the middle 
.;W:]C ol .1'x4'`6.1. 13 classrooms at the mid-high ieel and 27 classrooms at the high school level. 
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These additional classroouis could take the fbrni of relocathle classrooms (portahles), 
additional c.lasrooins at existinu schools or new campuses. Iii addition, it is possible that the 
District would require additional support -i.acilitics, like a maintenance building, technology  
center or additional bus service lacilitlec in servo the projcted enrollment.  

Again, the 2035 estimates are highly speculative and are used only for general planning 
purposes Analysis of fntiire ticHiry and capacity needs is provided in Section 6 of this Capital 
Facilities Plan. 

irxaNe ci:issroeni s:•ce 	ri 	ondercJ purl OlriT)u1:e1l1 eupei.lv 

La eLakeke vons Sch'fl! Dtrici 	 5-4 	 Cn'pital iciiltics P/tm 



Current enrollment at each grade level is identified in Table 5-2. The District currently (2013) 
has 475 unhoused students at the elementary level and 128 unhoused students at the high school 
level. It has excess capacity at the middle school (167) and mid-high (193) school levels. 

Projected available student capacity was derived by subtracting projected FTE student 
enrollment from 2014 permanent school capacity (excluding portables) for each of the six years 
in the forecast period (2014-2019). The District's enrollment projections in Table 5-2 have been 
applied to the existing capacity (Table 4-1). If no capacity improvements were to be made by 
the year 2019 the District would be over capacity at the elementary level by 985 students, 110 
students at mid-high and 39 at the high school level. The middle school level would have excess 
capacity of 99 students. 

Projected future capacity needs are depicted on Table 6-1. This table compares actual future 
space needs with the portion of those needs that are "growth related." RCW 82.02 and SCC 
30.66C mandate that new developments cannot be assessed impact fees to correct existing 
deficiencies. Thus, any capacity deficiencies existing in the District in 2013 must be deducted 
from the total projected deficiencies before impact fees are assessed. The percentage figure 
shown in the last column of Table 6-1 is the "growth related" percentage of overall deficiencies 
that is used to calculate impact fees. 

Table 6-1- Projected Additional Capacity Needs 2013 — 2019 

Grade Span 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2013-2010 

Elementary (K-5) 
Capacity Deficit (475) (573) (688) (749) (855) (933) (985) 
Growth Related (98) (213) (274) (380) (458) (510) 51.78% 

Middle School (6-7) 
Capacity Deficit 167 219 207 153 159 185 99 
Growth Related 52 40 (14) (8) 18 (68) 68.69% 

Mid-High (8-9) 
Capacity Deficit 193 108 97 158 156 111 110 
Growth Related (85) (96) (35) (37) (82) (83) 75.73% 

High School 10-12) 
Capacity Deficit (128) (97) (59) (101) (94) (90) (39) 
Growth Related 31 69 27 34 38 89 0.00% 

Table 6-1 does not consider the construction of a new elementary school. The District's six-year 
capital improvement plan (Table 6-3) includes the project. Deficiencies would remain at three 
grade levels (not Middle School), although the elementary deficit would drop to 485 with a new 
elementary school. 
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Additional elementary. middle, mid-high and high school classroom space will need to be 
constructed between 2015 and 2035 to meet the projected student population increase. The 
District will have to purchase additional school sites to facilitate growth during this time frame. 

By the end of the six-year forecast period 2019), additional permanent student capacity will be 
needed as follows: 

Table 6-2 —2019 Additional taat 	seed 

9 
2013 2019 lditftnal  

Grade Level 
Capacity Capaci ty Capacity 

Ndd 
hh 57 485* 
1 :4 -3  _5  ,435 

1VI 	r_1 4 1 9 
High Schue! 1,51216 126 59 

Total .5 	0 ,O1 6 524 
awnt; coist Li 	 duO ci ncivar\ icRoc I 

These figures riiect a planned clemefitary school improvement by the District by 2019 

Planned Improvements (2013 2019) 

The following is a brief outline of those projects likely needed to accommodate un-housed 
students in the Lake Stevens School District through the Year 2019 hscd on OSPI enrollment 
proeci iuns 

Elenientary Schools: Based upon current enroitnicrit estimates, elementary student population 
will increase to the level of requiring a new ek.nicntary school.. The construction of a new 
elenienlary school is prcjected by 2019 nd will require placing a bond issue before tlie 
electorate. If a school is built, there would be, 485 unlioused students, a number less than the 
Distric.i s standard o#`500-student epacii or eIenlci.ltary chcols. 

Middle Schools: With the move of the 8'' crude to the new Covelero Mid-High School, there is 
currently sufficient student capacity. 

Mid-Hittb School: Caveleru Mid-High. opened in 2007. houses grades g & 9. 

gh Sch ools . I he high school houses grades I fl-12. IhCTC will be an estimaied 39 unlicised 
students at this level, Additional classroom space i]l be mmceunirnudalcd ' hIm portables. 

Interim Clas sroom Facilities (Fortahks): Additional portables will he purchased in finiic 
years, as needed. However, it remains n District, goal to house all -aLIdefllc in Permanent 
facilities. 
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Site Acquisition and Improvements : An additional elementary school site will be needed in an 
area where student growth is taking place. The 10-acre Loullsloy property is in the far corner of 
the district, not in an area of growth and will not meet this need. Affordable land suitable for 
school facilities will be difficult to acquire. Funds for the purchase of land suitable for an 
elementary facility will have to be included in a bond issue. At this time a bond issue has not 
been sch duled for placement before the District electorate. 

Support Facilities  

The District does not project the need for additional support Iacilities during period of the six-
year finance plan. 

Capital Facilities S r"x-Year Finance Plan 

The Six Year Finance Plan shown on Table r,-1 demonstrates how the District intends to fund 
new construction and improvements to school faciliinies for the years 2014-2019. The financing 
components include bond issue(s), State match lijods, school mitigation and impact fees. 

The financing plan separates projects and portions oj" rejects that add capacity from those that 
do not, since the lancer are generally not appropriate for impact fee fimtliri The financing plait 
and impact fee calculation formula also differentiate between projects or portions of projects that 
address existing deficiencies (ineligible for impact, fees) and those which address future growth  
relater- needs 

neral Obligation Bongs : Bonds are. typically used to fund construction of new schools and 
other capital improvement projects. A 6O.l voter approval is required to pass a bond. Bonds arc 
then retired through collection of property taxes. A capital improvements bond for $65,500,000 
w• s approved by the electorate in February 2005. These funds were used to construct the 
Cuvelcro Mid-High School. the modernization of Mt. # iichuck, Sunnycrest and ► .:ti llcrest 
Elementary schools, Lake Stevens High School 500 Building and the District athletic Facility. 

If actions by state, county and Inca] jurisdictions determined that impact fees were rioll available 
in the future to fund growth-related projects, it would be necessary for the District to seek 
additional funds trough voter approved geacral obligation bonds coupled with available state: 
in etch. 

`file total. cost of the growth related projects outlined in Table 6 -3 represent recent and current 
bids per infcrrrnalion obtained through OSPI. the District's urchitc°ct and neighboring school 
district that have rec;:.l;tly or are planning to construct classroom space. An inflation factor of 
2.5`r%t, per year has been applied out 1.0 2019. 

State Mat ch Fund: : State Match Funds come from the Common School Construction Fund. 
Bonds arc sold on behalf of the, tend then retired from revenues accruing predominately from the 
sale of renewable resources (i.e. timber) from State School lands set ,snide by the Enabling Act of 
18189. lfthece sources are insufficient to meet needs, the Legislature can appropriate funds or the 
Stare Board and o Education ati(j1:1 care tiIl1l.ish a lI ordtoriuIr1 on certnjn projects. t5. 

School tiffs 7'lct;: !.7 3V spec Ctt1 11J. ;s' fir State TIT ;1.0 17i:'i. ! : .funds for .:3irl capital 7l"{:)je t, l o qualif1'. ;. t.4 
pfe7tee..t IItrs't li ;t iin..t 5tate-..-rIa3l)Ii hcd criteria t i need Thiss is cim-riningid t,l, .= formula i:hit 
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specifies the amount of square footage the State will help finance to house the enrollment 
projected for the district- If a project qualifies, it can become part of a State prioritization 
system. This system prioritizes allocation of available funding resources to school districts based 
on a formula which calculates district assessed valuation per pupil relative to the whole State 
assessed valuation per pupil to establish the percent of the total project cost to be paid by the 
State for eligible projects. 

State Match Funds can only be applied to major school construction projects. Site acquisition 
and minor improvements are not eligible to receive matching funds from the State. Bccause 
availability of State Match Funds has not been able to keep pace with the rapid enrollment 
growth occurring in many of Washington's school districts, matching funds from the State may 
not be received by a school district until after a school has been constructed. In such cases, the 
District must "front fund" a project. That is, the District must finance the complete project with 
local funds (the future State's share coming from finds allocated to future District projects). 
When the State share is fmal ly disbursed (without accounting for escalation) the future District 
project is partially reimbursed. 

Because of the method or computing State Match, the District has historically received 
approximately 39% of the actual cost of school construr(on in state inatching funds. For its 
2014 CFP, the District assumes a 40% match, 

School lrnactFees Development impact fees have been adopted by a number of jurisdictions 
as a means of supplementing traditional funding sources for construction of public facilities 
needed to accommodate new development. School impact fees are generally collected by the 
permitting agency at the time building permits or certificates of occupancy are issued. 

Impact fees have been calculated utilizing the formula in Snohomish County Ordinance, Chapter 
30.66C. '11c resulting figures are based on the l)istrict's cost per dwelling unit to purchase land 
for school sites, make site improvements, construct schools and purchase, install or relocate 
temporary facilities (portables), Credits have also been applied in the formula to account for 
State Match Funds to be reimbursed to the District and projected future property taxes to be paid 
by the owner of a dwelling unit. The costs of projects that do not add capacity or which address 
cxistinp deficiencies have been eliminated from the variables used in the calculations. 

Since 2012, the Lake Stevens School District has collected and expended the following ,  impact 
fees: 

Collections 	 Expenditures 
2014 	S 384044.80 	$ 232450.92 
2013 	S1,005470.00 	S 	22304.10 
2012 	SL526,561.00 	$ 	- 
2011 	S 734,392.00 
2010 	S1,057,098.00 	$ 300,000,00 
2009 	Sl,631t,290.00 	$ 

J'he la-w allows tea years 1br collected dollars io be spent. 

By ordinance, new developments cannot be assessed impact fees to correct existing deficiencies. 
Thus, existing capacity deficiencies must hr deducted from the total projected deficiencies in the 
calculation of inipact fees. 
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iarne b-i -.capital facilities Plan 2014-2019 
Estimated Project Cost by Year - in $millions 	Total 	Local 	state1 

2014 2015 2016 2017 2016 	2019 	 Cost* 	Match 

Elementary 
Site Acquisition $ 1.50 $ 1.50 $ 	1.50 

Acres 15 15 
Capacity Addition 500 

Construction Cost $19.95 $19.95 $ 	11.27 $8.68 
Capacity Addition  500 

Middle - 
Site Acquisition - 

Acres - 
Capacity Addition - 

Construction Cost - 
Capacity Addition - 

Mid-High - 
Site Acquisition - 

Ub - 
Capacity Addition - 

Construction Cost - 
Capacity Addition 

High School 
Site Acquisition - 

Acres - 
Capacity Addition - 

Construction Cost - 
Capacity Addition - 

Total Cost $21.45 $21.45 $12.77 $8.68 
Portables Purchased as Necessary at $110 , 000 per unit 

Improvements Not Adding Student Capacity - Local Match 
Elementary - 
Construction Cost 
Middle - 

Construction Cost - 
Mid-High - 
Construction Cost - 
High School - 
Construction Cost - 
District-wide Improvements - 
Construction Cost - 

Totals - Local Match 
Elementary (including land acquisition) 	 _$21A_5 $21.45 $12.77 $8.68 
Middle 
Mid-High  
High School - 
District Wide - 

Annual Total 	 $21.45 $21.45 $ $12.77 1 $8.68 
* Local Cost includes amounts currently available to the District, future uncollected imnact fees and bonds and levies not vet 

approved. 
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The financing plan separates projects and portions of projects that add capacity from those that 
do a ct:, since the latter are generally not appropriate for impact fee funding. The financing plan 
and impact tee calculation also clillerentiate between projects  or portions of projects that address 
e\ist.im,  deficiencies (ineligible for impact 1ees and those which address future 6ro\tith-related 
needs. From this process. the District can develop a plan that can be translated into a bond issue 
package for submittal to District voters, if deemed appropriate. 

Table 6 presents an estimate of the capacity impacts of the proposed capital co€ sLruction 
projects. 

Calculation Criteria 

.. Site Accti i itkgi Cost Element 

Site Si?e: The site size given the optimum acreage for each school type based on studies of 
existisig school sites OSPI standards. t ertcral1y. districts will rectuirt 11-15 acres For an 
cieTneniary school: 25-30 acres for a middle school or juni r high school, and 40 acres or mor e 

 for .,. high school. Actual school sites may yore in size depending on the size of parcels available 
for sale and other site development constraints, such as wetlands. It also 'aries based on the 
need k r atttietie fields a.djacentto the school along with other specific planning factor's. 

This space for site, size on the Variable Table Cafl1rihl i IiUrnbCr unly when the particular district 
plans to acquire additional land during the six-year planning periotL 2014 - 2019. As noted 
previously, the District will need to acquire an additional e]cmenraly school site between 2014 
nd 2019. The District acquired a site Ibr an elementary school :zrlcl a high school in 21)01. 

A veraize Land Cost  Per ere:  flie cost pci acre i4 bed on estimates of land 4C_e,t wltlli?1 the 
Distinct, based either on recent land purchases or by its knowledge of prevailing costs in the 
pailiculat real estate marked. Trice's per acre will vary throughout the County and will be heavily 
influenced by the urban vs. rune wetting ol• the specific district lend the location of the planned 
school site. The Lake Stevens School District estimates its vacant land costs to b:. $100,000 per 
pct` . t..Jntn a Site is actu:ill r located for acquisition, the sic;t.i_ia.I purchase price is unknown, 
Developed sites, which sometimes must be acquired adjacent to existing school sites, can cost 
well over $100,000 per acre. 

l ;iil.itf 1.S . i_°rae' 	Iei.tti Btinclent I I I_:I: iTieiblt Clf:si<_Fit crap cities reflect the District's cptiu1idl 
number af students each school type is designed i to accommodate. These figures are based on 
actual design studies Of optimum floor area for new school facilities. The Lake Stevens School 
l: istric.t dosii; n' nee - e le..nvil'ci.ry schools to ccco tin o late 500 stuC?cats. new' midulc schools 750 
students and new hi yh schools l01") students. 

Student  Factor : file student lmetor (car siudcnt generation tale is the average number of students 
generated by each housing, type - in this case: single-thirdly detached dwellings and multiple.-
Iilftlily dwellings. Multiple-family dl ,,v .11in;is, which may be rental or o.' ^ ner-occupied Unit' 
%NJ 0hi ',tiu dine' con. unini to or more eil\A`Ldlinp unit`:, were broken ut into unc-bidr 1oni and 
two-plus hedrooni iIeniiB. 
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Table 64 Projected Growth Related Capacity Surplus(Deficit)  
After Prnf!rammcd Improvemeiits 

Elementary Middle Mid-High High 
School 

20 1 3 

Existing Capacity 3,137 1,435 l,.'18 1,526 
Prograrr -ved Improvement Capacity 
Capacity After Improvement 3,137 1,435 1,418 1,528 
C'entEnroment 3612 1,268 1,225 1,654 
SvIus (Deficit) After Improvement (475) 167 193 (128) 

2014 
Existing Capacity 3,137 1,435 1,418 1,526 

Progmrned Improvement Capacity 0 0 0 0 
Capacity After Improvement 3,137 1,436 1,418 1,526 

Projected Enrollment 3,710 1,216 1,310 1,654 
Surplus (Deficit) After Improvement (573) 219 108 (97) 

2015. 
Estng Cop.ci 31 1/35 1 ,4118 
PrramndlrprovementCapacly 0 0 0 0 
Capacity After Improvement 3,137 1,435 1,418 1,526 
Projected Enomart 3,825 1,228 1,321 1,55 
Sur,lus (Deficit) After Improvement (688) 207 97  (59) 

2016  
Existing Capacity 3,137 1,435 1,418 1,523 

Programmed Improvement Capacity 0 0 0 0 

Capacity After Improvement 3,137 1,435 1,418 1,526 
Projected Enrollment 3,886 1,282 1,260 1,627 
Surplus (Deficit) After iriprovemert (749) 153 158 (101) 

_____ 2017  
Existing Capacity 3,137 1435 1418 1,526 

Programmed Improvemert Capacity 0 0 0 0 
Capacity After Improvement 3,137 1,435 1,418 1,526 

Projected Enrollment 3,992 1,276 1,262 1,620 
Surplus (Deflct) After l mproveñ1er t* (855)  159 156 (94) 

2018 
Existing Capacity 3,137 1,435 1,418 1,526 

Programmed Improvement OapI.y 0 0 0 0 
Capacity 1ftelmp ovement 3137 1435 1,418 1526 
Projected Enrollment 4,070 1,250 1,307 1,616 
Surplus fDeficii; After Improvement' (933) 185 111 (90) 

2019 
existing Capacity 3,137 1,435 1,418 1,526 

Pcu9immed I nprovrmerit Cpct 500 0 0 0 
Capacity After Improvement 3,837 1,435 1,416 1,526 
Projected Enrolment 4,122 1,336 1,309 1,566 
Surplus (Deficit) After  1 rt1p .r(,,%, ernen[ (485) 90 110 (39) 
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Pursuant to a requirement of Chapter 30. t'S t each school district was required to conduct 
student generation studies within tlhcir,jurirsdicticns, This as done to ' localize" generation rates 
for purposs of calculating impact fees; A description of this mcflarvloloGw is contained i n 

 Appendix D. 

The student generation rates for the Lake Stevens School District are shown on Table 6-5 

Table 6-5 Student Generation Rates 

Elementa °F Middle 	lid-High 	High 	Tutal  
tiitla?IL t 1t 11Iy' 	 0. 2 	0.111 	0.092 	0.118 	0.6753 
IVultiple Family ,, I ,3eclivoin 	— 	-- 	- 	-- 	-- 
lwriultiple gamily, 2+ BeJ.i•aorn 	0.'169 	0.038 	0 063 	0.055 	0.325 

The District expects that .653 stuLlents will be generated from each new single family home in 
the District and that .325 students will be generated from each new two-plus bedfoxivMulti- 

1 	No  	_. 
	found f . Multiple Family  .1 1].^. .•..,• m 	't.- 1i nn7 	l.ltllt. 1N C7 survey samples were263LI11 w ^^ ! Multiple  J. CLJIJIlw• .t -Bedroom units. 

2. School Ce zgtmactlan Cost Variables 

.^ slcil.tic real I uilding Capacliy: These figures are the actual cap acity additions t.o the Lake 
Stevens School District that will occur as a result of improvements listed on Table 6-3 (Capital 
Facilities Plan) 

"ul•cnit Facility Square- Felt ge: : These numbers are taken from Tables 4-1 and 4-2. They are 
u ell in. combination with the `Existing Portables Square l dotage'" to apportion the impact e 
amounts between feriaanent and tcrnpclraru capacity figures in accordance with Chapter 30.66C. 

Estimated I ncili`ty Construction Cost : The estimated facility canstr[ectiony cost is based on 
pluneicdl costs or on actual costs of"recently constructed schools. 'The facility cot is the total cost 
101' ecnMi•i.icliOii projects as de#lncd on Table 6-3. including only capacity i'ei atxl improvements 
and adjusted to the "growth related" ;la ed" factor•. Projects or portions o pre je  t•s that  address existing 
tieficicncics( -v ihic.h are thosc sm.ddcnts who Elrc un-li.ouscl as of October 2013) are not included in 
the calculation of facility cost for impact fee calculation. 

Facility construction cos ts also include the off-site development costs.. Costs Vary with each Site 
and may include such items as sewer line: extensions. '.vate;r lines, o3 .1-site road and frontage 
improvements. (.)ft -site der e: cpnient costs Air'e not covered by State Match Funds. Ofl-she 
. ctvelop. ai  nt costs vary, and can represent 10 1ti'U or more A,j'the total building construction cost. 

7. Rekdc hike:: Facilities Cost Element 

Impact lees may he collected io allow acquisition of portables it-, help relieve capacity 
deficieno.ies on n tennporary basis. '[he cost allocated Lu new dcv :•lopllient must be r'olx;'tR 
related and must be in prt° .  hli`t€4oJ to th cuiii•3lt per A3lililaannt 1'ersta Nilll:'1:Irary space allocations by 
the district. 
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ijn Units: This is the total nuinhe.r of existing,  portables in use by the ciktrict as reported on 
Table 4-2. 

New 	Through 2019: This is the estiniated number of portables to be acquired. 

Cost Per tt This is the average cost to p urc tvtse  and set tip a portable. It includes site 
preparation, but does not include moveable furnishings in the unit. 

Relocalable FacilifieqCoi I hit. 	simply L told number of in dei units multiplied 1w t 
cost per unit. The number is then adjusted to the growth-related factor 

1 01 dsti ici such nis  I ke Stc'.ens, that do not credit any portable capacity, to the permanent 
capacity lotal T,,ilole 4-1), this, number is not ducetly applicable to the fee calculauon and Is 

fot-  in.fb.rrnation only. The iJnl>:Wt fee allows a general fee calculation for pojlables; however the 
amount is adjusted to the proportion of total square footage in portables to th_ total square 
1botate or permanent and portable space in the district. 

Where districts do aflow a certain amount ol'portabic space to be credited to permanent capacity, 
that amount would be adjusted by the gioth-rdated factor because it is considered to be 
pernhtliie.flt space. 

4 Fee Credit ii jabk 

QE<11 Index: This number is generated by the F-11, Boeckh Company and is used by OSPI 
as a guideline for determining the area cost allowance: liar new school construction. The index is 
an avera-c of i NCVCn-CitV building cDl index for commercial and factory buildings in 
V ashington State, and is adjusted cvcry tvw, momlis for inflation. The current BOE.CkI I Index 
is 5200.40 (January 2014). 

ate Match Percentagp: The State match percentage is the proportion of funds that are provided 
to the school districts, for specific capital projects, from the State's Common School 
Construction Fund. Thesa Rinds rc disbursed based on a formula which calculates the District's 
assessed valuation per pupil relative to the whole Suite assessed valuation per pupil to establish 
the percentage ci dir total project to be paid n the State. The Dimct v ill contirlUe to use a 
state match percentage of 40% vs. the hltorical percentage of 39%. 

5. 'Fax (irccHt Variables 

Under Title 30±ôC. a credit is granted  w new development to account for taxes ihat wli be paid 
LO the school over the next ion years. The credit is caleukiled using a prescn1 value" 

ibrni uta. 

]fliteSi Raw j20-yerIT(.O1Ofld: This is the inierr..5i ime of return an ii 20-year (3enru1 
Obliadon Bond and is derived from he bond buyer indc. The current u.surnd interest ratu i 

Lkc Sn.s Sc! .Dif t/Ll 	 (upiui 1.";llikc i'iiw 



Levy 	The Properly Tax Levy Rate (for bond.) is klermined by dividing the 
District's average capital property tax rate by one thousand. The current levy rate for the Lake 
Stevens School District is 0.D0159, 

Average Assessed Value: This figure is based on the District's average assessed value for each 
type of dwelling unit (single-family and mulflple-iamily) The acraLLd assessed values are 
based on esiffilates made by the County's Planning and De1opm.nl Services Department 
utilizing inforrintion Iioin the Assessor's files. The current ati ige scsc3 value is $232 647 
for single-fan iiFy detached ii iesd_ntia1  dwelfings, $64,444 for onL-hcdroonl multi4anuly units, 
and $94,676 for two or more bedroom multi-family units. 

6.  4jiitmerits 

Growth Related Capacity Perccnge: This is explained in preceding sections. 

Discount: In accordance with Chaper 30.66C, Al fees calculated using the above fliclors are to 
be reduced by 50%. 

These variaHes and calcuhi.ions are shown in Table 64, 
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e .6 - b apac f  f: 	N.abiess 

Criteria 	to  y Middle .  t► Ifid-Hi 	to  . I 	High i  

Single Farrny 0.332 0111 0.092  0.118  
uttEpl 	Family I Bdrrrt 

Multiple Farrvly Z Bdrm 0.169 0.038 0:063 0.055 

Site Needs acres 15.0 
- - 

Growth Related 7,8 
- 

Cost Per Acre $100 000.00 $100,000.00 $100 000.00 100 0010,00 
Cdditicrnsi 	a acit 

 
500 

_ 

Growth  Related 258 0 0  0  

Estimated Facility Construction 
cost 21,700,000 o $0 

Growth Related $11,235 532 $0 $0 $0 
Additional Ca acct 500 

Growth Related 258  - 

Current Faci lity 	Foot 	e 281,611 176 	7 224,694 207195 

Relocatable Facilities Cost 8110000 $114,000 110,000 iIQ900 
Growth Related 61   $75,555  $83,302 $0 

Relocatable Facilities 
 

a  acltyfUn t 27 30  30 25 
Growth Related 13 20 22 

Existin . Portage Square Foamag e 29 568 14,336 _ 15,232 

Boeckh Index $200.40;  $20040  $200.40 $20040 
hool S ace 	er 	t-dent O Pl  117 117 130 

State M atch Perce n ta  40,00% 40,00% 40 00% 4000% 

Interest Rate  4.38% 4.3E % 4.38% 4.38% 
Lean f'ay 	° ar  10 10 10 

Pr r arty Tax L. 	Rate (Bonds) 0fl0159 00 0159 :QQ1 0001 59  
Average A' per DU T p 	 _ V2 647 564 444 $94676 

Sin Ie F.am: fJl( 	F 7 bdrral IMF 2 bdrm) 

Growth-Related elated q 	t r  5 ; .7 t%  38. 9%  7 ::°.73Yc 0, 0% 

Discount 0%  50 % 50'% 



Using the variables and formula described, impact fees proposed for the Lake Stevens School 
District are summarized in Table 6-7 (refer to Appendix A for worksheets) 

Tabl 6-7 - Calculated Impact Fees 

b-11pact  

Fee 
Housing Type Per U119 

Singtalamily Detached $9,360 
One Bedroom AparLmen. $0 
Two + Bedroom Apartment $5 ,065 
Two I Duplex/Townhouse S5,065 

,91 1 % d;f 
Impact 

FCC 

th.uing Type Per. 1ni1 
S 	1 , iufly Detached $4,680 
On 13 Jroorn Apartment $0 
Two + Bedroom Apartment $2,532 
iwo + Duplexti owohouse $2,532 



Appendix A 

1mpact Fee CalcuIaton 



IMPACT FEE WORKSHEET 
LAKE STE VNS SCHOOL DISTRICT 

S1]iGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL 

SITE ACQUISITION COST 
acres needed 	 7.80 	x $ capacity If 258  x student 0.332 = 	$1,004 (elementary) 

100,000 	I students) __________________ factor  
acres needed 	 0 	x $ capacity (9 0 x student 0.111 = 	SO (middle) 

100,000 	I students) factor ________  
acres needed 	 0 	x $ capacity (4 0 x student 0092 $0 (mid high) 

100,000 	/ students) factor  
acres needed 	 0 	x $ capacity (5 0 x student 0.118 $0 (high school) 

100,000 	1 students) factor  
TOTAL SITEACQUISITION COST = 	$1,004 

SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION COST 
total const, cost 	511,235532  I capacity (f 258 x student 0.332 = 	$14,458 (clemcntarv) ,  

students) __________________ factor  
total const. cost 	SO / capacity (4 0 x student 0.111 = 	$0 (middle) 

students) factor  
total const, cost 	$0 / capacity (4 0 x student 0.092 50 (mid-high) 

students) factor  
total const. cost 	$0 / capacity (4 0 x student 0.118 $0 (high school) 

students) factor  
Subtotal $14,458 

Total Square Feet /Total Square Feet 
of Pernvincnt Space (District) of School Facilities (000) = 	93,77% 

890,197 949,333 
TOTAL FACILITY CONSTRUCTION COST S 13,557 

RELOCATABLE FACILITIES COST (PORTABLES) 
Portable Cost 	S 	56954 	1 13 facility size 	x 	student factor 0.332 S1,455 (elementary) 

Portable Cost 	$ 	7a 53s 	1 20 facility size 	'c 	student factor 0.111 $419 (middle) 

Portable Cost 	$ 	83 ,302 	/ 22 facility size 	'c 	student factor 0.092 $348 (mid high) 

Portable Cost 	S 	 / 0 facility size 	x 	student factor 0. 118 $0 (high school) 

Subtotal $2,222 
Total Square Feet I Total Square Feet 
of Portable Space (District) 59 ,136 of School Facilities (000) 949,333 6.23% 

tOTAl RFLOCATABLE COST ELEMENT = 	$138 



CREDIT AGAINST COST CALCULATION - MANDATORY 

STATE MATCH CREDIT 

BOECKII Index $ 200.40 x OSPI x 	State Match % 40.00% x 	student 
Allowance 90.00  factor 

BO1ICK}I Index $ 200.40 x OSPI x 	State Match % 40.00% x 	student 
Allowance 117 . 00  factor 

BOECKH Index $ 200.40 x 0500 x 	State Match % 40.00% x 	student 
Allowance 117.00  factor 

BOF.CKII Index $ 200.40 x OSPI x 	State Match % 40.00% x 	student 
Allowance 130.00  factor 

TOTAL STATE MA t Lii CREDIT 

TAX PAYMENT CREDIT 

[((I+ interest rate 	4.38% 	) 	10 

(I + interest rate 	4.38% 	)" 	 10 

assessed value 	 $232,647 

0.332 $2,395 	(elementary) 

(middle) 

0092 = 

	

(mid-high) 

0.118 = 	 (high school) 
- 

= 	$2,395 

years to pay off bond) 	II 
	

[interestrate 	 4.38% 	x 

years to pay off bond ] x 
	

0.00159 capital levy rate 
x 

	

tax payment 	$ 

	

credit 	2.944 

IMPACT FEE CALCULATION 

SITE ACQUISITION COST 
FACILITY CONSTRUCTION COST 
RELOCATABLE FACILITIES COST (PORTABLES) 
(LESS STATE MATCH CREDIT) 
(LESS TAX PAYMENT CREDIT) 

$1,004 
$ 13,557 

$138 
($2,395) 
($2.944) 

FI\I. IMI'\C'F tIE PIll 	tI 	 ll6s 	 l,tSO 



IMPACT FEE WORKSHEET 
LAKE STEVNS SCHOOL DISTRICT 
MULTIPLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL --1 BDRM OR LESS 
SITE ACQUISITION COST 

acres needed 	7.8 	x S ' 	capacits (9 253 x student 0 = 	$0 (elOmenitiry) 
[00,000 students) _________ factor  

acres needed 	0 	x S / 	capacity #s 0 x student 0 = 	$0 (middle) 
100,000 rodents) factor  

acres needed 	0 	x $ t 	capacity (# 0 x student 0 50 (mid-high) 
100,000 students) factor  

acres needed 	0 	a $ / 	capacity (8 0 x student 0 = 	SO (high 
100.000 students) factor school) 

TOTAL SITE ACQUISITION COST SO — 

SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION COST 
total coast cost 	$11,235 ,532 	 / capacity (/f 258 x student factor 0 $0 (elementary) 

students)  
total consl. cost 	$0 	 / capacity (# 0 x student factor 0 $0 (middle) 

students)  
total conti cost 	$0 	 I capacity (# 0 x student factor 0 $0 fired high) 

students)  
total cnntt. cost 	$0 	 / capacity (ft 0 x student factor 0 $0 (high 

school) 
Subtotal $0 

Total Square /Total Square Feet 
Feet 
of Permanent Space (District ) of School Facilities (000) 93.77% 

890.197 949,333 
TOTAL FACILITY CONSTRUCTION COST = 	$ 

RELOCATABLE FACILITIES COST 
(PORTABLES) 

Portable Cost 	S 	/ 	13 facility 	x 	student factor 0 $0 (elementary) 
56,954  size  

Portable Cost 	S 	1 	20 facility 	x 	student factor 0 = 	$0 (middle) 
75,555  site  

Portable Cost 	$ 	1 	22 facility 	x 	student factor 0 SO (mid-high) 
83,302  size  

Portable Cost 	S 	/ 	0 facility 	a 	student factor 0 (high 
size school) 

Subtotal $0 
Total Square / Total Square Feet 
Feet 



of Portahle Space (District)  59,136 	of School Facilitics (000)  949,333  = 	6.23%  

TOTAL RELOCATABLE COST ELEMENT  $0  
CREDIT AGAINST COST CALCULATION -- MANDATORY 
STATE MATCH CREDIT 

BOECKH Index 	$ 200.40  x OSPI Allowance 	90 	x 	State Match %  40.00°,'o  x 	student factor  0 $0  (elementary) 
BOECKH Index 	$ 200.40  x OSPI Allowance 	117 	x 	State Match to  40.00%  x 	student factor  0 	=  (middle) 
BOECKH Index 	$ 200.40  x OSPI Allowance 	117 	x 	State Match %  40,00%  x 	student factor  0 	= (mid-high) 
BOECKH Index 	S 200.40 x OSPI Allowance 	130 	x 	State Match % 40.00% x 	student factor 0 	= (high school) 

TOTAL STATE MATCH CREDIT —  $0  
TAX PAYMENT CREDIT  

[((1-t+ interest 	4.38%u 	) 10 	years to pay off bond) - 	1] 	t 1  interest rate 4.38% 	x 
rate 	 A 

(I + interest 	4.38% 	)A 10 	years to pay off bond ] 	x 0.00159 capital levy 
rate rate x 
assessed value 	$64,444 tax payment 	= $ 

credit (816) 

IMPACT FEE 
CALCULATION 

SITE ACQUISITION 
	

$0 
COST 
FACILITY CONSTRUCTION COST 

	
$0 

RELOCATABLE FACILITIES COST (PORTABLES) 
	

$0  
(LESS STATE MATCH CREDIT) 

	
$0  

(LESS TAX PAYMENT CREDIT) 
	

($816) 

?:on-Id'eiuW0 1 	50 0 

17.1iP ('T FII'_ PER t'tiL E 
	

50 	31) 



IMPACT FEE WORKSHEET 
LAKE STEVNS SCHOOL DISTRICT 

MULTIPLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL —2 BORM OR MORE 

SITE ACQUISITION COST 
acres needed 	 7.8 	a $ I0Q,000 	capacity (#students) 258 x 	student factor 0,169 $511 (elementary) 

acres needed 	 I) 	x S 100.000 	capacity (#students) 0 x 	student factor 0.038 SI) (middle) 

acres needed 	 0 	a 5 100,000 	capacity (#stisdenls) (I a 	student factor 0.063 50 (mid-high) 

cres needed 	 0 	a $100000 	capacity(*studentt) 0 a 	studenifactor 0.055 SO (high school) 

TOTAL SITE ACQUISITION COST $511 
SChOOl. CONSTRUCTION COST 

total corelcost 	$11,B5,532 / 	capacity (P students) 	258 x student factor O 169 = $7, 360 	(elementary) 
total i.e 	cost 	$0 I 	capacity (P students) 	0 x student factor 0.038 50 	(middle) 

total canal. cost 	$0 I 	cnpaettt (II students) 	 0 a student factor 0.06 13 =  $0 	(mid high) 
total count. Cost 	$0 / 	capacity (8 students) 	0 x student factor 0.055 50 	(high school) 

$7,360 

93.77% 
949,333 

$ 	6,901 

0.169 = 	$740 (elementary) 

0.038 = 	$143 (middle) 

0.063 = 	$239 (mid-high) 

0.055 (high school) 

Subtotal $1,121 

949,333 6.23% 

Total Square Feet 	 / Total Square Feet 
of Permanent Space (District) 	 of School Facilities (000) 

890.197 

TOTAL FACILITY CONSTRUCTION COST 

RELOCATABLE FACILITIES COST (PORTABLES) 
Portable Cost 	$ 	56,954 	/ 	13 	facility size 	x student factor 
Portable Cost 	$ 	75,000 	/ 	20 	facility size 	x student factor 

Portable Cost 	5 	83,302 	1 	22 	facility size 	it studentfactor 

Portable Cost 	$ 	.- 	/ 	0 	facility size 	a studentfiictor 

Total Square Feet 	 I Total Square Feet 
of Portable Space (District) 	 59.136 	of School Facilities (000) 

TOTAL RELOCATABLE COST ELEMENT 	 $70 



CREDIT AGAINST COST CALCULATION -- MANDATORY 

STATE MATCH CREDIT 

BOECKH Index 	$ 200.40 x OSPI Allowance 90 	x 	State Match % 
BOECKH Index 	$ 	200.40 x OSPI Allowance 117 	x 	State Match % 
l3OECKH Index 	$ 	200.40 x OSPI Allowance 117 	x 	StateMatch% 

BOEcKFI Index 	$ 	200.40 x OSPI Allowance 130 	x 	State Match % 

TOTAL STATE MATCH CREDIT 

TAX PAYMENT CREDIT 

[((1+ interest rate 	4.38% 	) 

A 

10 years to pay off bond) - 	I] 	t 

(1 + interest rate 	4.38% 	)^ 10 years to pay off bond j 	x 

assessed value 	$94,676 

IMPACT FEE 
CALCULATION 

SITE ACQUISITION COST $511 

FACILITY CONSTRUCTION COST  $6,901 

RELOCATABLE FACILITIES COST (PORTABLES) $70 

(LESS STATE MATCH CREDIT) ($1.219) 

(LESS TAX PAYMENT CREDIT) ($1,198) 

40.00% x 	student factor 0.169 = 	$1,219 	(elementary) 

40.00% x 	student factor 0.038 = 	 (middle) 

40.00% x 	student factor 0.063 = 	 (mid-high) 

40.00% x 	student factor 0,055 = 	 (high 
school) 

$1,219 

[ interest rate 4.38% x 

0.00159 capital levy rate x 

tax payment 	= 	$ 	1,198 
credit 

i: Uiuoi 	 I)I e, unl  

IIN ll- U11'('f 111. t'1(R I"!.I I 
	

32,532 
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CohurtSurviva1 or Grade-Succession Technique 

Development of a Iona-range chool-bui1ding program requires a careful forecast of school enrollment 

indicating the projected number of chvthcn who will attend cchool each year. The foioving procedures 

are suggested for determining enrollment projections- 

1. Enter in the lower left corner o the rectangle for each year the number of pupils actually enrolled in 

each grade an October 1, as reported on the October Report of School District Enrollment, Form M-70, 

column A. (For years prior to October 1, 1965, enter pupils actually enrolled as reported in the county 

superintendents annual report, Form A-1.) 

2. In order to arrive at enrollment projectionr for kindergarten and/or grade one pupils, determine the 

percent that the number of such pupils each year was of the number shown for the immediately preceding 

year. Compute an average of the percentages, enter it in the column headed "Ave. % of SunivaP', and 

apply such average percentage in projecting kindergarten and/or grade one enrollment for the next six 

years. 

3. For grade two and above detcntiinc the percent of suiival of the enrollment in each grade for each 

year to the enrollment. In the next lower grade during the preceding year and place this percentage in the 

upper right corner of the rectangle. (For example, if there. were 75 pupils in actual enrollment in grade 

one on October 1. 1963, and 80 pupils were in actual enrollment in grade two on October 1, 1964, the 

percent of survival would he 80175, nr 106.7%. if the actual enrollment on October 1, 1965 in grade three 

had further increased to 100 pupils, the percent of survival to grade three would be 1O0i0 or 125 %,). 

Compute an average of survival percentages for each year for each grade and enter it in the column, 

"Ave. % of Survival". 

In order to determine six-year enrollment prujectios.s for grade two and above, niultiply the enrollment in 

the next lower grade during, the preceding year by 7 the average percent of iurvivul. For example. if, on 

October 1 of the last year of record, there were 100 students in grade one and the average percent of 

survival to grade two was 105, 

then I 05 	of IOU would result in a prcectio'n oC 105 students in grade two on October 1 of the 

succeeding year. 

4. IL after calculating the "froje.c.tcd 11nrolirnent', there are known factors which will further influence 

the procctions, a statement should be prepared showing the nature of those factors, involved and their 

anticipated effect upon any portion of the calculated projection. 

Kinderganon students are projected besed on a regression line. 
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Student Generation Rate Methodology 



ENABLING SCHOOL DISTRICTS TO MANAGE AND USE STUDENT ASSESSMENT DATA 

Student Generation Rate Study 
forthe 

Lake Stevens School1DistrictI 

LAM ItiTr1 U1'L] !TI fWW 	I'5 fr4] 

This document describes the methodology used to calculate student generation rates (SGRs) for the 
Lake Stevens School IJstrlct, and provides results of the calculations. 

SGRS were calculated for two types of residential construction: Single family detached, and multi-family 
with 2 or more bedrooms Attached condominiums, townhouses and duplexes are Included in the 
rYIlLi-rdrn1Iy classification since they are not considered detached Manufactured homes on owned 
land are included in the single family classification. 

ElectrcnL records were obtained from the Snohomish 'County Assessors Office containing 
date on all now construction , ithin tho Lake Slovens School District from January 2006 through 
December 2012 As compiled by the County Assessorrs Office, this data included the address, 
building size. assessed vaJu9, cind year built for new single and rnulti-Io.rrniy construction. The data 
was cleaned up by eiirniriaUngrucords which did not contain frn sufficient infoation to generate e 
match vrit the Districts student repord data (i.e incomplete addresses). 

2. The District downloaded student records data into Microsoft Excel format. This data Thcluded the 
addresses and grade levels of all K-12 students s/lending the Lake Stevens School District as of 
March 2011 Refore proceeding thJF, data was rcfor'noliod and abbroviations wora P?1Oofjd as 
required to provide consisoucy .itb the County Assessors data. 

232 Tayor Street m Pon Townsend. WA 33& 	3'3O> liO-9014 



3. 	Single Family Rates: The data on all new single family detached residential units in 	County 
Assessor's data were corrrpared with the District's student record data, and the number of students at 
each grade level living in those units was determined. The records of 2.227 single family detached 
units were compared v, ,ith data on 8 197 st' dents re,msterd-1 in the District, and the following matches 
were found by grade leve-1,$) .- 

COUNT 
OF CALCULATED 

G- RADE(S) MATCHES 	RATE 
K 139 0:062 
1 118 3.053 
2 114 0.051 
3 139 0.062 

109 0.049 
5 121 0.054 
6 115 4,052 
7 133 0,060 
8 91 0.041 
9 114 0.051 

10 90 0.040 
11 96 0.043 
12 76 0.034 

aIt 

4. Large kh'I•rfi-Family° Deveiopm nits: Snohomish County Assessor's data does not specifically 
indicate the number of tam's or bedrooms contained in large multi-family developrnerffs. Additional 
tes)ernh was petforrrred to obtain this inforr7nation from specific parcel ID searches, and information 
provided by building management, when available. Information obtained included the number of .7-I 
oedroom units, the number of 2+ bedroom units, and specific„  addresses of 0-1 bedroom units. 

Small Multi-Fe mug Developments. This method included all developments in the County Assessor's 
data containing fotir-,olexes, tri-plexes, duplexes, condominiums and tQt13Aouses. ThS data contained 
in.fotimaifoi on the number° of bedrooms for all townhouses and condominiums. ilgecif/c parcel it) 
searches wome performed for duplex and larger units Its cases where number of bedroom data was 
nuSsin,7. 



5. Multi-Family 2+ BR Rates: The multi-famify 2+ BR SGR's were calculated by comparing 
data cn 2+ BR multi-family units with the District's student record data and the number of 
students at each grade level living in those units was determined. The records of 237 multi 
family 2' BR units were compared with data on 8,197 students registered in the District, and 
the following matches wore found by grade 1ev 

COUNT 
OF 	CALCULATED 

GRAMS) 	NIATCHS 	RATE 
K 10 042 
1 5 0.021 
2 a 0.021 

8 0.034 
4 5 0.021 
5  003O 
6 7 0.030 
7 2 0,008 
8 9 0.038 
9 6 0.025 

10 5 0.021 
11 5 0.021 
12 3 0.013 

K-5 40 0.169 
6-7 
8-9 

9 
15 

0.08 
0.063 

ID-12 13 0.055 
K-12 77 0.325 

6. MultI-Family 0-1 BR Rates: Research indicated' that no (0) mth-farnily 0-1 BR units were 
constnc ted within Districf hoinderies during the time period covered by this study. 

7 Summary of Student Generation Rates*- 

K-5 6-7 8-9 1012 K-12 
ShgleFamily 	.332 .111 O92 .118 .653 
Mu1t -Pant ily 2+ BR 	.16) .U3 .063 .055 .325 

- 

'Ca ku}alcd ra tes For grade Level groups 	rcr equaL the sum o  i nd'dua I grade rates due to roun ding. 
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REVIEW CRITERIA I OR SCHOOL DISTRICT I CAPITAL FACILITY PLANS 

Required Plan Contents 

I. Future Enrollment Forecasts by Grade Span, including. 
- a 6-year forecast (or more) in support the financing program; 
- a description of ihi forecasting methodology and justification fo its consistency with 

OFM population forecasts used in the county's comprehensive plan 

2. Inventory of .Existing FaeiIiies, including:  
- the location and capacity of existing schools;  
- a descnptton of educational standids and 4 ckark dc[irid muuritum kei 01 	. 

such as classroom size, school size, use of portables, etc.; 
- the location and description of all district-owned or [cased sites (if any) and properties; 

a description of support facilities, such as administrative centers, transportation and 
maintenance yards and facilities, etc.; and 

- mtonm.tuon on portables, indudinti numbers, locationc remaining useful hk 
appropriate to educational standards), etc. 

3. Forecast of Future Facility Needs, including: 
- identification off nc 	choois aridior cenool addiflow; i'cLLd to address existing 

deficiencies and to meet dernonds of projected growih over the next 6 years; and 
the number of additional portable classrooms needed. 

4. Forecast of Future Site Needs, including: 
- the number, sire, and general location of ri ailed new school Sues. 

. Financing Program (6-year minimum Fianning liorizon) 

-

CSIMIMCd cost Of 'p(LllIc constriction and site acquisition and development pru!ect 
proposed to address growthrelarcd needs; 

proccted schedule for completion aithese projects; and 
proposed sources of finding, including,  impact fees (if proposed), local bond issues 

(both approved and proposed), and state matching funds. 

6. [nipact Fee Support Data (where applicable), including:  
tin explanation of the calculation methodology, irc.luding description of kc 

mid their computation, 
- definitions and sources of data ibr all inputs into the fee calculation, indicating thai it: 
a) is accurate and rd iabk and that any sample data is statistically valid; 
h) accurately reflects projected Cost; in the 6-year financing program: and 

a proposed fee SCIledLLIe that reflects epcctcd student gcnvraition rates from, at 
minimum, the fullowina rcslderitiul unit types: single- family, inuld- family/studio or 1.-bedroom, 
and niulLi- Ia.milv!2-bcdroom or nic-e. 

Ajk pe lldixF 	 F-i 
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G neral P&iev Plan 	 Je .enr •w iz 

Plan Performance Criteria 

1. School'' facility plans must meet the basic requirements set down in RCW 3670A tt1te Gtot1 
Management , ct). Districts proposing to use impact fees as a part of their financing program 
mtist also tncet the requirements of RCW 82.02. 

2. Wheree proposed, impact fees must utilize a calculation methodology y that meets the conditions 
and tests of RCW 82.02. 

.3 Enrollment forecasts sJ-vuld utilise established methods and should produce .resutts which are 
not inconsistent with the 0}=M population forecasts used in the %oLuniy comprehtnsrve plan. Each 
play, should also demonstrate that it is consistent with the 20-year fotecast in the land use 
element of th e county's comprehensive plan. 

t i he financing plan should separate projects and portions of projects «-hich add capacity from 
those w iiich do nut, since the latter are generally not appropriate for impact fee funding. The 
financing: plan aadtor the impact fee calculation formula must also diekrcntiate between projects 
or portions of projects v, hick address existing deficiencies (ineligib}c for impact fees) and those 
which address future rolvtlrrelated needs: 

5. Plans should uce best aaihibk information from recncni7ed gJurCes. such as the U.S. Census 
or the Puget Sound. Regional Council. District-generated data may be used if it is derived 
through statistically reliable methodologies. 

6. Districts hich propos the use of impact fees shouki identify in future plr rn updates 
alternative funding sources in the event that impact fees are not available due to action hob the 
s iitc, count\• or the Cities within their district boundaries, 

7. Repealed effective January 2, 2000 

Plan ter iew Proeedur s 

1. Distrlel capital facility plan updates shotild be submitted Lu the County ('fanning and 
Development Services Department for review prior to tbrmal adoption by the school district. 

?. Each school district planning to expand its school capacity 'rust sth nit to the county an 
updated capital facilities plan a't I st every 2 years. Proposed increases in impact fees must be 
submitted as part of'an update to the capital fbcititic3 plain, and will he considered no mare 
frequently than once a year. 

s. Each se}t_+o1 district will be rcwlycrosible fir condlue ling any required SI-P reviews on its 
capital facilities t?hm prior to its adoption, in accordance with state statutes and regulations. 



nnd PcIky lies 	 rt et3 t i h .i 

4. School district capital facility plans and plan updates must be submitted no later than 60 
calendar days prior to their desired effective date. (For eanipic, if a district requires its updated 
plan to take effect on January 1, 2007 in order to meet the minima i updating requirement of 
item 2: abo e, it must formally submit that plan no later than October 30, 2006). 

5. District plans and plan updates must include a resolution or motion from the district school 
board adopting the plan before it will become effective. 

jpndiF 	 F-3 
E_f etive Pate February 1, 2OO6 
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INTRODUCTION 

A. 	Purpose of the Capital Facilities Plan 

The Washington State Growth Management Act (the "GMA") includes schools in the category 
of public facilities and services. School districts have adopted capital facilities plans to satisfy 
the requirements of the GMA and to identify additional school facilities necessary to meet the 
educational needs of the growing student populations anticipated in their districts. 

The Lakewood School District (the "District") has prepared this Capital Facilities Plan (the 
"CFP") to provide Snohomish County (the "County") and the cities of Arlington and Marysville 
with a description of facilities needed to accommodate projected student enrollment and a 
schedule and financing program for capital improvements over the next six years (2014-2019). 

In accordance with the Growth Management Act, adopted County Policy, the Snohomish County 
Ordinance Nos. 97-095 and 99-107, the City of Arlington Ordinance No. 1263, and the City of 
Marysville Ordinance Nos. 2306 and 2213, this CFP contains the following required elements: 

• 	Future enrollment forecasts for each grade span (elementary, middle, and 
high school). 

• 	An inventory of existing capital facilities owned by the District, showing 
the locations and capacities of the facilities. 

• 	A forecast of the future needs for capital facilities and school sites. 

• 	The proposed capacities of expanded or new capital facilities. 

• 	A six-year plan for financing capital facilities within projected funding 
capacities, which clearly identifies sources of public money for such 
purposes. The financing plan separates projects and portions of projects 
which add capacity from those which do not, since the latter are generally 
not appropriate for impact fee funding. 

• 	A calculation of impact fees to be assessed and supporting data 
substantiating said fees. 

In developing this CFP, the District followed the following guidelines set forth in the Snohomish 
County General Policy Plan: 

• 	Districts should use information from recognized sources, such as the U.S. 
Census or the Puget Sound Regional Council. School districts may 
generate their own data if it is derived through statistically reliable 
methodologies. Information must not be inconsistent with Office of 
Financial Management ("OFM") population forecasts. Student generation 
rates must be independently calculated by each school district. 

• 	The CFP must comply with the GMA. 

• 	The methodology used to calculate impact fees must comply with the 
GMA. The CFP must identify alternative funding sources in the event that 



impact fees are not available due to action by the state, county or cities 
within the District. 

• 	The methodology used to calculate impact fees also complies with the 
criteria and the formulas established by the County. 

B. 	Overview of the Lakewood School District 

The Lakewood School District is located along Interstate 5, north of Marysville, Washington, 
primarily serving unincorporated Snohomish County and a part of the City of Arlington and the 
City of Marysville. The District is bordered on the south by the Marysville School District, on 
the west and north by the Stanwood School District, and on the east by the Arlington School 
District. 

The District serves a student population of 2,253 (October 1, 2013 FTE Enrollment) with three 
elementary schools, one middle school, and one high school. 

-2- 
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FIGURE 1 
MAP OF FACILITIES 
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r5 l.mu= f Xi 	 ^ ( '̂ ` J  ^g 	]J^ì^ t 	̂] / 	 ir }^ 1 	 111fta f* CUP}e rnf Wrp dTQ a MURK hWr.1 d MM6 Wf 

	

/ .liflk' 	 A L I  •% 1. IL t 1)  17 	̀' i ii ti 1. I 	LI I s i 1 j + I 	 ' w.s 	xf ►hfw tryn atr a rEap r 
^'Ftu%1vr F3w if1^ •1R.•I^ tF I[^gil 94: WmNuli^ s 
rcmtrarmkariwtfgIn ^uiY.rc1^ifRw^ takt^ Nn 
chtaa, nmAiuw'!kON*U. T i1 iIsw:rmblyb7 

y 	 un hrxf uO kibin *Wm t tdd %rdrunii G:uAt hwnlm run 
PTIWmiA,+MXII : 1}Prrrn^ 5unrrpLollrrby 

 - 	

1 

	

9 	 _•. 	 _ 	 ^7 	 iurta•dnd}!r['i44ihn,•!:• ^ fsfeiwh.^\'^^1^1'^li9lpctir6+lr 

	

°̂ 	 ^y 	 urtat kh ^C rtiAmlfi'tr'alnTN+:u W;Pwi I Lalwabrrt hg 
^f^ , 	.. 	 hff ahr'MMMI-^^a'vati b'u:nr•.rm!rrr ia: rd ^ Sir 

	

LOSgD. 	 1 .. 	 r"zfbtt--Felw&1&p!ainJ him,  in!!an a^!g^^ _lriq+ 

	

hd' a is 4LCC 1! 	 L 	 tram.hummn:r L Lommw:'ht -=w-* arpir rem 

	

^ l211 	 21200 	 hr 	I.i dhr 

	

r 	 I 	 &SUEnrtu:wn IkW'ry ^^eT:timha: }^,enur9rprC 
ri 

 

Iii ii sLih 	 nft 

2KI' h 	
rr 

¶It2ISI J 	 I ' 

	

n 	r 	r  ^ 2 	m 

	

I@@th__J 	..^ I 	iIIB@a 	 g ' 	loam 	y 	nth 

- 	r 	j1 lath 

to  i a 	
1ym— oaracrl 	 c î 	 , tifith 
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SECTION 2 
DISTRICT EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM STANDARDS 

School facility and student capacity needs are dictated by the types and amounts of space 
required to accommodate the District's adopted educational program. The educational program 
standards which typically drive facility space needs include grade configuration, optimum 
facility size, class size, educational program offerings, classroom utilization and scheduling 
requirements, and use of relocatable classroom facilities (portables), as well as specific and 
unique physical structure needs required to meet the full access needs of students with special 
needs. 

In addition to factors which affect the amount of space required, government mandates and 
community expectations may affect how classroom space is used. Traditional educational 
programs offered by school districts are often supplemented by nontraditional, or special 
programs such as special education, expanded bilingual education, remediation, migrant 
education, alcohol and drug education, AIDS education, preschool and daycare programs, 
computer labs, music programs, and others. These special or nontraditional educational 
programs can have a significant impact on the available student capacity of school facilities, and 
upon planning for future needs. 

Special programs offered by the District at specific school sites include, but are not limited to: 

Lakewood Elementary School (Preschool through 5th Grades) 

• 	Bilingual Education Program 

• 	Title I Remedial Services Program 

• 	P — 5 a` Grade Counseling Services 

• 	Speech and Language Disorder Therapy Program 

• 	Early Childhood Education and Assistance Program (ECEAP) 

• 	Developmentally Delayed Preschool Program - Ages 3 to 5 

• 	Developmentally Delayed Kindergarten Program 

• 	K-5`h  Grade Special Education Resource Room Program 

• 	Learning Assistance Program - Remedial Services 

• 	OccupationaI Therapy Program 

English Crossing Elementary School (Kindergarten through 5th Grades) 

• 	K through 5th Grade Special Education Resource Room Program 

• 	Bilingual Education Program 

• 	K — 5th Grade Counseling Services 

• 	Speech and Language Disorder Therapy Program 

• 	Learning Assistance Program - Tutorial Services 
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• 	Occupational Therapy Program 

• 	Special Education EBD Program 

Cougar Creek Elementary School (Kindergarten through 5th Grades) 

• 	Bilingual Education Program 

• 	Title I Remedial Services Program 

• 	Speech and Language Disorder Therapy Program 

• 	Learning Assistance Program — Remedial Services (Learning Lab) 

• 	Occupational Therapy Program 

• 	K — 5 th  Grade Special Education Resource Room Program 

• 	K — 5th  Grade Special Education Life Skills Program (serves all K-5 schools) 

• 	K — 5'h  Grade Counseling Services 

• 	3 — 5`h  Highly Capable/Enrichment Program (serves grades 3-5 district-wide) 

Lakewood Middle School (6th through 8th Grades) 

• 	Speech and Language Disorder Therapy Program 

• 	6th-8th Grade Special Education Resource and Inclusion Program 

• 	6th-8th Grade Special Education Life Skills Program 

• 	Bilingual Education Program 

• 	Learning Assistance Program - Tutorial Services 

• 	Occupational Therapy Program 

• 	6th  — 8th  Grade Counseling Services 

Lakewood High School 

• 	9th-12th Grade Special Education Resource Room and Transition Program 

• 	6th-12th Grade Special Education Life Skills Program 

• 	Bilingual Education Program 

• 	Occupational Therapy Program 

• 	Speech and Language Disorder Program 

• 	9t}' — 12th  Grade Counseling Program 

Variations in student capacity between schools may result from the special or nontraditional 
programs offered at specific schools. Some students, for example, leave their regular classroom 
for a short period of time to receive instruction in these special programs. Schools recently added 
to the District's inventory have been designed to accommodate many of these programs. 
However, existing schools often require space modifications to accommodate special programs, 
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and in some circumstances, these modifications may affect the overall classroom capacities of 
the buildings. 

District educational program standards may change in the future as a result of changes in the 
program year, special programs, class sizes, grade span configurations, use of new technology, 
and other physical aspects of the school facilities. The school capacity inventory will be 
reviewed periodically and adjusted for any changes to the educational program standards. These 
changes will also be reflected in future updates of this Capital Facilities Plan. 

The District educational program standards which directly affect school capacity are outlined 
below for the elementary, middle, and high school grade levels. 

Educational Program Standards For Elementary Schools 

• 	Class size for grades K — 4th will not exceed 26 students. 

• 	Class size for grades 5th — 8th will not exceed 28 students. 

• 	All students will be provided library/media services in a school library. 

• 	Special Education for students may be provided in self-contained or specialized 
classrooms. 

• 	All students will be provided music instruction in a separate classroom. 

• 	All students will have scheduled time in a computer lab. Each classroom will have 
access to computers and related educational technology. 

• 	Optimum design capacity for new elementary schools is 475 students. However, actual 
capacity of individual schools may vary depending on the educational programs offered. 

• 	All students will be provided physical education instruction in a gym or in a multipurpose 
room. 

Educational Program Standards For Middle and High Schools 

• 	Class size for middle school grades will not exceed 28 students. 

• 	Class size for high school grades will not exceed 30 students. 

• 	As a result of scheduling conflicts for student programs, the need for specialized rooms 
for certain programs, and the need for teachers to have a work space during planning 
periods, it is not possible to achieve 100% utilization of all regular teaching stations 
throughout the day. In updating this Capital Facility Plan, a building review of classroom 
use was conducted in order to reflect the actual classroom utilization in the high school 
and middle school. Therefore, classroom capacity should be adjusted using a utilization 
factor of 86% at the middle school and 83% at the high school to reflect the use of 
classrooms for teacher planning. Special Education for students will be provided in self-
contained or specialized classrooms. 

• 	All students will have access to computer labs. Each classroom is equipped with access 
to computers and related educational-technology. 
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Identified students will also be provided other nontraditional educational opportunities in 
classrooms designated as follows: 

Counseling Offices 

Resource Rooms (i.e. computer labs, study rooms) 

Special Education Classrooms 

Program Specific Classrooms (i.e. music, drama, art, physical education, 
Industrial Arts and Agricultural Sciences). 

Optimum design capacity for new middle schools is 600 students. However, actual 
capacity of individual schools may vary depending on the educational programs offered. 

Optimum design capacity for new high schools is 800 students. However, actual capacity 
of individual schools may vary depending on the educational programs offered. 

Minimum Educational Service Standards 

The District will evaluate student housing levels based on the District as a whole system and not 
on a school by school or site by site basis. This may result in portable classrooms being used as 
interim housing, attendance boundary changes or other program changes to balance student 
housing across the system as a whole. A boundary change or a significant programmatic change 
would be made by the District's Board of Directors following appropriate public review and 
comment. 

The District has set minimum educational service standards based on several criteria. Exceeding 
these minimum standards will trigger significant changes in program delivery. Minimum 
standards have not been met if,  on average  using current FTE figures: K-4 classrooms have 26 
or more students per classroom, 5-8 classrooms have 28 or more students per classroom, or 9-12 
classrooms have 30 or more students per classroom. For purposes of this determination, the term 
"classroom" does not include special education classrooms or special program classrooms (i.e. 
computer labs, art rooms, chorus and band rooms, spaces used for physical education and other 
special program areas). Furthermore, the term "classroom" does not apply to special programs 
or activities that may occur in a regular classroom. The minimum educational service standards 
are not District's desired or accepted operating standard. 

The District reported the following information to Snohomish County in 2013 to demonstrate 
compliance with the minimum educational service standards: 

LOS Standard MINIMUM CURRENT MINIMUM CURRENT MINIMUM CURRENT 
LOS# LOS LOS LOS LOS LOS 

Elementary Elementary Middle Middle High High 
Lakewood No. 306 26 22 28 25 30 28 

The District determines the  current service level  by adding the number of students in regular classrooms at 
each grade level and dividing that number by the number of teaching stations. 
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SECTION 3 
CAPITAL FACILITIES INVENTORY 

The facilities inventory serves to establish a baseline for determining the facilities necessary to 
accommodate future demand (student enrollment) at acceptable levels of service. This section 
provides an inventory of capital facilities owned and operated by the District including schools, 
relocatable classrooms, undeveloped land, and support facilities. Facility capacity is based on 
the space required to accommodate the District's adopted educational program standards. See 
Section 2. Attached as Figure 1 (page 3) is a map showing locations of District facilities. 

A. 	Schools 

The District maintains three elementary schools, one middle school, and one high school. 
Lakewood Elementary School accommodates grades P-5, Cougar Creek Elementary School 
accommodates grades K-5, and English Crossing Elementary School accommodates grades K-5. 
Lakewood Middle School serves grades 6-8, and Lakewood High School serves grades 9-12. 

School capacity was determined based on the number of teaching stations within each building 
and the space requirements of the District's adopted educational program. It is this capacity 
calculation that is used to establish the District's baseline capacity, and to determine future 
capacity needs based on projected student enrollment. The school capacity inventory is 
summarized in Table 1. 

Relocatable classrooms are not viewed by the District as a solution for housing students on a 
permanent basis. Therefore, these facilities were not included in the school capacity calculations 
provided in Table 1. 

Table 1 
School Capacity Inventory 

Elementary School 
Site Size 
(Acres) 

Building Area 
(Square Feet) 

Teaching 
Stations 

Permanent 
Capacity 

Year Built or 
Remodeled 

English Crossing * 41,430 20 520 1994 

Cougar Creek 10** 44,217 22 572 2003 

Lakewood * 45,400 16 416 1 998/1997 

TOTAL * 131,047 58 1,508 

Site Size Building Area Teaching Permanent Year Built or 
Middle School (Acres) (Square Feet) Stations Capacity Remodeled 

Lakewood Middle * 62,835 27 756 1971, 1994, 
and 2002 

High School 
Site Size 
(Acres) 

Building Area 
(Square Feet) 

Teaching 
Stations 

Permanent 
Capacity 

Year Built or 
Remodeled 

Lakewood High * 79,422 24 598 1982 

*Note: All facilities are located on one 89-acre campus located at Tax Parcel No. 31053000100300. 
**The Cougar Creek site is approximately 22 acres located at 16216 11`h  Ave NE, Arlington, WA 98223. Note that 
the presence of critical areas on the site does not allow full utilization at this site. 



B. 	Relocatable Classrooms 

Relocatable classrooms are used on an interim basis to house students until funding can be 
secured to construct permanent classrooms. The District currently uses 18 relocatable 
classrooms at various school sites throughout the District to provide additional interim capacity. 
A typical relocatable classroom can provide capacity for a full-size class of students. Current use 
of relocatable classrooms throughout the District is summarized in Table 2. Table 2 includes 
only those relocatable classrooms used for regular capacity purposes. 

Table 2 
Relocatable Classroom (Portable) Inventory 

Elementary School Relocatables 

Interim 
Capacity 

English Crossing 5 135 

Cougar Creek 0 0 

Lakewood 5 130 

SUBTOTAL 10 265 

Middle School Relocatables 

Interim 
Capacity 

Lakewood Middle 1 28 

SUBTOTAL 1 28 

High School Relocatables 

Interim 
Capacity 

Lakewood High 7 174 

SUBTOTAL 7 174 

TOTAL 	 I 8 	 467 
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C. Support Facilities 

In addition to schools, the District owns and operates additional facilities which provide 
operational support functions to the schools. An inventory of these facilities is provided in 
Table 3. 

Table 3 
Support Facility Inventory 

Facility 

Building Area 
(Square Feet) 

Administration 1,384 

Business and Operations 1,152 

Storage 2,456 

Bus Garage 5,216 

Maintenance Shop 4,096 

Stadium 14,500 

D. Land Inventory 

The District does not own any sites which are developed for uses other than schools and/or 
which are leased to other parties. 
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SECTION 4 
STUDENT ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS 

The District's October 1, 2013 FTE enrollment was 2,253. Enrollment projections are most 
accurate for the initial years of the forecast period. Moving further into the future, more 
assumptions about economic conditions and demographic trends in the area affect the projection. 
Monitoring birth rates in Snohomish County and population growth for the area are essential 
yearly activities in the ongoing management of the capital facilities plan. In the event that 
enrollment growth slows, plans for new facilities can be delayed. It is much more difficult, 
however, to initiate new projects or speed projects up in the event enrollment growth exceeds the 
projection. The Capital Facilities Plan does not assume mandatory Full-Day Kindergarten in its 
projections. If the State Legislature funds implementation, future updates to the Capital 
Facilities Plan will reflect an adjustment. 

A. 	Six Year Enrollment Projections 

Two enrollment forecasts were conducted for the District: an estimate by the Office of the 
Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI) based upon the cohort survival method; and an 
estimate based upon County population as provided by OFM ("ratio method"). 

Based on the cohort survival methodology, a total of 2,249 FTE students are expected to be 
enrolled in the District by 2019, a slight decrease from the October 2013 enrollment levels. 
Notably, the cohort survival method does not anticipate new students from new development 
patterns. This is particularly true of new development resulting from annexation and rezoning 
(both of which have recently occurred in the City of Marysville). 

OFM population-based enrollment projections were estimated for the District using OFM 
population forecasts for the County. The County provided the District with the estimated total 
population in the District by year. Between 2000 and 2013, the District's student enrollment 
constituted approximately 16.89% of the total population in the District. Assuming that between 
2014 and 2019, the District's enrollment will continue to constitute 16.89% of the District's total 
population and using OFM/County data, OFM/County methodology projects a total enrollment 
of 2,576 FTEs in 2019. 

Table 4 
Projected Student Enrollment (FTE) 

2014-2019 

Percent 
Oct. Change Change 

Projection 2013* 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2014-17 2014-17 

OFM/County 2,253 2,306 2,359 2,412 2,465 2,518 2,576 323 13.33% 

OSPI 2,253 2,234 2,225 2,225 2,214 2,230 2,249 (4) (.002 %) 
Cohort** 

Actual FTE, October 2013 
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**Based upon the cohort survival methodology (using FTE, which for the District is headcount enrollment with kindergarten at 
0.5); complete projections located at Appendix A. 

In addition to the OFM population-based enrollment projections, the District is aware of pending 
development within the District's portion of the City of Marysville. This information is based on 
development applications filed with the City and does not consider additional projects that may 
be submitted to the City within the six years of this plan period. 

Given these pending developments and the fact that the OSPI method does not incorporate the 
County's planning data, the District has chosen to rely on the OFM population-based enrollment 
projections for purposes of planning for the District's needs during the six years of this plan 
period. Future updates to the Plan may revisit this issue. 

B. 	2035 Enrollment Projections 

Student enrollment projections beyond 2019 are highly speculative. Using OFM/County data as 
a base, the District projects a 2035 student FTE population of 3,116. This is based on the 
OFM/County data for the years 2000 through 2013 and the District's average fulltime equivalent 
enrollment for the corresponding years (for the years 2000 to 2013, the District's actual 
enrollment averaged 16.89% of the OFM/County population estimates). The total enrollment 
estimate was broken down by grade span to evaluate long-term needs for capital facilities. 

Projected enrollment by grade span for the year 2035 is provided in Table 5. Again, these 
estimates are highly speculative and are used only for general planning purposes. 

Table 5 
Projected Student Enrollment 

2035 

Grade Span FTE Enrollment — 

October 2013 
Projected Enrollment 2035° 

Elementary (K-5) 970 1,340 

Middle School (6-8) 539 748 

High School (9-12) 744 1,028 

TOTAL (K-12) 2,253 3,116 

*Assumes that percentage per grade span will remain constant through 2035. 

Note: Snohomish County Planning and Development Service provided the underlying data for the 2035 
projections. 1  

1  The District has chosen to use Alternative #2 of the Snohomish County 2035 Population Forecast since it contains the medium 
range forecast of potential growth. 

-12- 



SECTION 5 
CAPITAL FACILITIES NEEDS 

The projected available student capacity was determined by subtracting projected FTE student 
enrollment from permanent school capacity (i.e. excluding portables) for each of the six years in 
the forecast period (2014-2019). 

Capacity needs are expressed in terms of "unhoused students." 

Projected future capacity needs are depicted on Table 6-A and are derived by applying the 
projected enrollment to the capacity existing in 2014. The method used to define future capacity 
needs assumes no new construction. For this reason, planned construction projects are not 
included at this point. This factor is added later (see Table 7). 

This table shows actual space needs and the portion of those needs that are "growth related" for 
the years 2014-2019. 

Table 6-A* 
Additional Capacity Needs 

2013-2019 
Grade Span 2013** 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 Pct. 

Growth 
Related 

Elementary (K-5) 

Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Growth Related -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 0% 

Middle School (6-8) 

Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Growth Related -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 0% 

High School 

Total 146 117 133 150 166 183 201 

Growth Related*** -- -- -- 4 20 37 55 27.4% 

*Please refer to Table 7 for capacity and projected enrollment information. 
**Actual October 2013 FTE Enrollment 
***Existing deficiencies equal the -Total" less "Growth Related" capacity figures. 
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By the end of the six-year forecast period (2019), additional permanent classroom capacity will 
be needed as follows: 

Table 6-B 
Unhoused Students 

Grade Span Unhoused Students 
/Growth Related in 

Parentheses) 

Elementary (K-5) 0 / (0) 

Middle School (6-8) 0 / (0) 

High School (9-12) 201 / (55) 

TOTAL UNHOUSED 
(K-12) 201 1(55) 

It is not the District's policy to include relocatable classrooms when determining future capital 
facility needs; therefore interim capacity provided by relocatable classrooms is not included in 
Table 6-B. However, Table 6-C incorporates the District's current relocatable capacity (see 
Table 2) for purposes of identifying available capacity. 

Table 6-C 
Unhoused Students — Mitigated with Relocatables 

Grade Span 2019 Unhoused Students 
/Growth Related in 

(Parentheses) 

Relocatable Capacity Unhoused Students* 

Elementary (K-5) 0 / (0) 265 ----- 

Middle School (6-8) 0 / (0) 28 ----- 

High School (9-12) 201/(55) 174  

Importantly, Table 6-C does not include relocatable adjustment that may be made to meet 
capacity needs. For example, the relocatable classrooms currently designated to serve 
elementary school needs could be used to serve high school capacity needs. Therefore, assuming 
no permanent capacity improvements are made, Table 6-C indicates that the District will have 
adequate interim capacity with the use of relocatable classrooms to house students during this 
planning period. 

Projected permanent capacity needs are depicted in Table 7. They are derived by applying the 
District's projected number of students to the projected capacity. Planned improvements by the 
District through 2019 are included in Table 7 and more fully described in Table 8. 
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Table 7 
Projected Student Capacity 

2014-2019 

Elementary School Surplus/Deficiency 

Oct2013 
FTE 

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 

Existing Capacity 1,508 1,508 1,508 1,508 1,508 1,508 1,508 

Added Permanent 
Capacity 

Total Capacity 1,508 1,508 1,508 1,508 1,508 1,508 1,508 

Enrollment 970 1,038 1,062 1,085 1,109 1,133 1,159 

Surplus (Deficiency) 
538 470 446 423 399 375 349 

Middle School Surnlus/Deficiencv 

Oct2013 
FTE 

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 

Existing Capacity 756 756 756 756 756 756 756 

Added Permanent 
Capacity* 

Total Capacity 756 756 756 756 756 756 756 

Enrollment 539 553 566 579 592 604 618 

Surplus (Deficiency) 217 203 190 177 164 152 138 

Hirsh School Surnlus/Deficiencv 

Oct2013 
FTE 

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 

Existing Capacity 598 598 598 598 598 598 921 

Added Permanent 
Capacity* 

323 

Total Capacity 598 598 598 598 598 921 921 

Enrollment 744 715 731 748 764 781 799 

Surplus (Deficiency) (146) (117) (133) (150) (166) 140 122 

*See Section 6 for project information. 

See Appendix A for complete breakdown of enrollment projections. 
See Table 6-A for a comparison of additional capacity needs due to growth versus existing deficiencies. 
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SECTION 6 
CAPITAL FACILITIES FINANCING PLAN 

A. Planned Improvements 

In March 2000, the voters passed a $14,258,664 bond issue for school construction and site 
acquisition. A new elementary school and a middle school addition were funded by that bond 
measure. These projects are complete. Based upon current needs, the District anticipates that it 
may need to consider the following acquisitions and/or improvements within the six years of this 
Plan: 

Projects Adding Permanent Capacity: 

• 	A three hundred (323) student expansion at Lakewood High School; 
• 	A potential expansion at Lakewood Middle School, subject to future 

planning analysis and funding; and 
• 	Acquisition and siting of portable facilities to accommodate growth needs. 

Non-Capacity Adding Projects: 

• 	High School modernization and improvements; 
• 	Bus Garage improvements; 
• 	Replace Administration Building; 
• 	Replace Business Office Building; and 
• 	Land acquisition for future sites. 

In the event that planned construction projects do not fully address space needs for student 
growth and a reduction in interim student housing, the Board could consider various courses of 
action, including, but not limited to: 

• 	AIternative scheduling options; 
• 	Changes in the instructional model; 
• 	Grade configuration changes; 
• 	Increased class sizes; or 
• 	Modified school calendar. 

Funding for planned improvements is typically secured from a number of sources including voter 
approved bonds, State Match funds, and impact fees. The potential funding sources are 
discussed below. 

B. Financing for Planned Improvements 

1. 	General Obligation Bonds 

Bonds are typically used to fund construction of new schools and other capital 
improvement projects. A 60% voter approval is required to approve the issuance of bonds. 
Bonds are then retired through collection of property taxes. In March 2000, District voters 
approved a $14,258,664 bond issue for school construction and site acquisition, which included 
funding of Cougar Creek Elementary School. In April 2014, the District's voters approved a 
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$66,800,000 bond measure to fund improvements, including a capacity addition, at Lakewood 
High School. . 

2. State School Construction Assistance 

State School Construction Assistance funds come from the Common School Construction 
Fund (the "Fund"). Bonds are sold on behalf of the Fund, and then retired from revenues 
accruing predominantly from the sale of timber from common school lands. If these sources are 
insufficient, the Legislature can appropriate funds or the State Board of Education can change 
the standards. School districts may qualify for State School Construction Assistance funds for 
specific capital projects based on a prioritization system. The District is eligible for State School 
Construction Assistance funds for new schools at the 54.59% funding percentage level. 

3. Impact Fees 

Impact fees are a means of supplementing traditional funding sources for construction of 
public facilities needed to accommodate new development. School impact fees are generally 
collected by the pennitting agency at the time plats are approved or building permits are issued. 

4. Six Year Financing Plan 

The Six-Year Financing Plan shown in Table 8 demonstrates how the District intends to 
fund new construction and improvements to school facilities for the years 2014-2019. The 
financing components include a bond issue, impact fees, and State Match funds. Projects and 
portions of projects which remedy existing deficiencies are not appropriate for impact fee 
funding. Thus, impact fees will not be used to finance projects or portions of projects which do 
not add capacity or which remedy existing deficiencies. 
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Table 8 
Capital Facilities Plan 

Improvements Adding Permanent Capacity (Costs in Millions) 

Project 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 

Total 

Cost 

Bonds/ 

Levy 

State 

Match 

Impact 

Fees 

Elementary School 

Middle School 

High School 

Lakewood High 

Addition $13.00 $10.554 $23.554 X X X 

Secondary 

Site Acquisition $0.775 $0.775 X X 

Improvements Not Adding Capacity (Costs in Millions) 

Project 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 

Total 

Cost 

Bonds! 

Levy 

State 

Match 

Impact 

Fees 

Elementary 

Middle School 

High School 

Lakewood High 

Modernization 

and Shop/Lab 

Replacement 

S19.544 $4.000 $23.544 X X 

LHS Stadium, 

Track and 

Stadium Field 

Improvements 

$3.100 $3.100 X X 

District-wide 

Total Permanent Improvements (Costs in Millions) 

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 

Total 

Cost 

Bonds! 

Levy 

State 

Match 

Impact 
Fees 

TOTAL $33.319 $171.654 $50.973 X X X 
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SECTION 7 
SCHOOL IMPACT FEES 

The GMA authorizes jurisdictions to collect impact fees to supplement funding of 
additional public facilities needed to accommodate new development. Impact fees cannot be 
used for the operation, maintenance, repair, alteration, or replacement of existing capital facilities 
used to meet existing service demands. 

A. School Impact Fees in Snohomish County 

The Snohomish County General Policy Plan ("GPP") which implements the GMA sets 
certain conditions for school districts wishing to assess impact fees: 

• 	The District must provide support data including: an explanation of the 
calculation methodology, a description of key variables and their 
computation, and definitions and sources of data for all inputs into the fee 
calculation. 

• 	Such data must be accurate, reliable and statistically valid. 

• 	Data must accurately reflect projected costs in the Six-Year Financing 
Plan. 

• 	Data in the proposed impact fee schedule must reflect expected student 
generation rates from the following residential unit types: single family; 
multi-family/studio or I -bedroom; and multi-family/2-bedroom or more. 

Snohomish County established a school impact fee program in November 1997, and 
amended the program in December 1999. This program requires school districts to prepare and 
adopt Capital Facilities Plans meeting the specifications of the GMA. Impact fees calculated in 
accordance with the formula, which are based on projected school facility costs necessitated by 
new growth and are contained in the District's CFP, become effective following County Council 
adoption of the District's CFP. 

B. Methodology and Variables Used to Calculate School Impact Fees 

Impact fees have been calculated utilizing the formula in the Snohomish County Impact 
Fee Ordinance. The resulting figures are based on the District's cost per dwelling unit to 
purchase land for school sites, make site improvements, construct schools, and purchase/install 
relocatable facilities that add interim capacity needed to serve new development. As required 
under the GMA, credits have also been applied in the formula to account for State Match funds 
to be reimbursed to the District and projected future property taxes to be paid by the dwelling 
unit. The costs of projects that do not add capacity are not included in the impact fee 
calculations. Furthermore, because the impact fee formula calculates a "cost per dwelling unit", 
an identical fee is generated regardless of whether the total new capacity project costs are used in 
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the calculation or whether the District only uses the percentage of the total new capacity project 
costs allocated to the Districts growth-related needs, as demonstrated in Table 6-A. For purposes 
of this Plan, the District has chosen to use the full project costs in the fee formula. Furthermore, 
impact fees will not be used to address existing deficiencies. See Table 8 for a complete 
identification of funding sources. 

The following projects are included in the impact fee calculation: 

• A capacity addition at Lakewood High School. 

Please see Table 8 and page 21 for relevant cost data related to each capacity project. 
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FACTORS FOR ESTIMATED IMPACT FEE CALCULATIONS 

Student Generation Factors — Single Family 
Elementary .180 
Middle .090 
Senior .140 

Total .410 

Student Generation Factors — Multi Family (1 Bdrm) 
Elementary .000 
Middle .000 
Senior .000 

Total .000 

Average Site Cost/Acre 

Temporary Facility Capacity 
Capacity 
Cost 

State Match Credit 
Current State Match Percentage 54.59% 

Student Generation Factors — Multi Family (2+ Bdrm) 
Elementary 	 .198 
Middle 	 .099 
Senior 	 .139 

Total 	 .436 

Projected Student Capacity per Facility 
High School (new addition) - 323 

Required Site Acreage per Facility 

Facility Construction/Cost Average 

High School (Addition) 	 $23,553,551 

Permanent Facility Square Footage 
Elementary 131,047 
Middle 62,835 
Senior 79,422 

Total 	96.74% 273,304 

Temporary Facility Square Footage 
Elementary 5,120 
Middle 512 
Senior 3,584 

Total 	3.26% 9,216 

Total Facility Square Footage 
Elementary 136,167 

Middle 63,347 
Senior 83,006 

Total 	100.00% 282,520 

Construction Cost Allocation 
Current CCA 

District Average Assessed Value 
Single Family Residence 

District Average Assessed Value 
Multi Family (1 Bedroom) 
Multi Family (2+ Bedroom) 

SPI Square Footage per Student 
Elementary 
Middle 
High 

District Debt Service Tax Rate for Bonds 
Current/$1,000 

General Obligation Bond Interest Rate 
Current Bond Buyer Index 

Developer Provided Sites/Facilities 
Value 
Dwelling Units 

200.40 

$259,068 

$64,444 
$94,676 

90 
108 
130 

$2.50 

4.38% 

0 
0 
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C. 	Proposed Lakewood School District Impact Fee Schedule 

Using the variables and formula described in subsection B, impact fees proposed for the 
District are summarized in Table 9. See also Appendix C. 

Table 9 
School Impact Fees 

Snohomish County, City of Arlington, City of Marysville 

Housing Type Impact Fee Per Dwelling I ^ nit 

Single Family $1,203 

Multi-Family (I Bedroom) $0 

Multi-Family (2+ Bedroom) $2,811 
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APPENDIX A 

POPULATION AND ENROLLMENT DATA 



Table A-1 

HISTORICAL STUDENT ENROLLMENT 2005-2013 
ACTUAL ENROLLMENTS ON OCTOBER 1st* 

GRADES 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 
K 98 89 95 86 97 82 99 92 98 
1 5'Grade 200 205 186 186 175 181 164 196 181 
2" Grade 194 204 189 190 184 158 179 153 197 
3` Grade 190 204 199 189 183 181 162 174 159 
4" Grade 202 200 200 209 194 171 175 159 181 
5th Grade 177 200 194 192 210 181 180 176 154 
6' Grade 193 184 200 191 212 210 194 180 178 
7' Grade 222 198 183 189 190 193 200 182 182 
81h Grade 216 215 207 185 197 190 204 203 179 
9' Grade 199 227 221 203 189 185 183 185 204 
10` Grade 158 188 218 212 205 181 187 176 178 
11` Grade 171 157 184 203 196 187 172 185 180 
12 1  Grade 175 171 161 188 204 180 189 165 182 

Total 
Enrollment 2,395 2,442 2,437 2,423 2,436 2,280 2,288 2,226 2,253 

* FTE enrollment. 
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Table A-2 

PROJECTED STUDENT ENROLLMENT 2014-2019 
Based on OSPI Cohort Survival* 

(Headcount Enrollment) 

STATE OF WASHINGTON 

SUPERINTENDENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION 

SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

REPORT 1049- DETERMINATION OF PROJECTED ENROLLMENTS 

SCHOOL YEAR 2013-2014 
Snohomish/Lakewood(12306) 

	

—. ACTUAL ENROLLMENTS ON OCTOEER 151 -- 	 AVERAGE % 	 -- PROJECTED ENROLLMENTS-- 

Grade 	 2008 	2009 	2010 	2011 	2012 	2013 SURVIVAL 	 2018 	2015 	2016 	2017 	2016 	2019 

Kindergarten 172 192 163 197 194 195 196 199 203 206 110 213 

Grade 1 136 175 181 164 196 281 9869% 192 193 196 200 201 207 

Grade2 190 184 15E 179 153 197 96,37% 174 185 136 189 193 196 

Grade3 189 183 181 162 174 159 99.66% 196 173 134 187 101 192 

Grades 209 194 171 175 159 Sal 98.98% 157 194 171 182 125 186 

Grades 192 210 161 150 176 154 99.28% 180 156 193 170 121 152 

Grade 6  191 212 210 194 Sao 176  103-74% 160  187 162  200  175  233  

8-6 SNb-Tota1 1,329 1,352 1,235 1 -251 2,222 1,245 1,235 1,237 1.295 1,532 1.354 1,364 

Grade 7 139 190 193 200 182 282 96.13% 171 154 180 156 192 169 

Grade 8 185 197 190 204 203 179 101.95%  186  174 157 184 159 196 

7-8 Sub-Total 37e 767 353 404 335 361 337 328 337 340 351 765 

Grade 9 203 109 165 183 183 204 96-70% 173 IOD 164 132 178 154 

Grade to 212 203 1•1 137 176 177 9004% 200 170 176 165 140 175 

Grade 11 203 196 137 172 187 113 95 97% 171 192 163 169 186 145 

Grade 12 lea  204 1 80 189 165 182 97.53%  178 167 187 159 165 154 

9 -12 Sub-TOta1 836 794 733 731 711 744 720 709 694 643 650 626 

DISTRICT K-1.2 TOTAL 	 2,509 	2,533 	2,361 	2.386 	2.318 	2,350 	 2.132 	2,524 	2,326 	2,317 	2.335 	2.355 

Natal: Specific 3ubtOtahfg on this rapart will be driven by District Grade 5p8n9. 

SD)00J FOC IITI s and OJganizO[tOA 	 P. Areal 06123. 2013 

The cohort survival method of predicting future enrollment does not consider enrollment attributable to new development in the District. Enrollment 
projections are most accurate for the initial years of the forecast period. 
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Table A-3 

AVERAGE PERCENTAGE ENROLLMENT BY GRADE SPAN 
(OSPI Enrollment Projections — Using FTE Enrollment) 

Enrollment by 
Grade Span 

Oct. 
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 

Elementary (K-5) 970 997 1,001 1,032 1,029 1,053 1,070 
Middle School (6-8) 539 517 515 499 540 527 553 
High School (9-12) 744 720 709 694 645 650 626 
TOTAL 2,253 2,234 2,225 2,225 2,214 2,230 2,249 

Percentage by 
Grade Span 

Oct. 
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 

Elementary (K-5) 43% 45% 45% 46% 47% 47% 47% 
Middle School (6-8) 24% 23% 23% 22% 24% 24% 25% 
High School (9-12) 33% 32% 32% 32% 29% 29% 28% 
TOTAL ** 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Average Percentage 
by Grade Span 
Elementary (K-5) 45% 
Middle School (6-8) 24% 
High School (9-12) 31% 
TOTAL 100 
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Table A-4 

AVERAGE PERCENTAGE ENROLLMENT BY GRADE SPAN 
(COUNTY/OFM Enrollment Projections) *** 

Enrollment by 
Grade Span 

Oct. 
2013* 

Avg. 
%age 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 

Elementary (K-5) 970 45% 1,038 1,062 1,085 1,109 1,133 1,159 
Middle School (6-8) 539 24% 553 566 579 592 604 618 
High School (9-12) 744 31% 715 731 748 764 781 799 
TOTAL** 2,288 100% 2,306 2,359 2,412 2,465 2,518 2,576 

*Actual October 2013 Enrollment. 
"* Totals may vary due to rounding. 
***Using average percentage by grade span. 
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APPENDIX B 

STUDENT GENERATION FACTOR REVIE\V 



DOYLE 
CONSULTING 

ENABLING SCHOOL DISTRICTS TO MANAGE AND USE STUDENTASSESSMENT DATA 

Student Generation Rate Study 
for the 

Lakewood School District 
4/10/2014 

This document describes the methodology used to calculate student generation rates 
(SGRs) for the Lakewood School District, and provides results of the calculations. 

SGRs were calculated for two types of residential construction: Single family detached, 
and multi-family with 2 or more bedrooms. Attached condominiums, townhouses and 
duplexes are included in the multi-family classification since they are not considered 
"detached". Manufactured homes on owned land are included in the single family 
classification. 

1. Electronic records were obtained from the Snohomish County Assessor's Office 
containing data on all new construction within the Lakewood School District from 
January 2006 through December 2012. As compiled by the County Assessor's 
Office, this data included the address, building size, assessed value, and year built 
for new single and multi-family construction. The data was "cleaned up" by 
eliminating records which did not contain sufficient information to generate a match 
with the District's student record data (i.e. incomplete addresses). 

2. The District downloaded student records data into Microsoft Excel format. This data 
included the addresses and grade levels of all K-12 students attending the 
Lakewood School District as of March 2014. Before proceeding, this data was 
reformatted and abbreviations were modified as required to provide consistency with 
the County Assessor's data. 

232 Taylor Street • Port Townsend, WA 98368 • (360) 680-9014 



3. Single Family Rates: The data on all new single family detached residential units in 
County Assessor's data were compared with the District's student record data, and 
the number of students at each grade level living in those units was determined. 
The records of 200 single family detached units were compared with data on 2,310 
students registered in the District, and the following matches were found by grade 
levels)*: 

GRADE(S) 

COUNT 
OF 

MATCHES 
CALCULATED 

RATE 
K 7 0.035 
1 5 0.025 
2 10 0.050 
3 5 0.025 
4 4 0.020 
5 5 0.025 
6 5 0.025 
7 5 0.025 
8 8 0.040 
9 10 0.050 
10 7 0.035 
11 5 0.025 
12 6 0.030 

K-5 36 0.180 
6-8 18 0.090 

9-12 28 0.140 
K-12 82 0.410 

4. Large Multi-Family Developments: Snohomish County Assessor's data does not 
specifically indicate the number of units or bedrooms contained in large multi-family 
developments. Additional research was performed to obtain this information from 
specific parcel ID searches, and information provided by building management, 
when available. Information obtained included the number of 0-1 bedroom units, the 
number of 2+ bedroom units, and specific addresses of 0-1 bedroom units. 

Small Multi-Family Developments: This method included all developments in the 
County Assessor's data containing four-plexes, tri-plexes, duplexes, condominiums 
and townhouses. This data contained information on the number of bedrooms for all 
townhouses and condominiums. Specific parcel ID searches were performed for 
duplex and larger units in cases where number of bedroom data was missing. 



Multi-Family 2+ BR Rates: The multi-family 2+ BR SGR's were calculated by 
comparing data on 2+ BR multi-family units with the District's student record data, 
and the number of students at each grade level living in those units was determined. 
The records of 101 multi-family 2+ BR units were compared with data on 2,310 
students registered in the District, and the following matches were found by grade 
level(s)*: 

GRADE(S) 

COUNT 
OF 

MATCHES 

CALCULATED 

RATE 
K 1 0.010 
1 6 0.059 
2 4 0.040 
3 4 0.040 
4 4 0.040 
5 1 0.010 
6 3 0.030 
7 6 0.059 
8 1 0.010 
9 6 0.059 

10 4 0.040 
11 2 0.020 
12 2 0.020 

K-5 20 0.198 
6-8 10 0.099 

9-12 14 0.139 
K-12 44 0.436 

6. Multi-Family 0-1 BR Rates: Research indicated that no (0) multi-family 0-1 BR units 
were constructed within District boundaries during the time period covered by this 
study. 

7. Summary of Student Generation Rates*: 

K-5 6-8 9-12 	K-12 
Single Family 	.180 .090 .140 	.410 
`lull-Family 2+ BR 	.198 .099 .139 	.436 

*Calculated rates for grade level groups may not equal the sum of individual grade rates due to rounding. 
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SECTION ONE INTRODUCTION 

Purpose of the Capital Facilities Plan 

The Washington State Growth Management Act (the "GMA") outlines 13 broad goals including 
adequate provision of necessary public facilities and services. Schools are among these 
necessary facilities and services. School districts have adopted capital facilities plans to satisfy 
the requirements of RCW 36.70A.070 and to identify additional school facilities necessary to 
meet the educational needs of the growing student populations anticipated in their districts. 

The Marysville School District (the "District") has prepared this Capital Facilities Plan (the 
"CFP") to provide Snohomish County (the "County"), the City of Marysville (the "City"), and 
the City of Everett ("Everett") with a schedule and financing program for capital improvements 
over the next six years (2014-2019). 

In accordance with the Growth Management Act, adopted County policy, Snohomish County 
Ordinance Nos. 97-095 and 99-107, and the City of Marysville Ordinance Nos. 2306 and 2213, 
this CFP contains the following required elements: 

• 	Future enrollment forecasts for each grade span (elementary schools, 
middle level schools, and high schools). 

• 	An inventory of existing capital facilities owned by the District, showing 
the locations and capacities of the facilities. 

• 	A forecast of the future needs for capital facilities and school sites. 

• 	The proposed capacities of expanded or new capital facilities. 

• 	A six-year plan for financing capital facilities within projected funding 
capacities, which clearly identifies sources of public money for such 
purposes. The financing plan separates projects and portions of projects 
which add capacity from those which do not, since the Iatter are generally 
not appropriate for impact fee funding. 

A calculation of impact fees to be assessed and support data substantiating 
said fees. 

In developing this CFP, the District followed the following guidelines set forth in Appendix F of 
Snohomish County's General Policy Plan: 

• 	Districts should use information from recognized sources, such as the U.S. 
Census or the Puget Sound Regional Council. School districts may 
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generate their own data if it is derived through statistically reliable 
methodologies. Information must not be inconsistent with Office of 
Financial Management (OFM) population forecasts. Student generation 
rates must be independently calculated by each school district. 

• 	The CFP must comply with the GMA. 

• 	The methodology used to calculate impact fees must comply with Chapter 
82.02 RCW. The CFP must identify alternative funding sources in the 
event that impact fees are not available due to action by the state, county 
or cities within the District. 

Overview of the Marysville School District 

The District encompasses most of the City of Marysville, a small portion of the City of Everett, 
and portions of unincorporated Snohomish County. The District's boundaries also include the 
Tulalip Indian Reservation. The District encompasses a total of 72 square miles. 

The District currently serves an approximate student population of 10,804 (October 1, 2013 FTE 
enrollment) with eleven elementary schools (grades K-5), four middle level schools (6-8), and 
two comprehensive high school (grades 9-12). In addition, the District operates several small 
learning communities. In 1999, the District moved approximately 400 9th graders to Marysville 
Pilchuck High School with approximately 500 9th graders remaining at Marysville Junior High 
School. In 2007, the District completed the shift of 9'h graders to Marysville Pilchuck High 
School and renamed Marysville Junior High School as Totem Middle School. During 2008, 
the District completed construction of the Marysville Tulalip Campus and consolidated several 
programs (serving grades 6-12) on one campus. The District also opened Grove Elementary 
School in the fall of 2008. The District opened the Marysville Getchell Campus, housing four 
separate 9-12 small learning communities, in the fall of 2010. For the purposes of facility 
planning, this CFP considers grades K-5 as elementary school, grades 6-8 as middle level school, 
and grades 9-12 as high school. 

The District continues to make progress in addressing capacity needs. The opening of Grove 
Elementary School, the Marysville Tulalip Campus, and the Marysville Getchell Campus 
help to alleviate some of these needs. However, the District expects continued growth-
related enrollment increases at the elementary level. Also of concern is the condition of its 
facilities. All schools need technology support upgrades (electrical and network). Eight 
elementary schools (Cascade, Kellogg Marsh, Grove, Liberty, Marshall, Pinewood, Shoultes, 
and Sunnyside), two middle schools (Marysville and Totem), and two high school (Marysville 
Pilchuck and Marysville Getchell) need improvements. In addition, support facilities need 
additional space. 

511 



Facilities and Capacity Needs 

The District encounters a variety of issues that affect the capital facilities planning process. 
Affordable housing (as compared to Seattle and adjacent cities) in the District tends to draw 
young families, which puts demands on the school facilities. In addition, the 2005 amendments 
to the Snohomish County Comprehensive Plan expanded the Marysville urban growth boundary 
to include an additional 560.4 acres zoned for residential development. Also, a significant 
amount of acreage already within the Marysville UGA was rezoned to accommodate more 
density in housing developments. The dramatic modifications to land use priorities will have 
a significant impact on schools. Capacity impacts are obvious. In addition, locating and 
purchasing suitable property and agreement on scope and amount of future bond measures are of 
concern. 

In February of 2006, the District's voters approved a school construction bond for approximately 
$118 million. The bond helped to pay for the construction of Marysville Getchell High School 
and Grove Elementary School. The District also used the bond proceeds to acquire future 
school sites. In 2014, District voters approved a $12 million technology levy. The District 
will consider presenting a future bond to the voters during the six years of this Plan to fund 
modernization and addition projects as identified in this Capital Facilities Plan. 
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SECTION 2-- EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM STANDARDS 

The District acknowledges and realizes that classroom population impacts the quality of 
instruction provided. School facility and student capacity needs are dictated by the types 
and amounts of space required to accommodate the District's adopted educational program. 
The educational program standards which typically drive facility space needs include grade 
configuration, optimum facility size, class size, educational program offerings, classroom 
utilization and scheduling requirements, and use of relocatable classrooms (portables). 

In addition to student population, other factors such as collective bargaining agreements, 
government mandates, and community expectations also affect classroom space requirements. 
Traditional educational programs are often supplemented by programs such as special education, 
remediation, alcohol and drug education, computer labs, music, art, and other programs. These 
programs can have a significant impact on the available student capacity of school facilities. 

District educational program standards may change in the future as a result of changes in 
the program year, special programs class sizes, grade span configurations, and use of new 
technology, as well as other physical aspects of the school facilities. In addition, the State 
Legislature's implementation of requirements for all-day kindergarten and reduced K-3 class 
size will also impact school capacity and educational program standards. (Approximately 41% 
of the District's kindergarten enrollment is currently all-day.) If the State Legislature funds 
implementation, future updates to the CFP will reflect any adjustments. The school capacity 
inventory will be reviewed periodically and adjusted for any changes to the educational program 
standards. These changes will also be reflected in future updates of this CFP. 

Within the context of this topic, there are at least three methodologies that can be applied to 
capacity forecasting. Those include a maximum class size based on contractual obligations, a 
maximum class size target, and a minimum service level. 

The District has internal targets, which predicate staffing decisions. These internal targets are 
the District's preferred capacity Ievels. In comparison, class size based on a maximum number 
of students is predicated on contractual language in the contract with the Marysville Education 
Association. This contract specifies a maximum number of students in a classroom above which 
the District must fund additional classroom assistance. Finally, the minimum service level 
represents the capacity level that the District will not exceed. This is determined by an average 
maximum number of students in a classroom by grade (for K-8 classes) or by a course of study 
(for the 9-12 grade level). For example, grade 8 may have an average class size (and minimum 
level of service) of 32 students. Some classrooms might have less than 32 students and some 
classrooms might have more than 32 students; however the average of grade 8 classrooms 
district-wide will not exceed 32 students. At the secondary school level, some classes will 
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exceed 34 students (band, physical education, etc.). This minimum service level is defined for 
core classes and is an average of all core classes for the secondary level. Table 1 compares class 
size methodologies. 



Table I 
Class Size Methodologies 

Grade Level District Targets Maximum 
(Per Contract) 

Minimum Service Level 

Kindergarten 23 24 27 
Grades 1 — 3 23 24 29 
Grades 4 — 5 25 27 30 
Grades 6-8  25 30 32 
Grades 9-12  25 30 34 

Educational Program Standards Based Upon Internal Targets 

Elementary Schools: 

• 	Average class size for Kindergarten should not exceed 23 students. 
• 	Average class size for grades 1-3 should not exceed 23 students. 
• 	Average class size for grades 4-5 should not exceed 25 students. 
• 	Special education for students may be provided in regular classes when 

inclusion is possible and in self-contained classrooms when this is the 
most appropriate option available. 

Middle and Junior High Schools: 

• 	Average class size for grades 6-8 should not exceed 25 students. 
• 	It is not possible to achieve 100% utilization of all regular teaching 

stations throughout the day. Therefore, classroom capacity is adjusted 
using a utilization factor of available teaching stations depending on the 
physical characteristics of the facility and program needs. 

• 	Special education for students may be provided in regular classes when 
inclusion is possible and in self-contained classrooms when this is the 
most appropriate option available. 

• 	Identified students will also be provided other programs in "resource 
rooms (i.e., computer labs, study rooms), and program specific classrooms 
(i.e., music, drama, art, home and family education). 

High Schools: 

• 	Average class size for grades 9-12 should not exceed 25 students. 
• 	It is not possible to achieve 100% utilization of all regular teaching 

stations throughout the day. Therefore, classroom capacity is adjusted 
using a utilization factor of available teaching stations depending on the 
physical characteristics of the facility and program needs. 



• 	Special education for students may be provided in regular classes when 
inclusion is possible and in self-contained classrooms when this is the 
most appropriate option available. 

• 	Identified students will also be provided other programs in "resource 
rooms (i.e., computer labs, study rooms), and program specific classrooms 
(i.e., music, drama, art, home and family education). 

The following information reflects the District's current compliance with the minimum 
educational service standards (as reported to Snohomish County in 2013): 

LOS Standard MINIMUM CURRENT MINIMUM CURRENT MINIMUM CURRENT 
LOS# LOS LOS LOS LOS LOS 

Elementary Elementary Middle Middle High High 
Marysville No. 25 29 20.25 32 21.6 34 22.2 

Maximum average 
class size 

The District determines the current service level by adding the number of students per 
regular classroom at each grade level and dividing that number by the number of teaching 
stations. 
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SECTION THREE: CAPITAL FACILITIES INVENTORY 

Under the GMA, public entities are required to inventory capital facilities used to serve existing 
development. The purpose of the facilities inventory is to establish a baseline for determining 
what facilities will be required to accommodate future demand (student enrollment) at acceptable 
levels of service. This section provides an inventory of capital facilities owned and operated by 
the District including schools, relocatable classrooms (portables), undeveloped land, and support 
facilities. School facility capacity was inventoried based on the space required to accommodate 
the District's adopted educational program standards. See Section Two: Educational Program 
Standards. A map showing locations of District facilities is provided on page 4. 

Schools 

See Section One for a description of the District's schools and programs. 

School capacity was determined based on the number of teaching stations within each building 
and the space requirements of the District's adopted educational program and internal targets. 
It is this capacity calculation that is used to establish the District's baseline capacity, and to 
determine future capacity needs based on projected student enrollment. The school capacity 
inventory is summarized in Tables 2, 3, and 4. 

Relocatable Classrooms (Portables) 

Relocatable classrooms (portables) are used as interim classroom space to house students 
until funding can be secured to construct permanent classrooms. The District currently uses 
65 relocatable classrooms at various school sites throughout the District to provide additional 
interim capacity. A typical relocatable classroom can provide capacity for a full-size class 
of students. Current use of relocatable classrooms throughout the District is summarized in 
Table 5. 

Table 2 
Elementary School Inventory 

Elementary School 
Site Size 
(Acres) 

Building 
Area (sq ft) 

Teaching 
Stations* 

Permanent 
Capacity** 

Allen Creek 11.0 47,594 21.0 496 

Cascade 9.5 38,923 21.0 496 

Grove 6.2 54,000 24.0 566 

Kellogg Marsh 12.8 47,816 21.0 496 

Liberty 9.1 40,459 20.0 472 

Marshall 13.7 53,063 14.0 330 

-11- 



Pinewood 10.5 40,073 17.0 401 

Quil Ceda 10.0 47,594 27.0 637 

Shoultes 9.5 40,050 16.0 378 

Sunnyside 10.4 39,121 22.0 519 

TOTAL 102.7 448,693 203 4,791 

* Teaching Station Definition: A space designated as a classroom. Other stations include spaces designated 
for special education and pull-out programs. 

** Regular classrooms. 

Table 3 
Middle Level School Inventory 

Middle Level School 
Site Size 
(Acres) 

Building 
Area (sq ft) 

Teaching 
Stations* 

Permanent 
Capacity** 

Cedarcrest 27.0 83,128 29.0 725 

Marysville Middle 21.0 99,617 32.0 800 

Marysville Tulalip 
Campus*** (6-8) 

* * * 15,000 7.0 175 

Totem 15.2 124,822 30.0 750 

TOTAL 63.2 322,567 98 2,450 

* Teaching Station Definition: A space designated as a classroom. Other stations include spaces designated 
for special education and pull-out programs. 
** Regular classrooms. 

** *The Marysville Tulalip Campus includes the following schools co-located on one campus: Arts & 
Technology, Tulalip Heritage, and the 10th Street School. Grades 6-12 are served at the Marysville Tulalip 
Campus. The above chart identifies information relevant to grades 6-8. 
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Table 4 
High School Inventory 

High School 
Site Size 
(Acres) 

Building 
Area (sqft) 

Teaching 
Stations* 

Permanent 
Capacity*' 

Marysville Pilchuck 83.0 259,033 56.0 1,400 

Marysville Getchell 38.0 193,000 61.0 1,525 

Marysville Tulalip 
Campus*** (9-12) 

39.4 70,000 19.0 475 

Mountain View 2.4 18,350 8.0 200 

TOTAL 162.8 540,383 144 3,600 

* Teaching Station Definition: A space designated as a classroom. Other stations include spaces designated 
for special education and pull-out programs. 
** Regular classrooms. 

** *The Marysville Tulalip Campus includes the following schools co-located on one campus: Arts & 
Technology, Tulalip Heritage, and the l0'h Street School. Grades 6-12 are served at the Marysville Tulalip 
Campus. The above chart identifies information relevant to grades 9-12. 
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Table 5 
Relocatable Classroom (Portable) Inventory* 

Elementary School Relocatables ** Other 
Relocatables *** 

Interim Capacity 

Allen Creek 7 0 165 

Cascade 3 2 71 

Kellogg Marsh 5 2 118 

Liberty 6 2 142 

Marshall 3 3 71 

Pinewood 3 4 71 

Quil Ceda 3 4 71 

Shoultes 5 3 118 

Sunnyside 4 5 94 

SUBTOTAL 39 25 921 

Middle Level School Relocatables Other 
Relocatables 

Interim Capacity 

Cedarcrest 12 2 300 

Marysville Middle 7 2 175 

Totem 0 0 0 

SUBTOTAL 19 4 475 

High School Relocatables Other 
Relocatables 

Interim Capacity 

Marysville-Getchell 0 0 0 

Marysville-Pilchuck 6 0 15 0 

Mountain View 2 0 52 

SUBTOTAL 8 0 202 

TOTAL 	 66 	 29 	 1,623 

* Each portable is 600 square feet. 
**Used for regular classroom capacity. 
***The relocatables referenced under "other relocatables" are used for special pull-out programs. 

Support Facilities 
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In addition to schools, the District owns and operates additional facilities which provide 
operational support functions to the schools. An inventory of these facilities is provided in 
Table 6. 

Table 6 
Support Facility Inventory 

Facility  
Building Area 
(S uare Feet) 

Site Size 
(Acres) 

Service Center 11.35 
Administration 33,028 
Grounds 3,431 
Maintenance 12,361 
Engineering 7,783 
Warehouse 16,641 

Land Inventory 

The District owns a number of undeveloped sites. An inventory of these sites is provided in 
Table 7. 

Table 7 
Undeveloped Site Inventory 

Site Site Size (Acres) 

4315 71st Ave NE 7.00 

132nd Street Site 20.00 

152nd Street Site 35.02 

Old Getchell Site 10.00 

West Marshall Site (School Farm) 18.00 

Frondorf Site 27.75 

Highway 9 Site 53.00 

Development on some of these sites is restricted due to significant wetlands, limited site sizes, 
high utility costs, and/or inappropriate locations. In addition to these sites, the District owns four 
sites of less than two acres. 
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SECTION FOUR: STUDENT ENROLLMENT TRENDS AND PROJECTIONS 

Generally, enrollment projections using historical calculations are most accurate for the initial 
years of the forecast period. Moving further into the future, more assumptions about economic 
conditions, land use, and demographic trends in the area affect the projection. Monitoring 
birth rates in the County and population growth for the area are essential yearly activities in 
the ongoing management of the CFP. In the event that enrollment growth slows, plans for new 
facilities can be delayed. It is much more difficult, however, to initiate new projects or speed 
projects up in the event enrollment growth exceeds the projections. 

With the assistance of a professional demographer, the District has developed its own 
methodology for forecasting future enrollments. This methodology, a modified cohort survival 
method, considers a variety of factors to evaluate the potential student population growth 
for the years 2014 through 2027. These factors include: Office of Financial Management 
population forecasts for Snohomish County and historical data; Office of the Superintendent 
of Public Instruction data regarding enrollment history by year and grade and other statistical 
data regarding District-specific enrollment trends; Washington State Health Department and 
Snohomish County birth statistics (for purposes of predicting kindergarten enrollments); 
Washington State Department of Licensing statistics regarding population migration; 
Educational Service District 189 statistics regarding enrollment trends; Snohomish County and 
City of Marysville data regarding residential home construction; United States Census records 
regarding population age groupings; and District data regarding alternative program enrollment 
statistics and trends, student transfer statistics and trends, and current school enrollment figures 
by grade level and schools. 

The District methodology uses the cohort projections developed by the Office of the 
Superintendent of Public Instruction as a baseline and then applies a growth factor, derived from 
the evaluated factors, for each year through 2027. See Appendix A (which shows the District's 
Headcount Enrollment Projections). The growth factor starts at 0% and is then determined by 
balancing the positive and negative evaluated factors (i.e. those listed in the paragraph above) 
which could affect student enrollment figures over the term of the forecast. As an example, 
the 2009 kindergarten class is the largest in the history of the District and, along with the 
large number of births in Snohomish County over the last five years, should indicate that high 
kindergarten enrollments will continue, resulting in positive overall enrollment. However, on 
the negative side, the District is has lost some students who have opted to attend schools in other 
surrounding districts. These two trends tend to cancel each other out, in creating either a plus or 
minus growth factor. 

District enrollment has declined in recent years, likely due to a variety of factors such as 
economic circumstances, slower in-migration, and students opting for alternative education 
plans. However, the six year enrollment forecast demonstrates enrollment growth at the 
elementary level over the next six years. Using the modified cohort survival projections, a total 
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enrollment of 10,692 (FTE)i is expected in 2019. In other words, the District projects a decline 
in enrollment by 112 students between 2013 and 2019. See Table 10. However, elementary 
enrollment is projected to have continued growth with an addition of 42 students. See Table 
14. The growth in elementary enrollment does not include the implementation of all day 
kindergarten, which would result in an addition of 267 students, for a total growth addition of 
309 elementary students. 

OFM population-based enrollment projections were estimated for the District using OFM 
population forecasts for the County.2 Between 2000 and 2013 the District's enrollment 
constituted approximately 16.98% of the District's total population. Assuming that, between 
2014 and 2019, the District's enrollment will continue to constitute 16.98% of the District's 
population, using OFM/County data, the District projects a total enrollment of 13,021 students in 
2019. See Table 10. 

Table 10 
Projected Student Enrollment (FTE) 

2014-2019 

Projection 2013* 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 
Actual 
Change 

Percent 
Change 

OFM/County 10,804 11,174 11,544 11,914 12,284 12,654 13,021 2,217 28.2% 

District 10,804 10,853 10,813 10,732 10,691 10,683 10,692 (112) (1.04)% 

for the current split between all-day and half-day kindergarten, to reflect actual classroom usage. For example, the "District" enrollment line 
in Table 10 is derived from the District's headcount enrollment projections located in Appendix 1. The reader can see that Appendix A projects 
11,122 students in 2014. When the kindergarten enrollment for 2014 is adjusted, the total K-12 enrollment for 2014 is 10,853. 

** Actual FTE enrollment (October 1, 2013). 

Based upon the immediate dynamics of the District, as discussed above, the District has chosen 
to follow the more conservative District estimates as opposed to the OFMICounty projections 
during this planning period. This decision will be revisited in future updates to the CFP. 

2035 Enrollment Projections 

Student enrollment projections beyond 2019 and to the future are highly speculative. The 
District projects a total enrollment of 11,128 FTE students in 2027, the last year in the District's 
projections. This is based on the District's enrollment projections updated in 2013. See 
Appendix A. The total enrollment estimate was then broken down by grade span to evaluate 
long-term site acquisition needs for elementary, middle level, and high school facilities. See 
Table 11-A below. Again, these estimates are highly speculative and are used only for general 
planning purposes. 

1 FTE projected enrollment is derived by using the Headcount Enrollment Projections in Appendix A and multiplying 
kindergarten enrollment by 0.50 and then adding back approximately 40% of that figure to reflect the current percentage of 
kindergarten students in the District attend all-day kindergarten. 

2 The District has chosen to use Alternative #3 of the Snohomish County 2035 Population Forecast since it contains the high end 
of potential growth. This alternative provides the District with an outside measure of growth. 
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Table 11-A 
Projected FTE Student Enrollment - District 

2027 

Grade Span Projected FTE Enrollment 

Elementary (K-5) 5,206 

Middle Level School (6-8) 2,555 

High School (9-12) 3,367 

TOTAL (K-12) 11,128 

Assuming that the District's enrollment will continue to constitute 16.98% of the District's 
population through 2035, the projected enrollment by grade span based upon the County/OFM 
projections is as follows: 

Table 11-B 
Projected FTE Student Enrollment — County/OFM 

2035 

Grade Span Projected FTE Enrollment 

Elementary (K-5) 7,057 

Middle Level School (6-8) 3,639 

High School (9-12) 4,863 

TOTAL (K-12) 15,559 
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SECTION FIVE: CAPITAL FACILITIES PROJECTIONS FOR FUTURE NEEDS 

Projected available student capacity was derived by subtracting projected student enrollment 
from existing school capacity (excluding relocatable classrooms) for each of the six years in 
the forecast period (2014-2019). Capacity needs are expressed in terms of "unhoused students" 
Table 12 identifies the District's current capacity needs (based upon information contained in 
Table 14): 

Table 12 
Unhoused Students — Based on October 2013 Enrollment/Capacity 

Grade Span Unhoused Students/(Available Capacity  
Element 	Level (K-5) 111  
Middle Level (6-8) 77 
Hi h School Level (9-12) (223)  

The method used to define future capacity needs assumes that: 

• Capacity additions at Cascade and Liberty Elementary Schools are complete by the fall of 
2019. 

Assuming these capacity additions, Table 13 identifies the additional permanent classroom 
capacity that will be needed in 2019, the end of the six year forecast period: 

Table 13 
Unhoused Students — 2019 

Grade Span Unhoused Students /(Available capacity 
Element 	Level (K-5) (11)  
Middle Level (6-8) 41 
High School Level (9-12) (343)  
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Projected future capacity needs, shown in Table 14, are derived by applying the projected 
number of students to the projected capacity. Grade reconfigurations and planned improvements 
by the District through 2019 are included in Table 14. It is not the District's policy to include 
relocatable classrooms when determining future capital facility needs; therefore interim capacity 
provided by relocatable classrooms is not included (except for in the total District capacity 
summary). (Information on relocatable classrooms by grade level and interim capacity can be 
found in Table 5. Information on planned construction projects can be found in the Financing 
Plan, Table 15.) Current deficiencies are shown in Table 12. 

Table 14 
Projected Student Capacity - 2014 through 2019 

Elementary School -- Surplus/Deficiency 

2013* 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 

Existing Capacity 4,791 4,791 4,791 4,791 4,791 4,791 4,791 

Added Permanent Capacity 0 0 0 0 0 0 164** 

* 

Total Capacity** 4,791 4,791 4,791 4,791 4,791 4,791 4,955 

Enrollment 4,902 4,934 4,924 4,911 4,971 4,974 4,944 

Surplus (Deficiency)** (111) (143) (133) (120) (180) (183) 11 

*Actual October 2013 FTE enrollment 
**Does not include added relocatable capacity 
***Additions at Cascade and Liberty 

Middle School Level -- Surplus/Deficiency 

2013 * 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 

Existing Capacity 2,450 2,450 2,450 2,450 2,450 2,450 2,450 

Added Permanent Capacity 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total Capacity** 2,450 2,450 2,450 2,450 2,450 2,450 2,450 

Enrollment 2,527 2,469 2,427 2,417 2,404 2,428 2,491 

Surplus (Deficiency)** (77) (19) 23 33 46 22 (41) 

*Actual October 2013 FTE enrollment 
**Does not include added relocatable capacity 
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High School Level -- Surplus/Deficiency 

2013* 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 

Existing Capacity 3,600 3,600 3,600 3,600 3,600 3,600 3,600 

Added Permanent 

Capacity 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total Capacity** 3,600 3,600 3,600 3,600 3,600 3,600 3,600 

Enrollment 3,377 3,468 3,466 3,404 3,316 3,281 3,257 

Surplus (Deficiency)** 223 132 134 196 284 319 343 

*Actual October 2013 FTE enrollment 
**Does not include added relocatable capacity. 
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SECTION SIX: FINANCING PLAN 

Planned Improvements 

The District plans to present for voter approval the replacement and addition of capacity at 
Cascade Elementary School and Liberty Elementary School (using the Grove Elementary School 
prototype). These projects will help to address capacity needs at the elementary level. The 
District is not currently planning to add permanent capacity at the middle or high school levels. 
Enrollment at those levels is expected to decline over the six year planning period (as illustrated 
in Table 14) and existing relocatables should provide sufficient interim capacity. The District's 
voters recently passed a levy for technology upgrades, which will be implemented over the six 
year planning period. 

Financing for Planned Improvements 

Funding for planned improvements is typically secured from a number of sources including 
voter-approved bonds, State match funds, and impact fees. 

General Obligation Bonds: Bonds are typically used to fund construction of new 
schools and other capital improvement projects, and require a 60% voter approval. The 
District's voters approved funding for the new high school and new elementary school in 
February of 2006. Future bond issues will require input from community and staff, substantial 
exploration of facility options, and critical decisions by the Board of Directors. 

State School Construction Assistance Funds: State School Construction Assistance 
Funds come from the Common School Construction Fund, which is composed of revenues 
accruing predominantly from the sale of renewable resources (i.e., timber) from State school 
lands set aside by the Enabling Act of 1889. If these sources are insufficient to meet needs, the 
Legislature can appropriate funds or the State Board of Education can establish a moratorium on 
certain projects. School districts may qualify for State School Construction Assistance Funds for 
specific capital projects based on a prioritization system. 

Impact Fees: Impact fees are a means of supplementing traditional funding sources 
for construction of public facilities needed to accommodate new development. School impact 
fees are generally collected by the permitting agency at the time plats are approved or building 
permits are issued. See Section 7 School Impact Fees. 

The Six-Year Financing Plan shown on Table 15 demonstrates how the District intends to fund 
new construction and improvements to school facilities for the years 2014-2019. The financing 
components include bonds, State match funds, and impact fees. The Financing Plan separates 
projects and portions of projects which add capacity from those which do not, since the latter are 
generally not appropriate for impact fee funding. 
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Table 15 
Capital Facilities Financing Plan 

Improvements Adding Permanent Capacity (Costs in Millions)** 

Project 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 Total 
Cost 

Bonds/ 
Local 
Funds 

Projected 
State 

Match 

Impact 
Fees3 

Elements 
CascadeAddition4 $1.250 $1.388 $2.638 $1.899 $0.738 $0.089 
Liberty Additions $1.535 $2.000 $3.535 $1.025 $1.025 $0.167 

Middle School 

High School 

Land Purchase (for futuregrowth)  
**All projects are growth-related. 

Total Capacity Improvements — (Costs in Millions)* 

2013 2014 2015 21116 2017 2018 2019 Total 
Cost 

Bonds/ 
Local 
Funds 

Projected 
State 

Match 

Impact 
Fees 

Elementary $2.785 S3-3K8 $6.173 $2.924 $1.763 $0.256 
Middle Level 
High School 
Land Purchase 
TOTALS 52.785 83,388 86.173 $2.924 $1.763 50.256 
**All projects are growth-related. 

3 Fees in this column are based on amount of fees collected to date and estimated fees on future units. Estimated fees are based on recent fee collections and a review of projected fee amounts and 
known or anticipated future growth. 
4 The cost estimate for Cascade is for a pro-rata (@ 12.39%) of the total estimated cost of construction. This corresponds to the additional capacity added to the replacement capacity for the school. 
5 The cost estimate for Liberty is for a pro-rata (@ 16.60%) of the total estimated cost of construction. This corresponds to the additional capacity added to the replacement capacity for the school. 
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Table 15 
Capital Facilities Financing Plan 

Improvements Not Adding New Permanent Capacity (Costs in Millions) 

Project 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 Total 
Cost 

Bonds/ 
Levies 

Projected 
State 

Match 

Impact 
Fees 

EIementa 
Cascade Re lacement6 $10.653 $8.000 $18.653 $13.430 $5.223 
Liberty Re lacement7 $11.400 $6.361 $17.761 $12.610 $5.151 

Middle 
Marysville Middle Modernization $6.000 $24.000 10.061 $40.061 $24.818 $15.243 

High School 
MPHS Phase I Modernization $30.000 $40.000 $20.680 $90.680 $64.445 $26.235 

District-wide 
Tech/Mist Improvements $3.000 $3.000 $3.000 $3.000 $12.000 $12.00O 

TOTALS 53.00 825.053 553.361 $67.000 30.741 8179.155 5127.303 551.852 

The cost estimate for the Cascade replacements reflects 87.61 % of the estimated cost of construction. This corresponds to the replacement capacity portion of the project. 
The cost estimate for the Liberty replacement reflects 83.4% of the estimated cost of construction. This corresponds to the replacement capacity portion of the project. 
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SECTION SEVEN: SCHOOL IMPACT FEES 

The GMA authorizes jurisdictions to collect impact fees to supplement funding of additional 
public facilities needed to accommodate new development. Impact fees cannot be used for the 
operation, maintenance, repair, alteration, or replacement of existing capital facilities used to 
meet existing service demands. 

School Impact Fees in Snohomish County, the City of Marysville, and the City of Everett 

The Snohomish County General Policy Plan ("GPP") which implements the GMA sets certain 
conditions for school districts wishing to assess impact fees: 

The District must provide support data including: an explanation of the 
calculation methodology, description of key variables and their 
computation, and definitions and sources of data for all inputs into the fee 
calculation. 

Data must be accurate, reliable, and statistically valid. 

Data must accurately reflect projected costs in the Six-Year Financing 
Plan. 

Data in the proposed impact fee schedule must reflect expected student 
generation rates from the following residential unit types: single family; 
multi-family/studio or one-bedroom; and multi-family/two or more-
bedroom. 

Snohomish County established a school impact fee program in November 1997, and amended 
the program in December 1999. This program requires school districts to prepare and adopt 
Capital Facilities Plans meeting the specifications of the GMA. Impact fees calculated in 
accordance with the formula, which are based on projected school facility costs necessitated by 
new growth and are contained in the District's CFP, become effective following County Council 
adoption of the District's CFP. 

The City of Marysville also adopted a school impact fee program consistent with the Growth 
Management Act in November 1998 (with subsequent amendments). 

Methodology Used to Calculate School Impact Fees 

Impact fees in Appendix B have been calculated utilizing the formula in the Snohomish County 
Code and the Municipal Code for the City of Marysville. The resulting figures are based on 
the District's cost per dwelling unit to purchase land for school sites, make site improvements, 
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construct schools, and purchase/install relocatable facilities (portables). As required under the 
GMA, credits have also been applied in the formula to account for State Match Funds to be 
reimbursed to the District and projected future property taxes to be paid by the dwelling unit. 

The District's cost per dwelling unit is derived by multiplying the cost per student by the 
applicable student generation rate per dwelling unit. The student generation rate is the average 
number of students generated by each housing type -- in this case, single family dwellings and 
multi-family dwellings. Multi-family dwellings were broken out into one-bedroom and two-plus 
bedroom units. Pursuant to the Snohomish County and the City of Marysville School Impact Fee 
Ordinances, the District conducted student generation studies within the District. This was done 
to "localize" generation rates for purposes of calculating impact fees. Student generation rates 
for the District are shown on Table 16. See also Appendix C. 

Table 16 
Student Generation Rates 

Elenzentaly> Middle Level High School TOTAL 

Single Family .235 .106 .147 .487 

Multi-Family No Data No Data No Data No Data 
(1 Bedroom) 

Multi-Family .136 .051 .062 .249 
(2+ Bedrooms) 

(Source: Doyle Consulting, March 2014) 
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Proposed Marysville School District Impact Fee Schedule for Snohomish County and the 
cities of Everett and Marysville 

Using the variables and formula described, impact fees proposed for the District in Snohomish 
County and in the cities of Everett and Marysville, using the ordinances' discount rate of 50%, 
are summarized in Table 17. See also Appendix B. 

Table 17 
School Impact Fees 

2014 

Housing Type Impact Fee Per Dwelling Unit 

Single Family $1,817 

Multi-Family (1 Bedroom) N/A 

Multi-Family (2+ Bedroom) $1,180 
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FACTORS FOR ESTIMATED IMPACT FEE CALCULATIONS 

Student Generation Factors — Single Family 
Elementary 	 .235 
Middle 	 .106 
Senior 	 .147 

Total 	 .487 

Student Generation Factors — Multi Family (1 Bdrm) 
Elementary 	 .000 
Middle 	 .000 
Senior 	 .000 

Total 	 .000 

Average Site Cost/Acre 
Elementary 

Temporary Facility Capacity 
Capacity 
Cost 

State School Construction Assistance 
Current Funding Percentage 

$0 

65.53% 

Student Generation Factors — Multi Family (2+ Bdrm) 
	

Construction Cost Allocation 
Elementary 	 .136 

	
Current CCA 

Middle 	 .051 
Senior 	 .062 

	
District Average Assessed Value 

Total 	 .249 
	

Single Family Residence 

Projected Student Capacity per Facility 
	

District Average Assessed Value 
Elementary School 
	

164 	 Multi Family (1 Bedroom) 
Cascade (70) 
	

District Average Assessed Value 
Liberty (94) 
	

Multi Family (2+ Bedroom) 
Required Site Acreage per Facility 

Elementary 	 0 	SPI Square Footage per Student 
Elementary 
Middle 
High 

Facility Construction Cost 
Elementary 	 $6,173,256 	District Property Tax Levy Rate (Bonds) 

Cascade - $2,638,089 
	

Currenti$1,000 
Liberty- $3,535,167 

General Obligation Bond Interest Rate 
Permanent Facility Square Footage 

	
Current Bond Buyer Index 

Elementary 	 448,693 
Middle 	 322,567 	Developer Provided Sites/Facilities 
Senior 	 540,383 	 Value 

Total 95.88% 
	

1,311,643 	 Dwelling Units 

200.40 

$208,070 

$64,444 

$94,676 

90 
108 
130 

$1.25 

4.38% 

0 
0 

Temporary Facility Square Footage 
Elementary 
Middle 
Senior 

Total 	4.12% 

Total Facility Square Footage 
Elementary 
Middle 
Senior 

Total 	100% 

37,800 
13,800 
4,800 

56,400 

486,493 
336,367 
544,583 

1,368,043 

Note: The total costs of the school construction projects 
and the total capacities are shown in the fee calculations. 
However, new development will only be charged for the 
system improvements needed to serve new growth. 
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APPENDIX A 

POPULATION AND ENROLLMENT DATA 



Pia: 412613 

MARYSVILLE SCHOOL DISTRICT 
ENROLLMENT PROJECflC'N 

1NDMMI7UA1. GRADE LEVEL 

2013 TO 2016 

GGR[3VaH 
COHORT FACTOR 

cxcl. PJLL9 1t) 	 FACTOR PER YEAR 

K 1315 7131 676 604 860 836 634 883 851 855 888 
1 857 818 852 939 652 915 883 859 890 881 830 100,3% 
2 923 821 6& O 68 682 D7 871 643 B79 860 10.0% 
3 997 BA 816 862 €0 048 831 5 	. 848 630 887 832% 
4 995 849 867 656 881 908 9 ON 809 856 834 101.296 
5 959 956 837 919 896 878 913 917 874 885 544 99.5% 

SWI 5.456 5,15 1 5,130 5,290 :5,365 5.367 5,364 5.320 .5,203 5,168 5,123 

6 W6 921 932 617 921 872 640 879 891 as s45 	97.5% 
7 839 11,40 941 942 87 ii 5 815 861 85 9033  874 	101.7% 
8 918 884 959 941 910 693 1913 666 831 852 895 	100.0% 

Subt 2,643 2,755 2.842 2,730 2728 2683 2,626 2556 2,581 2,606 2.614 

9 1113 917 929 512 902 681 852 638 676 100.90k 
10 90 .948 95D 1043 958 950 911. 874 892 100 ON 162.2% 
11 806 799 818 81'7 876 878 697 .849 862 842 621 941.3% 
12 751 71$ 763 723 928 10132 983 960 967 943 900 110..1 

	

aubil 3.517 3.3822  3;4{ 	35€,3 3,7(17 3,768 3,573 3,564 3,593 3,523 3,451 

Tota11e.  11,816 11,218 11,432 11,563 11,800 _°[1,s1a11,$8U 11 1600t 7T 11 2 	11,188 

Change -116 	-598 	214 	161 	217 	19 	-154 •165 423 48 -111 

CI't qo -0.97'h -5;98% 1.'8154 1.3255 1.67% 0,16% -1.W% -1,41 Ai -1,07'); -Q.69`.++ .0.83% 

2013-2016 928 892 687 857 
99.00%% 884 922 688 863 

922. 585 $13 864 
8e-5 8$7 070 6%6 

2017-2027 8.9 849 606 871 
88-54%  821 845 933 796  

0,166 5596 5,179 6,163 

818 1913 816 
85i 821 783 8=: 
890 843 613 79, 

2,531 2456 2,427 2,417 

394 865 842 812 
85 905 '575 852 
79B W. 8 845 818 
895 859 802 $22  

3,473 3,483 3,466 3 

1 1,171 11,122 11,072 10,961 

•'d7 	49 	-50 	-58 

	

•(F.i 5 ;v •O. d' 	.045% •0-80% 

*Projections use headcount figures. 
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Prepared. 41'1F7313 

MARYSV1LL SCHOOL DISTRICT 
ENROLLMENT PROJECTION 

INDIVIDUAL GRADE LEVEL 

2017 	TO 	2027 

2017 2D18 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2974 2U25 V2 il7 
K 583 853 187 690 894 9o1 5o 917 826 934 942 
1 057 563 084 541 694 902 910 918 926 935 
2 059 053 079 66 883 907 090 898 9i7B 814 922 
3 868 848 8442 968 855 872 875 879 8 894 502 
4 9C2 $74 053 640 674 074 870 D51 464 892 9JO 
5 062 803 005 54 839 885. 865 659 0 675 .583 

Sd 5 232 0i', 5,211 5,2100 5,2 i'3 5,29 5..320 5̀ 354 5302  

6 77 2 036 666 .338 8 9 014 09 639 843 x•78 B49 
7 814 7132 847 677 866 830 E24 849 850 663 856 
8 010 610 778 543 673 846 825 820 845 846 049 

Z404 2,428 2,491 2,559 2.542 2,485 2,458 2.509 2,530 2,545 2,556 

6 75 i 822 $14 782 646 817 049 329 824 549 850 
10 526 me 13 	9 826 795 1351 502 I 943 ff39 663 
11 ax 775 758 754 77 84 ,6 800 037 611 792 767 
12  0% 677 890 531 859 861 .510 885. 917 885 867  

Sub4I 3,316 3.201 6,257 3,225 3,278 3,315 3,36' 3,416 3." 3„367 3,357 

Tot.I 	11952 	10,915 	10.939 	11,091 	11,059 	11,118 	11,175 	11,278 	111, 325 	11.347 	11.405 

Chant 	-31 	•7 	14 	42 	57 	40 	S8 	103 	47 	22 	8 

C ►virgn ,0,29'9 	-0.0 	@.113rA 	O. t% 	DD.515 	C,. a4% 	0.52:: 	D.92% 	0. ,12°4 	0.1 WA 	0.51% 
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APPENDIX B 

SCHOOL IMPA CT FEE CALCULATIONS 
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APPENDIX C 

STUDENT GENERATION RATES (SGR) 
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Monroe School District's Capital Facilities Plan (CFP) is intended to provide the District, City of 
Monroe, Snohomish County and other jurisdictions with a description of facilities needed to 
accommodate projected student enrollment at acceptable levels of service over the next 21 years (2014-
2035), as well as a more detailed schedule and financing program for capital improvement over the next 
six years (2014-2019). In accordance with the Growth Management Act this CFP contains the 
following required elements: 

• An inventory of existing capital facilities owned by the District, showing the locations and 
capacities of the facilities. 

• A forecast of the future needs for capital facilities owned and operated by the District. 
• The proposed locations and capacities of expanded or new capital facilities. 
• A six year plan for financing capital facilities with projected funding capacities, which clearly 

identifies sources of public money for such purposes. 

The Growth Management Act also requires reassessment of the land use element if probable funding 
falls short of meeting existing needs and to ensure that the land use element, capital facilities plan 
element, and financing plan within the capital facilities plan element are coordinated and consistent. 
The Capital Facilities Plan is intended to provide local jurisdictions with information on the District's 
ability to accommodate projected population and enrollment demands anticipated through 
implementation of various comprehensive plan land use alternatives. 

In addition to the CFP elements required by the Growth Management Act, this CFP provides supporting 
documentation for the variables used to calculate development impact fees. 

Overview of the Monroe School District 

The Monroe School District is located in the southeastern portion of Snohomish County. The District 
covers approximately 82 square miles. The Skykomish and Snoqualmie Rivers join to form the 
Snohomish River in the central portion of the District. The topography includes flood plains to rolling 
hills. The major east-west road is U.S. Highway 2, leading from Everett to Stevens Pass and Eastern 
Washington. The major link to Bothell, Seattle, and the east side of King County is SR-522, leading 
from Monroe to Woodinville. SR-203 is also a major traffic link between Monroe, Duvall, Carnation 
and the Redmond/Bellevue areas. 

The District currently serves a student population of 6,436 (October 1, 2013) with five elementary 
school campuses, two middle schools, and one high school. Leaders in Learning, an individualized 
secondary program, is also offered in a facility owned by the District but not located in an existing 
school. Sky Valley Education Center, an individualized program for students in grades K-12 who 
otherwise would be home schooled, is housed in a former middle school. Sky Valley Education Center 
and Leaders in Learning student enrollment figures are included in both the District and OSPI figures. 
Elementary schools provide educational programs for students in kindergarten through grade five. 
Middle schools serve grades six through eight and the high school grades nine through twelve. Leaders 
in Learning serves grades nine through twelve. 



WAVA High School, a virtual high school for students in grades 9-12, is operated by the District. The 
District also provides fiscal and administrative support for the Youth Re-Engagement program housed 
off-site at Everett Community College in Everett, Washington. It also provides a graduate retrieval 
program through Shoreline Community College. The WAVA High School, the graduate retrieval 
program and U-3 program enrollment figures are included in the OSPI figures. 

The enrollment figures for these programs are not included when determining the District's facility 
needs in Chapter 6. The total capacity-related FTE count for 2013 was 5,334 students vs. the 6,436 
Headcount total. 

Significant Issues Related To Facility Planning In The Monroe School District 

The most significant issues facing the Monroe School District in terms of providing classroom capacity 
to accommodate projected demands are aging school facilities, the rate of student growth, the 
availability and affordability of suitable school sites, including perkable soil for septic systems, access 
to water and the geographic constraints associated with the increased student population. 

The District is currently in the process of evaluating projected usages and use possibilities for the 
District office, Marshall Baseball Field and the Memorial Stadium. These properties do not directly 
affect student housing. 

The consolidation of three middle schools into two sites and the conversion of the third site to house the 
Sky Valley education program reduce space available for growth. When the district experiences 
significant growth, housing will quickly become a critical issue. 



CHAPTER 2-- DEFINITIONS 

Throughout the Capital Facilities Plan a number of terms are used which are found in RCW 
82.02.090 and Snohomish County Code Title 30.66C. To establish consistency between local, 
county and state agencies, the terms are defined as follows: 

Appendix F - means Appendix F of the Snohomish County Growth Management Act 
(GMA) Comprehensive Plan, also referred to as the General Policy Plan. 

Average Assessed Value - average assessed value by dwelling unit type for all residential units 
constructed within the district. 

Area Cost Allowance (Boeckh Index) - means the current OSPI construction allowance for 
construction costs for each school type. 

Boeckh Index - means the number generated by the E. H. Boeckh Company and used by OSPI 
as a guideline for determining the area cost allowance for new school construction. 

Capital Facilities - means school facilities identified in a district's capital facilities plan and are 
"system improvements" as defined by the GMA as opposed to localized "project 
improvements." 

Capital Facilities Plan - means a district's facilities plan adopted by its school board consisting 
of those elements required by Chapter 30.66C and meeting the requirements of the GMA. 

City - means City of Monroe. 

Council(s) - means the Snohomish County Council and/or the Monroe City Council. 

County - means Snohomish County. 

Developer - means the proponent of a development activity, such as any person or entity who 
owns or holds purchase options or other development control over property for which 
development activity is proposed. 

Development - means all subdivisions, short subdivisions, conditional or special use permits, 
binding site plan approvals, rezones accompanied by an official site plan, or building permits 
(including building permits for multi-family and duplex residential structures, and all similar 
uses) and other applications requiring land use permits or approval by Snohomish County or 
City of Monroe. 

Development Activity - means any residential construction or expansion of a building, structure 
or use of land, or any other change in use of a building, structure, or land that creates additional 



demand and need for school facilities, but excluding building permits for attached or detached 
accessory apartments, and remodeling or renovation permits which do not result in additional 
dwelling units. Also excluded from this definition is "Housing for Older Persons" as defined by 
46 U.S.C.3607, when guaranteed by a restrictive covenant, and new single-family detached 
units constructed on legal lots created prior to May 1, 1991. 

Development Approval - means any written authorization from the County or City which 
authorizes the commencement of a development activity. 

Director - means the Director of the Snohomish County Department of Planning and 
Development Services or the director's designee, or the City of Monroe Community 
Development Director or a designee. 

District - means a school district whose geographic boundaries include areas within Snohomish 
County. For this CFP, "District" is the Monroe School District unless otherwise indicated. 

District Property Tax Levy Rate (for Bonds) - means the District's current capital property tax 
rate per thousand dollars of assessed value. 

Dwelling Unit Type - means (1) single-family residences, (2) multi-family one-bedroom 
apartment or condominium units and (3) multi-family multiple-bedroom apartment or 
condominium units. 

Encumbered - means school impact fees identified by the District to be committed as part of the 
funding for capital facilities for which the publicly funded share has been assured, development 
approvals have been sought or construction contracts have been let. 

Estimated Facility Construction Cost - means the planned costs of new schools or the actual 
construction costs of schools of the same grade span recently constructed by the District, 
including on-site and off-site improvement costs. If the District does not have this cost 
information available, construction costs of school facilities of the same or similar grade span 
within another District are acceptable. 

Facility Design Capacity - means the number of students each school type is designed to 
accommodate, based on the standard of service as determined by the District. 

FTE (Full Time Equivalent) - this is a means of measuring student enrollment based on the 
number of hours per day of attendance in District schools. For purposes of this Plan, 
kindergarten students attend half day programs and are counted as .5 FTE. All other students 
are counted as full FTE. (This is in line with OSPI's Capital Facilities Section, FTE 
measurements and projections.) 

Grade Span - means a category into which a district groups its grades of students (e.g., 
elementary, intermediate, middle, junior high, and high school). 



Growth Management Act I GMA - means the Growth Management Act, Chapter 17, Laws of 
the State of Washington of 1990, 1st Ex.Sess. as now in existence or as hereafter amended. 

Interest Rate - means the current interest rate as stated in the Bond Buyer Twenty Bond General 
Obligation Bond Index. 

Land Cost Per Acre - means the estimated average land acquisition cost per acre (in current 
dollars) based on recent site acquisition costs, comparisons of comparable site acquisition costs 
in other districts, or the average assessed value per acre of properties comparable to school sites 
located within the District. 

Multi-Family Unit - means any residential dwelling unit that is not a single-family unit as 
defined by Snohomish County Ordinance 30.66C or City of Monroe's Municipal Code Section 
18.02.470 

OFM -means the Washington State Office of Financial Management. 

OSPI -means the Washington State Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction. 
Permanent Facilities - means school facilities of the District with a fixed foundation. RCW - 
means the Revised Code of Washington (a state law). 

Relocatable Facilities (Portables) - means factory-built structures, transportable in one or more 
sections, that are designed to be used as education spaces and are needed to prevent the 
overbuilding of school facilities, to meet the needs of service areas within a District, or to cover 
the gap between the time that families move into new residential developments and the date that 
construction is completed on permanent school facilities. 

Relocatable Facilities Cost - means the total cost, based on actual costs incurred by the District, 
for purchasing and installing portable classrooms. 

Relocatable Facilities Student Capacity - means the rated capacity for a typical portable 
classroom used for a specified grade span. 

School Impact Fee - means a payment of money imposed upon development as a condition of 
development approval to pay for school facilities needed to serve new growth and development. 
The school impact fee does not include a reasonable permit fee, an application fee, the 
administrative fee for collecting and handling impact fees, or the cost of reviewing independent 
fee calculations. 

SEPA -means the Washington State Environmental Policy Act. 

Single Family Unit - means any detached residential dwelling unit designed for occupancy by a 
single family or household. 

Standard of Service - means the standard adopted by each district which identifies the program 



year, the class size by grade span and taking into account the requirements of students with 
special needs, the number of classrooms, the types of facilities the District believes will best 
serve its student population, and other factors as identified in the District's capital facilities plan. 
The District's standard of service shall not be adjusted for any portion of the classrooms housed 
in relocatable facilities which are used as transitional facilities or from any specialized facilities 
housed in relocatable facilities. 

State Match Percentage - means the proportion of funds that are provided to the District for 
specific capital projects from the state's Common School Construction Fund. These funds are 
disbursed based on a formula which calculates District assessed valuation per pupil relative to 
the whole state assessed valuation per pupil to establish the maximum percentage of the total 
project eligible to be paid by the state. 

Student Factor (Student Generation Rate) - means the number of students of each grade span 
(elementary, middle, high school) that the District determines are typically generated by 
different dwelling unit types within the District. Each school district will use a survey or 
statistically valid methodology to derive the specific student generation rate, provided that the 
survey or methodology is approved by the Snohomish County Council as part of the adopted 
capital facilities plan for each school district. 

Un-housed Students -means District enrolled students who are housed in portable or temporary 
classroom space, or in permanent classrooms in which the maximum class size is exceeded. 

WAC -means the Washington Administrative Code. 
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CHAPTER 3 - STUDENT 1_, 'NIWLLMEN'J'TRENDS,AN L) PROJECI10N 

HISTORICAL TRENDS 

Student enrollment records dating back to 1973 were available from Snohomish County and 
OSPI. Student enrollment in the Monroe School District remained relatively constant between 
1973 and the mid-i 980's. Enrollment within the District increased dramatically from 1985-2009 
(7,974 Headcount), then declined to 6,436 students in October 2013 (See Figure 1). 

Facility needs are determined in part by evaluating recent trends in Full Time Equivalent (FTE) 
student enrollment. OSPI lists the 2013FTE enrollment as 6,226 factoring in 1/2  day 
Kindergarten. Subtracting the non-resident WAVA, U-3 and CC programsl, the October 2013 
FTE enrollment was 5,334 (See Table 1), an increase over the net 5,025 figure in the 2012 CFP. 

Figure 1-Historical Enrollment Monroe School District 

RECENT TRENDS - FTE STUDENT ENROLLMENT (TABLE 1) 

FTE enrollment in elementary grades K-5 between 2008 and 2013 experienced a decline of 336 
students (-12.1%). At the middle school level (grades 6-8), enrollment decreased by 186 students 
(13.4%). FTE on-site enrollment at the high school level (grades 9-12) decreased by 791 
students (-52.5%) overall. The overall FTE, capacity-related enrollment declined by 1,312 
(-24.6%). This was due in part to OSPI changing the rules in 2009 regarding which students 
could be counted for enrollment projection purposes. This resulted in a substantial drop in 

WAVA is an offsite internet based school program. Students do not use District facilities, but are enrolled, monitored and tested through 

this program for their schooling. U3 and CC programs are both off site credit retrieval programs to allow student to complete their high 

school education. These are provided by two separate community colleges in cooperation with the District. Students are enrolled 

through the District in cooperation with the college but do not attend at the Districts facilities. 
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recorded enrollment on the OSPI report 1049. The Report-1049 enrollment for the 9-12 grade 
bands went from 3458 to 2632. 

Historical enrollment in the WAVA, U-3 and CC programs grew rapidly at the start of these 
programs, but has dropped off over time. There has been a great effect on district recorded 
enrollment as OSPI changed the funding and housing rules around 2009. Future enrollment is 
expected to remain nearly steady over the next 6 years. 

Table 1- Total Student Enrollment 
Monroe School District 2008-2013 

(Total and FTE) 

Monroe 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 Change 

K-5 Headcount 	2977 	2993 	2734 	2611 	2623 	2647 -330 
K-5 FTE 2772 2795 2534 2425 2409 2437 -336 

6-8 Headcount 1577 1523 1379 1389 1401 1391 -186 

9-12 Headcount 
9-12 FTE 

K-12 Headcount 
K-12 FTE 

3434 
2297 

7988 
7783 

3458 
2103 

7974 

7776 

2632 
1272 

6745 

6545 

2549 
1211 

6549 

6363 

2414 
1454 

6438 
6224 

2398 
1506 

6436 
6226 

-1036 
-791 

-1552 
-1557 

Off-Site 1,137 1,355 F_câaeity
-  1,360 1,338 960 892 -245 

FTE 6,646 6,421 5,185 5,025 5,264 5,334 -1312 

PROJECTED STUDENT ENROLLMENT 2014-2019 

Two enrollment forecasts were conducted for the Monroe School District and are shown in 
Tables 2-3. The first (Table 2) presents the OSPI forecasts. Both it and the trends analysis 
(Table 3) consider total enrollment with and without the WAVA and other programs not 
requiring a physical location in school facilities. "Capacity FTE" directly affects classroom 
need. 

The Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI) method estimates future 
enrollment using a modified cohort survival method. This method estimates how many students 
in one year will attend the next grade in the following year. Table 2 shows the OSPI forecast 
distributed by Elementary, Middle and Senior High grade levels. 

The OSPI methodology does not fully account for other growth indicators in local districts. The 
OFM Trend Analysis (Table 3) is an estimate based, in part, upon Snohomish County population 
estimates as provided by the State Office of Financial Management (OFM) and distributed to the 
school district level. The Growth Management Act requires that planning for public facilities be 
based on the 20-year population projections developed by the OFM. OFM population-based 
enrollment projections have been estimated using the revised Population Forecast for the School 
District prepared by the Snohomish County Department of Planning and Development Services 
and OFM population forecasts for Snohomish County. 
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The County forecasted three population totals for the District: 

2019 2035  
Alternative 1: 	39,687 44,380 
Alternative 2: 	39,769 44,681 
Alternative 3: 	39,763 44,659 

These are currently under review by the County. The District has selected Alternative 2 for its 
CFP update. 

For this CFP, Table 3 applied an adjustment to the OSPI forecast to reflect a more aggressive 
enrollment growth rate, while accepting the population growth rate issued by the County (Alt. 2). 
Contact by the District with local permit agencies indicates increased residential building 
activity that it believes will generate a higher student population than assumed in the OSPI 
methodology. 

Table 2- OSPI Total FTE Student Enrollment Projections 
Monroe School District 2013-2019 

(Total and FTE Adjusted) 

Monroe 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 

K-5 Headcount 2,647 2,615 2,629 2,626 2,675 2,712 2,727 
K-5W/K @ 1/2 2,437 2,407 2,419 2,414 2,461 2,496 2,510 

6-8 Headcount 1,391 1,334 1,282 1,279 1,209 1,198 1,193 
9-12 Headcount 2,398 2,281 2,088 2,066 2,131 2,000 1,949 

9-12 FTE 1,506 1,389 1,196 1,174 1,239 1,108 1,057 
K-12 Headcount 6,436 6,230 5,999 5,971 6,015 5,910 5,869 

K-12 FTE 6,226 6,022 5,789 5,759 5,801 5,694 5652 

Off-Site 892 892 892 892 892 892 892 

Capacity FTE 5,334 5,130 4,897 4,867 4,909 4,802 4,760 

For Table 3, adjustments were made by calculating the OSPI forecast as a percentage of 
population, then increasing this ratio by 1.25 percentage points. For example, the 2019 OSPI K-
12 Headcount projection of 5,869 (Table 2) is  14.76% of the total estimated population of the 
District (39,769 - County Alternative 2). For the Trends analysis (Table 3), this percentage was 
increased to 16.01%. This produced a K-12 Headcount total of 6,366. This increase reflects the 
District's view that a higher proportion of Monroe's 2019 population will be student-aged. It 
also holds to the County's official population estimate. 

From these totals, grade level and FTE totals were calculated. Adjusting for half-day 
kindergarten students has consistently produced a 92% FTE portion of total K-5 Headcount. 
Further, the District believes that its WAVA, U3 and CC programs will even off at 2013 totals. 
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This 2013 enrollment total was held constant through 2019. 

Based on the District's OFM Trends Analysis, FTE student enrollment through 2019 is projected 
to increase at the elementary level (285) and decrease at the middle school (-97) and high school 
(-339) levels. 

Table 3 - OFM-Based Enrollment Projections 
Monroe School District 2013-2019 

(Total and FTE Adjusted) 

Monroe 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 

K-5 Headcount 2,647 2,697 2,811 2,818 2,846 2,934 2,958 
K-5W/K @ 1/2 2,437 2,496 2,623 2,629 2,654 2,748 2,772 

6-8 Headcount 1,391 1,376 1,371 1,372 1,286 1,296 1,294 
9-12 Headcount 2,398 2,352 2,233 2,217 2,268 2,164 2,114 

9-12 On-Site FTE 
K-12 Headcount 

1,506 
6,436 

1,441 
6,425 

1,297 
6,415 

1,279 
6,407 

1,336 
6,400 

1,220 
6,395 

1,167 
6,367 

K-12 FTE 
Off-Site 

6,226 

892 

6,224 
888 

6,226 
880 

6,219 
880 

6,208 
878 

6,209 
871 

6,180 
872 

Capacity Related FTE 5,334 5,336 5,346 5,339 5,330 5,338 5,308 

2035 STUDENT ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS 

Student enrollment projections beyond 2019 are highly speculative. For the CFP the District 
used the average percentage of students-to-population for the 2013-2019 OFM-based forecast 
period (16.64% Headcount; 13.80% FTE). The grade span distribution was similarly based on 
averages from 2013-2019. 

Table 4 - Monroe School District FTE Year 
2035 

District 
Total (K-12) 	 7,434 

Elementary (K-5) 	 3,268 
Middle School (6-8) 	 1,556 
High School (9-12) 	 2,610 

Canacity Related 
Total (K-12) 	 6,168 

Elementary (K-5) 	 3,052 
Middle School (6-8) 	 1,579 
High School (9-12) 	 1,536 

Again, 2035 estimates are highly speculative and are used only for general planning purposes. 



CHAPTER 4 -- DISTRICT EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM STANDARDS 

School facility and student capacity needs are dictated by the types and amounts of space 
required to accommodate the District's adopted educational program. The educational program 
standards which typically drive facility space needs include grade configuration, optimum 
facility size, class size, educational program offerings, classroom utilization and scheduling 
requirements, and use of relocatable classroom facilities (portables). 

In addition to factors which affect the amount of space required, government mandates and 
community expectations affect how classroom space is used. Traditional educational programs 
offered by school districts are often supplemented by non-traditional or special programs such as 
special education, bilingual education, remediation programs, migrant education, alcohol and 
drug education, AIDS education, preschool, extended day kindergarten and daycare programs, 
computer labs, music programs, etc. These special or nontraditional educational programs have a 
significant impact on the available student capacity of school facilities. 

Examples of special programs offered by the Monroe School District at specific school sites 
include: 

• Special education pre-school 
• Special education - resource, moderate and profound, behavioral and behavioral support 
• ELL/ESL 
• Title I I LAP 
• Drug and Alcohol Education 
• Community Schools 
• Vocational and Technical Education 
• Technology Education 
• Music 
• Day Care - before and after school 
• Computer Labs 
• Birth to Three Programs 
• Excel 
• Adopt-A-Stream 
• Outdoor Education 
• Horticulture 
• Multi-age classrooms 
• Special Education 18 to 21 year old transitional program 
• Full Day Kindergarten  

Variations in student capacity among schools are often a result of what special or nontraditional 

2  The District currently has both full time and half time kindergarten in some schools where space and parent desires for the program 

permit its implementation. 



programs are offered at specific schools. These special programs require classroom space which 
can reduce the permanent capacity of some of the buildings housing these programs. Some 
students, for example, leave their regular classroom for a short period of time to receive 
instruction in these special programs. Newer schools within the District have been designed to 
accommodate most of these programs. However, older schools often require space modifications 
to accommodate special programs, and in some circumstances, these modifications may reduce 
the overall classroom capacities of the buildings. 

District educational program standards will undoubtedly change in the future as a result of 
changes in the program year, special programs, class sizes, grade span configurations, and use of 
new technology, as well as other physical aspects of school facilities. The school capacity 
inventory will be reviewed periodically and adjusted for any changes to the educational program 
standards. These changes will also be reflected in future updates of this Capital Facilities Plan. 
It should be noted that Monroe School District grade level configurations were modified in 
September 1999 to meet student needs. As indicated earlier in this revision, a grade level 
reconfiguration again took place in September 2005 with the completion of a new elementary 

Middle 	Monroe 	School. school and additions to Hidden River Middle School and Monroe High 	 . 

There is discussion of a potential Full Time Kindergarten requirement beginning in 2018. The 
District currently has both full time and half time kindergarten in some schools where space and 
parent desires for the program permit its implementation. The District will move to all day 
kindergarten as the State provides funding for it. Right now that is attached to the percentage of 
free and reduced price lunch eligible students at the school. One school is currently eligible. The 
next highest percentage is may become eligible in the upcoming biennium. Other elementary 
schools will probably be farther out. 

Regarding the projected future eligibility of schools for all day kindergarten the District would 
have to purchase and install portables, build a modular structure, or add on to the building. The 
District should have enough funding for portables, may or may not have enough for a stand-
alone modular structure, and would need bond funds for an addition to buildings. The Board of 
Directors will have to determine whether to include funding for a permanent addition to 
buildings in the possible 2015 construction bond issue. 

The District educational program standards which directly affect school capacity are outlined 
below for the elementary, middle, and high school grade levels. 

EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM STANDARDS FOR ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS 

• Class size for grades K-4 should not exceed 24 students. Class size for grade 5 should not 
exceed 28 students. 

• Special Education for students will be provided in a self-contained classroom or in a separate 
classroom. 

• All students will be provided music instruction in a separate classroom. 
• All students will have scheduled time in a computer lab (computer labs can be stationary 

dedicated spaces, or mobile laptop labs). 
• Optimum design capacity for new elementary schools is 500-550 students. However, actual 
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capacity of individual schools may vary depending on the educational programs offered. 

i 	 SI 	IVI i7 I]L iim gsj tTIr.ncsxiiwi 

• Class size for middle school grades should not exceed 28 students. 
• Class size for high school grades should not exceed 28 students. 

As a result of scheduling conflicts for student programs, the need for specialized rooms for 
certain programs, and the need for teachers to have a work space during planning periods, it is 
not possible to achieve 100% utilization of all regular teaching stations throughout the day. 

Special Education for students will be provided in a self-contained classroom. 

Identified students will also be provided other nontraditional educational opportunities in 
classrooms designated as follows: Resource Rooms (i.e. computer labs, study rooms); Special 
Education Classrooms; and Program Specific Classrooms (i.e. music, drama, art, science, family 
and consumer science, physical education, technology education). 

Desired design capacity for new middle schools is 800 to 850 students. However, actual capacity 
of individual schools may vary depending on the educational programs offered and/or 
geographic area served. 

Desired design capacity for new comprehensive high schools is 1,600-1800 students. However, 
actual capacity of individual schools may vary depending on the educational programs offered. 

The Monroe School District will evaluate student housing levels based on the District as a 
whole system and not on a school by school or site by site basis. This may result in portable 
classrooms being used as interim housing, attendance boundary changes or other program 
changes to balance student housing across the system as a whole. 

The Monroe School District has set minimum educational service standards based on several 
criteria. Exceeding these minimum standards will trigger significant changes in program 
delivery. If there are 2,092 FTE or more students in K-4 classrooms, or 4,868 or more students in 
grade 5-12 classrooms, the minimum standards have not been met. 2013 levels are 1,974 FTE 
K-4 and 4,252 FTE 5-12, thus current LOS standards have been met. 

Although they may meet the number criteria above, double shifting with reduced hours or "Year 
Round Education" programs adopted for housing reasons would also not meet the minimum 
standards. 

It should be noted that the minimum educational standard is just that, a minimum, and not the 
desired or accepted operating standard. 
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CHAPTERS-- CAPITAL FACILITIES INVENTORY 

Under the Growth Management Act public entities are required to inventory capital facilities 
used to serve existing development. Capital facilities are defined as any structure, 
improvement, piece of equipment, or other major asset, including land that has a useful life 
of at least ten years. 2  The purpose of the facilities inventory is to establish a baseline for 
determining what facilities will be required to accommodate future demand (student 
enrollment) at acceptable or established levels of service. This chapter provides an inventory 
of capital facilities owned and operated by the Monroe School District including schools, 
relocatable classrooms (portables), developed school sites, undeveloped land and support 
facilities. School facility capacity was inventoried based on the space required to 
accommodate the District's adopted educational program standards (see Chapter 4). A map 
showing locations of District facilities is provided as Figure 5. 

SCHOOLS 
The Monroe School District currently operates five elementary school campuses serving grades 
K-S including a portion of Wagner Center, formerly Frank Wagner Elementary East as a part of 
the Frank Wagner Elementary complex, two middle schools serving grades 6-8 and one high 
school serving grades 9-12. Leaders in Learning, an individualized secondary program is offered 
in a portion of Wagner Center. Sky Valley Education Center, a grades 1-12 individualized parent 
partnership program is housed in the old Monroe Middle School site. Monroe Middle School 
students and staff have been consolidated into the other two middle schools. 

WAVA High School (a virtual high school), the U3 Program and a graduate retrieval 
program through Shoreline Community College do not require District housing. 

The State (OSPI) calculates school capacity by dividing gross square footage of a building 
by a standard square footage per student (i.e. 90 square feet per kindergarten through sixth 
grade student, 117 square feet per grade seven and grade eight student, 130 square feet per 
grade nine through grade twelve student, and 144 square feet per handicapped student). This 
method is used by the State as a simple and uniform approach to determining school 
capacity for purposes of allocating available State Match Funds to school districts for new 
school construction. However, this method is not an accurate reflection of the actual capacity 
required to accommodate the adopted educational program of each individual district. 

For this reason, school capacity was determined based on the number of teaching stations 
within each building and the space requirements of the District's adopted educational 
program. It is this capacity calculation which is used to establish the District's baseline 
capacity and determine future capacity needs based on projected student enrollment. The 
current 2014 school facility inventory is summarized in Tables 5, 6 and 7. 

2  Making Your Comprehensive Plan A Reality -A Capital Facilities Plan Preparation Guide, State of Washington 
Department of Community Development Growth Management Division, June, 1993, pg. 86. 
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FIGURE 2 - EXISTING SCHOOL DISTRICT FACILITIES 
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iaiie 	Elementary SCnooi capacity inventory 

Site Building SPI- 
rated Program  

Year 
Built Potential for 

Size Area Teaching Student Student or Last Expansion of 

Elementary School (acres) (Sq. Ft.) Stations Capacity Capacity Remodel 
Facility 

Chain Lake 14.4 46,207 21 506 492 1990 yes** 
Frank Wagner 10.21 46,418 22 494 468 1989 yes 
Wagner Center 5.27 13,250 4 124 100 1980 yes 
Fryelands 7.09 54,074 22 601 496 2005 no 
Maltby 10 50,230 25 481 564 2005 yes 
Salem Woods 10 38,338 20 419 468 1980 no*  
SVEC (part) 6 34,848 15 299 375 1980 no 
Totals 62.97 283,365 129 2,924 2,963 

* Septic system capacity limits expansion 	Holding tank capacity limits expansion 

** * Sky Valley Ed Center capacities prorated by daily usage, 

Table 6 - Middle School Capacity Inventory 

Site Building SPI- Program Year Potential for rated Built 
Size Area Teaching Student Student or Last Expansion of 

Middle School (acres) (Sq. Ft.) Stations Capacity Capacity*  Remodel Penn. Facility 

Park Place Middle 19.4 109,912 42 959 935 1991 yes 
Hidden River 20 60,688 20 570 442 2005 yes 
SVEC (part) 22,949 9 207 252 1980 no 

Totals 39.4 193,549 71 1,736 1,629 

Calculated at 83% room utilization 
** Sky Valley Ed Center capacities prorated by daily usage. 

Table 7-High School Capacity Inventory 

Site g Building  
rated Program Year 

Built Potential for 

Size Area Teaching Student Student or Last Expansion of 
High School (acres) (Sq. Ft.) Stations Capacity Capacity**  Remodel Penn. Facility 

Monroe 33 209,432 74 1,603 1718 2005 yes 
Leaders In n/a 14,250 7 135 196 1980 yes Learning* 
SVEC (part) 27,199 9 226 252 1980 no 

Totals  33 250,881 90 1,964 2,166 
* Leaders in Learning is located in a portion of Wagner Center *** Sky Valley Ed Center capacities prorated by daily usage. 

** Calculated at 90% room utilization 

16 



Relocatable classroom facilities (portables) are used as interim classroom space to house 
students until construction of permanent classroom facilities takes place. Therefore, these 
facilities are not included in the school capacity calculations provided in Tables 5, 6 and 7. 
The Monroe School District currently uses 40 portables with 36 located at various school 
sites throughout the District providing additional interim capacity. A typical portable 
classroom provides capacity for 24 to 28 students - depending on the grade level and the 
program being housed. Current use of portables throughout the District is summarized in 
Table 8. 

Table 8 - Relocatable Classroom (Portable) Inventory 
2014 

Number of 

Portables 

Interim Student 

Capacity Provided 

Building Area 

(Sq. Ft.) 

Chain Lake Elementary 6 150 5,358 
Frank Wagner Elementary 8 175 7,144 
Salem Woods Elementary 3 75 2,679 
Hidden River Middle 5 140 6,468 
Monroe Middle 2 1,786 
Park Place Middl e* 6 112 4,465 
Monroe High School 6 168 5,358 
Preschool/Head Start 3 40 2,679 
Transportation 1 0 893 

40 860 36,830 
* Two portables for Life Skills 

The age and condition of some of the portables is such that they can no longer be moved 
to another site to relieve over-crowding. They simply would not be able to survive another 
move. The District continues to survey its portables to determine how many can be moved 
to another site without damaging the portable beyond use. However, several of the portables 
have been purchased during the last ten years. These portables can and will be moved from 
time to time to meet instructional needs and to provide interim student housing, as the need 
arises. 

SUPPORT FACILITIES 

In addition to schools, the Monroe School District owns and operates additional facilities 
which provide operational support functions to the schools. An inventory of these facilities 
is provided in Table 9. 
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Table 9 Inventory of Support Facilities 

Facility Name 	 Site 	Building 

	

Size 	Area (sq 
District Admin Office and Warehouse 	 3.5 	21,584 
Maintenance Shops 	 0.2 	5,459 
Transportation 	 3.4 	6,612 

Totals 	 7.1 	33,655 

LAND INVENTORY 

The Monroe School District owns one undeveloped parcel of 14.5 acres adjacent to Chain Lake 
Elementary. The District had intended to build a middle school on the 14.5 acres located at this 
site. However, there are substantial wetlands and buffer zone requirements. The site cannot be 
used for a middle school. There appears to be sufficient usable space to add a classroom addition 
to Chain Lake Elementary School. 

The District purchased a 13+ acre piece of property on the Old Owen corridor in 2007. The 
property will be used for an elementary school. 

The District owns other sites which are unsuitable for school buildings inasmuch as they do not 
have the acreage necessary to support even an elementary school. They are: 1) A 2.7 acre piece 
in the Lake Fontal area donated to the District in the early 1900's; and 2) 2.54 acres within a 
residential area of Monroe which is currently being used as the Park Place Baseball Field. 

A 33+ acre site deeded to the District by the BPA property is located in the Sultan School 
District. 

The District will need additional schools in the area north of Highway 2 to meet long-range needs 
associated an increasing population in this area. Sites for schools north of Highway 2 should be 
purchased while property may still be available. Funds to purchase school sites were not included 
in a bond issue placed before the electorate in 2010. 
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NEAR-TERM FACILITY NEEDS (THROUGH 2019) 

Current enrollment at each grade level is identified in Table 1 which provides the actual 
enrollment as of October 1, 2013. Projected available student capacity was derived by 
subtracting projected FTE student enrollment from existing October, 2013 school capacity 
(Tables 5-7). It is not the District's policy to include portable classroom units when 
determining future capital facility needs; therefore interim capacity provided by portables is not 
included3 . 

To determine future facility needs, existing school program capacity was compared to projected 
enrollment throughout the six-year forecast period. The District currently has no capacity 
deficiencies (Table 10). 

Table 10 
Available Student Capacity Monroe 

School District 2013-2019 
(Excludes WAVA & U3 Enrollment) 

2013 2019 2013 2013 2019 
Grade Span 	.1 _Enrollment Enrollment Capacity Surplus Surplus 
Elementary 2,437 2,772 2,963 527 191 

K-5  
Middle 

1,391 1,294 1,629 238 335 
6-8 

High School 
1,506 1,167 2,166 660 999 

9- 12 ___________ _________ ________  
Total 5,334 1 	5,233 6,758 1,424 1,525 

The District's six-year capital improvement plan includes capacity projects identified in Table 12 
to address existing and future needs. The District, in consultation with the City of Monroe and a 
Community Long Range Planning Committee, has concluded that those improvements are 
warranted based on a higher enrollment forecast than depicted on Table 10. It views the OSPI 
and County forecasts as understating future enrollments and capital facility needs. That being 
said, however, the capacity "surplus" indicated on Table 10 precludes assessment of impact fees 
by the District. 

3  Information on portables and interim capacity can be found in Table 8. 
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LONG TERM NEEDS 

Growth is occurring throughout the District, with most of it occurring within and north of the 
City of Monroe. Long-range projections indicate a capacity deficiency at the elementary school 
level by 2035. 

The total number of students projected for the Monroe School District in 2035 is 7,434 using the 
ratio method, including the WAVA, U-3 and Shoreline students. Enrollment without these 
students included is projected to be 6,168. The 2035 projected enrollment and its effect on 
capacity is reflected in Table 11. 

Table il-Unhoused Students 2035 
(wlo classroom additions) 

(Full Time Equivalents (FTE)) 

Grade Span 2013 
Enrollment 

 2035 
Projected 

Enrollment 

 Student 
Capacity 
In 2013 

ISurplus! Deficiency 

2035 

Elementary K-5 2,437 3,052 2,963 -89 
Middle 6-8 1,391 1,579 1,629 50 
High School 9-12 1,506 1,536 2,166 630 
Total 5,334 6,168 6,758 590 

Note: (-) indicates unhoused students (excludes WAVA, U3 and drop-out retrieval enrollment) 
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NEW SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION 

Growth-related new school construction projects are summarized in Table 12. The primary 
source of funding for these projects would be from a bond issue to be placed before the electorate 
and supplemented by state matching funds and mitigation fees. 

Table 12 - Planned Construction Projects (Figures in Millions of Dollars) 

2014 	2015 	2016 2017 2018 2019 Cost Fees* Bond Match 

Improvements Adding Student Capacity 

Elementary 

Salem Woods $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 

Frank Wagner $15.00 $15.00 $0.47 $14.53 

Capacity Addition 250 100 350 350 
Middle 
Site Acquisition $3.00 $3.00 $3.00 

Hidden River $12.70 $12.70 $.03 $12.67 

Capacity Addition 1,100 1,100 1,100 
High School 

MHS PE/Athletics (5 teaching $3.50 $3.50 $3.50 
stations) 

Totals -- Capacity Related $3.50 $30.70 $10.00 $44.70 $,50 $43.70 

Capacity Addition 140 1,350 100 

Improvements Not Adding Student Capacity 

Elementary 

Salem Woods $16.70 $16.70 $16.70 

Middle 
Park Place Modernization $59.90 $59.90 $39.90 $20.00 

District-wide Improvements 
District Offices $9.82 $9.82 $9.82 

Small Capital Projects $1.70 $1.80 $1.70 $1.80 $7.00 $7.00 

Totals--Non-Capacity $61.60 $1.80 $18.40 $11.62 $93.42 $73.42 $20.00 

Elementary $15.00 $26.70 $41.70 $.47 $41.70 

Middle $59.90 $15.70 $75.60 $.03 $55.60 $20.00 

High School $3.50 $3.50 $3.50 

District Wide $1.70 $1.80 $1.70 $11.62 $16.82 $16.82 

Annual Total $65.10 $32.50 $28.40 $11.62 $137.62 $.50 $117.62 $20.00 

* "Fees" included monies left from previous collections. 
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Elementary Level Projects 

A classroom and associated spaces addition will be done at Salem Woods Elementary, and will 
house 100 to 110 students. The school would also undergo a remodel of existing spaces to bring 
it up to current building code and educational standards. 

Frank Wagner elementary would have a large addition of library spaces and 8 - 10 classrooms to 
house students that are in temporary housing in portables and in an adjoining school. 

Middle School Level Projects 

Hidden River Middle would have the Phase 3 Addition added to the building, providing housing 
for an additional 250 students. This planned addition will consist of classrooms as well as 
laboratories, computer centers, art rooms and shop classrooms. The kitchen will be expanded to 
serve the additional student load. 

Park Place Middle school is scheduled to undergo a complete renovation plus some demolition 
and replacement of older buildings to bring it up to meet current building codes and educational 
standards. 

High School Level Projects 

The Monroe High school would have 5 teaching stations added by converting unusable outdoor 
physical education space to useable all weather spaces. 

District Level Projects 

Seven million dollars is allocated for small capital projects from the District's current Small 
Capital Projects List to be done at all sites. These improvements would involve reroofing, 
HVAC replacement, etc. 

The District Office building is nearly 100 years old and needs remodel or replacement. The 
project has not been finalized but a preliminary budget of $9.82 million is allocated to this work. 

Relocatable (Portable) Classrooms 

The District will attempt to minimize the purchase of re locatable classrooms; however moveable 
classrooms will always be needed to handle upswings in student enrollment. Issues with 
moveable classrooms have been discussed in Chapter 5 of this document. Mitigation fee 
revenue, when available, will be used to purchase or relocate this type of classroom. 

Site Acquisition 

The Monroe School District would continue to need school sites through 2035. The District 
currently has one elementary site unused north of Highway 2 that was purchased in 2007. A third 
middle school site is needed, also north of highway 2. Three million dollars is budgeted for 
site(s) acquisition. The unused acreage at Chain Lake Elementary is limited by wetlands and 
required setbacks. It would only be suitable for an elementary expansion in the future. 
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Support Facility Needs 

The District's Transportation site and buildings are severely impacted by the expanding bus fleet 
and need additional space. 

Facilities, Maintenance and Grounds departments are housed in a volunteer-built building from 
sometime in the 1950's. At some point they will need to move to adequate buildings that are 
designed to be used to support the functions of these departments. 

Warehouse space is part of the District Office complex and is also too small for its current 
functions. 

Table 13 shows how the planned improvements affect school capacity based on the projected 
enrollment. 

Table 13- Future Capacity and Future Enrollment 

Elementary Middle High Schoo! 

2013 

Existing Capacity 2,963 1,629 2,166 

Programmed Improvement Capacity 0 0 0 
Capacity After Improvement 2,963 1,629 2,166 

Current Enrollment 2,437 1,391 1,506 

Surplus (Deficit) After Improvement  526 238 660 

2014  
Existing Capacity 2,963 1,629 2,166 

Programmed Improvement Capacity 0 0 0 

Capacity After Improvement 2,963 1,629 2,166 

Projected Enrollment 2,496 1,365 1,441 

Surplus (Deficit) After Improvement  467 264 725 

2015 
Existing Capacity 2,963 1,629 1,526 
Programmed Improvement Capacity 0 0 0 
Capacity After Improvement 2,963 1,629 1,526 

Projected Enrollment 2,623 1,390 1,297 

Surplus (Deficit) After Improvement 340 239 229 

2016  
Existing Capacity 2,963 1,629 1,526 

Programmed Improvement Capacity 0 0 140 

Capacity After Improvement 2,963 1,629 1,666 

Projected Enrollment 2,629 1,393 1,279 

Surplus (Deficit) After Improvement 334 236 387 
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Elementary Middie High School 

2017  
Existing Capacity 2,963 1,629 1,666 

Programmed Improvement Capacity 250 1,100 0 

Capacity After Improvement 3,213 2,729 1,666 

Projected Enrollment 2,654 1,304 1,336 

Surplus (Defic it) After Improvement* 559  1,425 330 

2018 
Existing Capacity 3,213 2,729 1,666 

Programmed Improvement Capacity 100 0 0 

Capacity After Improvement 3,313 2,729 1,666 

Projected Enrollment 2,748 1,319 1,220 
Surplus (Deficit) After Improvement* 565 1,410 446 

2019  
Existing Capacity 3,313 2,729 1,666 

Programmed Improvement Capacity 0 0 0 
Capacity After Improvement 3,313 2,729 1,666 

Projected Enrollment 2,772 1,318 1,167 

Surplus (Deficit) After Improvement 541 1,411 499 
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Cft.PITR -- CAfITAL FACILITIES FINANCING PLAN 

Table 12 lists proposed funding sources for the capital facilities plan. Funding of school 
facilities is typically secured from a number of sources including voter approved bonds, state 
matching funds and development impact (mitigation) fees. Each of these funding sources is 
discussed in greater detail below. 

General Obligation Bonds 

Bonds are typically used to fund construction of new schools and other capital improvement 
projects. A 60% voter approval is required to pass a bond. Bonds are then retired through 
collection of property taxes. The Monroe School District passed a capital improvements bond 
for $10.8 million in 1987. Revenues from this bond were used to construct Frank Wagner 
Elementary, Chain Lake Elementary, additions to Park Place Middle School (former Monroe 
High School), new roofs and insulation at three schools, a play shed at Maltby Elementary, and 
other smaller projects. A bond was passed in 1996 for $24 million. It was used for the 
construction of a new high school and Hidden River Middle School in the Maltby area, both of 
which opened in September 1999. It also funded several other projects. The District passed a 
successful bond issue in 2003 in the amount of $21,852,000. These funds were used for the 
construction of Fryelands Elementary, additions to Hidden River Middle School and Monroe 
High School, remodeling of Maltby Elementary School, new athletic facilities and technology 
upgrades. The projects were completed in 2005/2006. 

A study and survey of the District's facility needs was completed in 2007 by the architectural 
firm of Hutteball & Oremus. Based on the findings of the study and survey and the 
recommendations of the Capital Facility Steering Committee, the District placed before the 
electorate a bond issue in April 2010. The bond failed. The District is considering placement of 
a bond issue on the ballot in 2014 for the modernization of Park Place Middle School and 
multiple other projects (See Table 12) 

State Match Funds 

State Match Funds come from the Common School Construction Fund. Bonds are sold on behalf 
of the fund then retired from revenues accruing predominantly from the sale of renewable 
resources (i.e. timber) from state school lands set aside by the Enabling Act of 1889. If these 
sources are insufficient to meet needs, the Legislature can appropriate general funds, or the State 
Board of Education can establish a moratorium on certain projects. 

School districts may qualify for state matching funds for specific capital projects based on a 
prioritization system. This system prioritizes allocation of available funding resources to school 
districts statewide based on several prioritization categories. Funds are then disbursed to the 
districts based on a formula which calculates district assessed valuation per pupil relative to the 
whole state assessed valuation per pupil to establish the ratio of the total project cost to be paid 
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by the state. The state contribution can range from less than half to more than seventy percent of 
the project's cost. 3  

State match funds can only be applied to school construction projects. Site acquisition and 
improvements are not eligible to receive matching funds from the state. Because availability of 
state match funds has not been able to keep pace with the rapid enrollment growth occurring in 
many of Washington's school districts, matching funds from the state may not be received by a 
school district until two to three years after a school has been constructed. In such cases, the 
District must "front fund" a project. That is, the District must finance the complete project with 
local funds (the future State's share coming from funds allocated to future District projects). 
When the State share is finally disbursed (without accounting for escalation) the future District 
project is (partially) reimbursed. 

Impact Fees 

Development impact fees have been adopted by a number of jurisdictions as a means of 
supplementing traditional funding sources for construction of public facilities needed to 
accommodate new development. School impact fees are generally collected by the permitting 
agency at the time building permits or certificates of occupancy are issued. A detailed discussion 
on impact fees is provided in Chapter 9. 

The Monroe School District is not eligible to collect impact fees during this biennium because all 
grade levels have sufficient classroom capacity through 2019. 

jng for Growth's Impacts - A Guide To Impact Fees, State of Washington Department of 
Community Development Growth Management Division, January, 1992,Pg. 30. 



CHAPTER 9 -- IMPACT FEES 

The Growth Management Act authorizes jurisdictions to collect impact fees to 
supplement funding of additional public facilities needed to accommodate new 
development. Impacts to schools resulting from new residential development have 
been mitigated through Snohomish County's school mitigation ordinance, Title 30.66C 
(formerly Title 26C SCC). 

Title 26C SCC became effective May 1, 1991 and authorized collection of 
impact mitigation from residential developments in unincorporated Snohomish 
County. Title 26C SCC was most recently amended by the Snohomish Council on 
November 17, 1997 to place the program under the authorization of the GMA. It 
stipulated school impact mitigation fees must be related to a school district's 
expansion costs identified in a capital facilities plan. These costs are a local 
obligation and are reasonably related to a proposed residential subdivision or 
development. In 2003, Snohomish. County re-structured its development codes 
under a single "Unified Development Code" which placed the school impact fee 
program under Title 30.66C SCC, School Districts may use impact fees for 
improvements to District wide student housing. Impact fees identified in the 
Capital Facilities Plan approved by the School Board and Snohomish County, 
under Title 30.66C, for the Monroe School District are summarized in Table 14. 

Impact fees cannot be used for the operation, maintenance, repair, alteration, or 
replacement of existing capital facilities used to meet "existing facility deficiencies".' 
Because no growth-related classroom deficits will occur during the 2013-2019 
planning period, no impact fees will be collected by the Monroe School District. 

Table 14 — Monroe School District — 
Impact Fees Authorized Under Snohomish County Title 30.66C 

1995-2016 

Housing Type 	1995 1996 	1997 	1998 	1999 2000 2001- 
2002 

2003- 
2004  

Single-Family Detached 	* * 	* 	* 	$2,580.00 $4,215.00 $4,215.00 $4,894.00 

One-Bedroom Apartment 	* * 	* 	* 	$309.00 $441.00 $441.00 $409.00 

Two + Bedroom Apartment 	* * 	* 	* 	$1,954.00 $4,173.00 $4,173.00 $6,606.00 

Housing Type 2005- 
2006 

2007- 
2008 

2009- 
2010 

2011- 
2012 

2013- 
2014 

2015- 
2016 

Single-Family Detached $5,863 $5,581 $4,708 $3,681 $1,984 * 

One-Bedroom Apartment $26 $0 $0 * * * 

Two + Bedroom Apartment $5,241 $3,637 $2,075 $996 3,174 

Duplex/Townhouse Units $5,241 $3,637 $2,075 $996 3,174 
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Impact fees have been calculated based on the District's cost per dwelling unit to 
purchase land for school sites, make site improvements, construct schools and 
purchase/install temporary facilities (portables). As required under GMA, credits have 
also been applied for State Match Funds, property taxes and capital project funds to be 
proposed for future bond measures. The formula worksheets used to calculate impact 
fees for residential development proposed within the Monroe School District are 
provided in Appendix C. The variables used to calculate the impact fees are described 
below and presented on Table 15. 

Table 15: Impact Fee Variables 

Criteria Elementary Middle High 

Student Factor  

Single Family 0.299 0.158 0.181 

Multiple Family I Bdrm 0.178 0.110 0.178 

Multiple Family 2 Bdrm 0.178 0.110 0.178 

Site Acquisition Cost Element  

Site Needs (acres)  50  

Growth Related  

Cost Per Acre $58,000 $58,000 $58,000 
Additional Capacity to be Built  850  

Growth Related  

School Construction Cost Element  

Estimated Facility Construction Cost $25,000,000 $12,700,000 $3,500,000 
Growth Related  

Additional Capacity 350 1,100 140 

Growth Related  

Current Facility Square Footage 283,365 193,549 250,881 

Current Facility Capacity 2,924 1,629 2,166 

SPI Rated Capacity 2,924 1,736 1,964 

Relocatable Facilities Cost Element  

Existing Units 17 13 6 

New Facilities Required Through 2019  
Cost Per Unit $125,000 $125,000 $125,000 
Relocatable Facilities Cost  

Growth Related  

Relocatable Facilities Capacity/Unit 25 28 28 
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Criteria Elementary  I 	Middle 	High 

Total Relocatable Facilities Capacity Portables are not 
considered in capacity 

Existing Portable Square Footage  

-- Permanent Capacity Percentage 
-- Permanent Capacity 

State Match Credit  

Boeckh Index $200.40 $200.40 $200.40 

School Space per Student (OSP1) 90 117 130 

State Match Percentage 40.00% 40.00% 40.00% 

Tax Payment Credit  

Interest Rate 4.38% 4.38% 4.38% 

Loan Payoff (Years) 10 10 10 

Property Tax Levy Rate 0.00158 1 	0.00158 0.00158 

Average AV per DU Type $278,028 

(SF) 

$94,676 

(MF lbdrm) 

$64,444  
(MF 2 
bdrm) Growth-Related Capacity Percentage 

00" 0% 0% 

Discount  50% 

Discount  25% 

0TUIRM 

The student factor (or student generation rate) is the average number of students generated 
by each housing type - in this case, single-family dwellings and multiple-family 
dwellings which applies to apartments, condos or duplexes with two or more bedrooms. 

Pursuant to a requirement of Snohomish County Ordinance 97-095, each school district 
is required to conduct student generation studies within their jurisdictions. This is done to 
"localize" generation rates for purposes of calculating impact fees. A description of this 
methodology is contained in Appendix B. 

SITE ACQUISITION COST ELEMENT 

Site Needs. The total need for new or expanded sites as shown on Table 12. Site size is 
based on studies of existing school sites and State School Board Standards. Actual 
school sites may vary in size depending on the size of parcels available for sale and other 
site development constraints such as wetlands. When planning for new school sites, the 
District considers sites of 10 - 15 acres as optimal for construction of new elementary 
schools, 30-3 5 acres for new middle and junior high schools and 30 - 40 acres for new high 
schools. The 50 acre need for future a future middle school site recognizes the topographic, 
critical area and other challenges that may exist on sites north of US 2 where such a facility 
will be needed in the future. 

Cost per Acre. The Monroe School District continually reviews potential facility sites as 
future sites will be needed to meet District needs through 2035 and beyond. 
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Land costs continue to escalate in the District. Recent sales of sites suitable for schools 
have sold for costs ranging from $152,000 to $231,000 per acre within the city limits. 
Other recent sales in the unincorporated part of the District show recent sales ranging 
from $40,000 to $70,000 per acre. Also, in the future, the District may have to consider 
property condemnation in order to find adequate school sites. 

For purposes of this CFP, the District will use the figure of $58,000 per acre as the 
cost of the property which could be purchased as a usable school site. It is considered a 
conservative estimate. 

Additional Capacity to be Built The added capacity is the amount of student capacity 
that will be added by land acquisition and construction projects planned for 
accommodating new student growth. "Growth related" capacity is based on facility 
deficiencies created after 2013. For the period 2014-16 there is a "zero" growth factor. 

Facility Construction Cost. The total construction cost is the estimated cost of planned 
projects to accommodate new growth based on planned costs or on actual costs of recently 
constructed schools. If the District does not have this cost information available, 
construction costs of similar schools within other school districts will be substituted. 
Estimated construction costs for 2013-2019 are shown on Table 12. 

Additional Capacity (students. Facility design capacities reflect the District's estimated 
number of students each school project is designed to accommodate. These figures are 
based on design studies of optimum floor area for new school facilities and projected 
capacity addition for planned school expansion projects. The District designs new 
elementary schools to accommodate 500 to 550 students, new middle schools for 800 to 
850 students, and new high schools to accommodate 1,600 to 1800 students. 

Facility Capacity SPI facility capacity is computed using OSPI allocations square feet per 
student. OSPI calculates school capacity by dividing gross square footage of a building 
by a standard square footage per student. Monroe currently uses the OSPI standard of 
90 square feet per kindergarten through sixth grade student, 117 square feet per grade 
seven and grade eight student and 130 square feet per grade nine through grade twelve 
student. 

RELOCATABLE FACILITY (PORTABLES) COST VARIABLES 

New Purchase Cost. The new purchase cost is based on actual dollars paid by the 
District for portable classrooms in the past. The purchase and site installation cost of a 
portable classroom is estimated at $125,000. 

The capacity information is given for informational purposes. However for purposes of 
computing capacity and impact fees, portables are not considered as providing permanent 
capacity. They are temporary classrooms only. 
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Match credits are applied to impact fee calculations to account for other funding sources. 

Match Percentage. The state match percentage is the proportion of funds that are 
provided to the school districts, for specific capital projects, from the state's Common 
School Construction Fund. These funds are disbursed based on a formula which 
calculates District assessed valuation per pupil relative to the whole state assessed 
valuation per pupil to establish the percentage of the total project to be paid by the state. 
For new construction and additions, if the Monroe School District qualified under OSPI 
guidelines for matching funds, it is currently estimated it would receive reimbursement 
on a matching ratio of 66.61%. However, the money eventually received by the District 
would not actually be 66.61% of the entire project cost. Historically, the District has 
received approximately 40% of the total project costs. This later number is used for this 
CFP. 

Boeckh Index - means the number generated by the B. H. Boeckh Company and used by 
OSPI as a guideline for determining the area cost allowance for new school construction. It 
is used in Snohomish County capital facilities plans to help compute the cost figure against 
which the Match Percentage is applied. 

TAX PAYMENT CREDITS 

Interest Rate (20-year GO Bond). This is the interest rate of return on a 20-year 
General Obligation Bond and is derived from the bond buyer index. The rate of 4.38 
percent is used for calculating the tax credit for Snohomish County school districts. The 
number is provided by the County. 

Levy Rate. The current levy rate for the Monroe School District is $1.58 per one-
thousand dollars ($1,000) of assessed valuation in the Bond Redemption Fund. 

Average Assessed Value. This figure is based on the District's average assessed value for 
each type of dwelling unit (single-family and multiple-family). The current average 
assessed value for single-family detached residential dwellings is $278,028, the average 
assessed value for multi-family units is $64,444 for one bedroom units and $94,676 for 2+ 
bedroom units and. The figures are provided by Snohomish County. 

Time Remaining on Bonds. This is the average amount of time remaining on 
Capital Projects/General Obligation Bonds issued by the Monroe School District. The 
average time remaining on bonds issued by the Monroe School District is less than 10 
years. The Snohomish County average of 10 years is used for impact calculations. 

Growth Related Capacity Percentage: This is a required reduction in impact fees based on 
the amount of cost attributable to new growth i.e. growth in enrollments since 2013. The 
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figure for the 2014 CFP is zero. There is sufficient capacity through 2019 at all grade 
levels. 

Discount: This is a discretionary discount applied by local jurisdictions or the District. 
Snohomish County applies a 50% reduction. 

Table 18A presents the variables for 2014. Impact fee formulae are shown in Appendix C. 
The results are shown on Tables 21 and 22. No impact fees will be assessed under this 2014 
CFP. 

Using the variables and formula described, impact fees proposed for the Monroe School 
District are summarized in Tables 16 and 17. Refer to Appendix C for impact fee 
calculations. 

Table 16 
iionro 

Proposed Impact Fee Schedule 

Housing Type 	Impact Fee Per Unit 

Single-Family Detached 	 $0 
Multi-Family (2+bedrooms) 	 $0 
Multi-Family (one bedroom) 	 $0 
Duplex/Townhouse Units 	 $0 
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Student Generation Rate Study 
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ENABLING SCHOOL DISTRICTS TO MANAGE AND USE STUDENTASSESSMENTDAT.Z 

This document describes the methodology used to calculate student generation 
rates (SGRs') for file MU- nioe School Distri, auu provides icu of the 
calculations. 

SGRs were calculated for two types of residential construction: Single family 
detached, and multi-family with 2 or more bedrooms. Attached condominiums, 
townhouses and duplexes are included in the multi-family classification since 
they are not considered "detached". Manufactured homes on owned land are 
included in the single family classification. 

1. Electronic records were obtained from the Snohomish County Assessor's 
Office containing data on all new construction within the Monroe School 
District from January 2006 through December 2012. As compiled by the 
County Assessor's Office, this data included the address, building size, 
assessed value, and year built for new single and multi-family construction. 
The data was "cleaned up" by eliminating records which did not contain 
sufficient information to generate a match with the District's student record 
data (i.e. incomplete addresses). 

2. The District downloaded student records data into Microsoft Excel format. 
This data included the addresses and grade levels of all K-12 students 
attending the Monroe School District as of February 2014. Before 
proceeding, this data was reformatted and abbreviations were modified as 
required to provide consistency with the County Assessor's data. 

232 Taylor Street • Port Townsend, WA 98368 • (360) 680-9014 

3. Single Family Rates: The data on all new single family detached residential 



units in County Assessor's data were compared with the District's student 
record data, and the number of students at each grade level living in those units 
was determined. The records of 747 single family detached units were 
compared with data on 6,697 students registered in the District, and the 
following matches were found by grade level(s)*: 

GRADE(S) 

CoUN 
OF 	CALCULATED 

j MATCHES 1 	RATE  
K 43 0.058 
1 26 0.035 
2 35 0.047 
3 44 0.059 
4 33 0.044 
5 42 0.056 
6 35 0.047 
7 45 0.060 
8 38 0.051 
9 29 0.039 
10 39 0.052 
11 40 0.054 
12 27 0.036 

K-5 223 0.299 
6-8 118 0.158 

9-12 135 0.181 
K-12 476 0.637 

4. Large Multi-Family Developments: Snohomish County Assessor's data does 
not specifically indicate the number of units or bedrooms contained in large 
multi-family developments. Additional research was performed to obtain this 
information from specific parcel ID searches, and information provided by 
building management, when available. Information obtained included the 
number of 0-1 bedroom units, the number of 2+ bedroom units, and specific 
addresses of 0-1 bedroom units. 

5. Small Multi-Family Developments: This method included all developments in 
the County Assessor's data containing four-plexes, tri-plexes, duplexes, 
condominiums and townhouses. This data contained information on the 
number of bedrooms for all townhouses and condominiums. Specific parcel ID 
searches were performed for duplex and larger units in cases where number of 
bedroom data was missing. 



6. Multi-Family 2+ BR Rates: The multi-family 2+ BR SGR's were calculated 
by comparing data on 2+ BR multi-family units with the District's student 
record data, and the number of students at each grade level living in those 
units was determined. The records of 73 multi-family 2+ BR units were 
compared with data on 6,697 students registered in the District, and the 
following matches were found by grade l evel(s)* :  

OF 
GRADE(S) 	MATCHES 

K  	2 

IF
cot-A-1 

1  CALCULATED 

RATE 
0.027 

1 0 0.000 
2 3 0.041 
3 1 0.014 
4 3 0.041 
5 4 1 	0.055 
6 4 0.055 
7 3 0.041 
8 1 0.014 
9 4 0.055 

10 4 0.055 
11 3 0.041 
12 2 0.027 

K-5 13 0.178 
6-8 8 0.110 
9-12 13 0.178 
K-12 34 0.466 

7. Multi-Family 0-1 BR Rates: Research indicated that no (0) multi-family 0-1 
BR units were constructed within District boundaries during the time period 
covered by this study. 

8. Summary of Student Generation R ates* :  

K-5 6-8 9-12 K-12 
Single Family 	.299 .158 181 .637 
Multi-Family 2+ BR 	.178 .110 .178 .466 

*Calculated rates for grade level groups may not equal the sum of individual grade rates due to rounding. 



Mitigation Revenue/Expenditure Report 



Report of School Mitigation Fees 
For Calendar Year 2013 

City 	County 	Total 

Mitigation Balance 01/01/2013 

Mitigation Received -Jan to Dec, 2013 
Investment Earnings Received -Jan to Dec, 2013 

Funds Available for Expenditure 

Expenditures 

$ 128,078.00 $ 86,530.00 $ 314,608.00 
$ 58499 $ 86.52 $ 671.51 

Property taxes $ - 	$ (90.00) $ (90I0) 
Portables 

Mitigation Balance 12/31/13 	 $ 451,604,20 	$ 26,882.36 $ 478,486.56 

Report Prepared By: 
Brenda S. Hunt 
Executive Director of Fiscal Services 
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IMPACT FEE WORKSHEET 

MONROE SCHOOL DISTRICT 

SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL 

SITE ACQUISITION COST 

Acres needed 	 0.00 	x 	 $58,000  / 	capacity (4 students) 	 x student factor 	0.299 	 $0 	(elementary) 

Acres needed 	 50.00 	x 	cost/acre 	$58,000  / 	capacity (# students) 	850 	x student factor 	0.158  = 	$0 	(middle school) 

Acres needed 	 0.00 	x 	 $58,000  / 	capacity (4 students) 	0 	x student factor 	0.181  = 	$0 	(high school) 
TOTAL SITE ACQUISITION COST 	 $0 

SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION COST 

total const. cost 	 $25,000,000  

total const. cost 	 $12,700,000  

total const. cost 	 $3,500,000 

/ 	 capacity (4 students) 	0 	x student factor 	0.299  = 	$0 	(elementary) 
/ 	 capacity (# students) 	850 	x student factor 	0.158  = _ $0 	(middle school) 
/ 	 capacity (4 students) 	0 	x student. factor 	0.181 	= 	$0 	(high school) 

Subtotal 	 $0 
Total Square Feet 
	

Total Square Feet 

of Permanent Space (District) 
	

694,537 	of School Facilities (000) 	 727,795 
	

= 	95.43% 

TOTAL FACILITY CONSTRUCTION COST 

RELOCATABLE FACILITIES COST 
(PORTABLES) 

Portable Cost 	 $125,000 	/ 	25 	facility size x student factor 

Portable Cost 	 $125,000 	/ 	28 	facility size x student factor 

Portable Cost 	 $125,000 	/ 	28 	facility size x student factor 

$0 

	

0.299 
	

$0 	(elementary) 

	

0.158 
	

$0 	(middle school) 

	

0.181 
	

_ 	$0 	(high school) 

Subtotal 	 $0 

Total Square Feet 	 / Total Square Feet 

of Portable Space (District) 	 33,258 	of School Facilities (000) 	 727,795 	 = 	4.57% 

TOTAL RELOCATABLE COST ELEMENT 	 $0.00 



CREDIT AGAINST COST CALCULATION — MANDATORY 

STATE MATCH CREDIT 
x OSPI 

BOECKH Index 	 $200.40 	 Allowance 
x OSPI 

BOECKH Index 	 $200.40 	 Allowance 
x OSPI 

I3OECKH Index 	 $200.40 	 Allowance 

TOTAL STATE MATCH CREDIT 

90 	x State Match %  40.00%  x 	student factor  0.299 	=  $0  (elementary) 

117 	x State Match %  40.00%  x 	student factor  0.158 	—  $0  (middle school) 

130 	x State Match %  40.00%  x 	student factor  0.181 $0  (high school) 

$0 

TAX PAYMENT CREDIT 

[((I+ interest rate 	 4.38% 	) ^ 	10 	years to pay off bond) - 1] 	1 	[ interest rate 	4.38% 	x 

(1 + interest rate 	 4.38% 	)A 	10 	years to payoff bond ] x 	 0.00158  capital levy rate x 

assessed value 	 $278,028 

IMPACT FEE CALCULATION 

SITE ACQUISITION COST  $0  

FACILITY CONSTRUCTION COST  $0  

RELOCATABLE FACILITIES COST (PORTABLES)  $0  

(LESS STATE MATCH CREDIT)  $0  

(LESS TAX PAYMENT CREDIT)  $0  

(LESS COUNTY DISCOUNT)  $0.00  

(LESS ELECTIVE DISTRICT DISCOUNT) 

' 	 - 	I Ii1UI 	1 	1(1 	Ft l^ tfR 1::111'  ^ JU ^r 	 " 

$0 	(tax payment credit) 



IMPACT FEE WORKSHEET 

MONROE SCHOOL DISTRICT 

MULTIPLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL — 1 BDRM OR LESS 
SITE ACQUISITION COST 

acres needed 	 0.00 	x growth related  $58,000 	/ capacity (# students)  0  x 	student factor  0.178 	—  0%  (elementary) 

acres needed 	 50.00 	x cost per acre  $58,000 	/ capacity (# students)  850  x 	student factor  0.110 	=  $0  (middle school) 

acres needed 	 0.00 	x acre  $58,000 	I capacity (# students)  0  x 	student factor  0.178 	=  $0  (high school) 

TOTAL SITE ACQUISITION COST  $0  

SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION COST 

total const. cost 	 $25,000,000  / capacity (# students) x 	student factor  0.178 	=  $0  (elementary) 

total const. cost 	 $12,700,000  I capacity (# students) x 	student factor  0.110 	=  $0  (middle school) 

total coast, cost 	 $0  I capacity (# students)  0  x 	student factor  0.178 	=  $0  (high school) 

Subtotal $0 

Total Square Feet / Total Square Feet 

of Permanent Space (District)  694,537  of School Facilities  727,795  = 95.43% 

TOTAL FACILITY CONSTRUCTION COST =  $0  

RELOCATABLE FACILITIES COST (PORTABLES) 

Portable Cost 	 $125,000 	/  25  facility size 	x 	student factor  0  =  $0  (elementary) 

Portable Cost 	 $125,000 	/  28  facility size 	x 	student factor  0.11  =  $0  (middle school) 

Portable Cost 	 $125,000 	/  28  facility size 	x 	student factor  0.178  =  $0  (high school) 

Subtotal $0 

Total Square Feet / Total Square Feet 

of Portable Space (District)  33,258  of School Facilities  727,795  = 4.57% 

TOTAL RELOCATABLE COST ELEMENT 	 = 	50 



CREDIT AGAINST COST CALCULATION — MANDATORY 

STATE MATCH CREDIT 
x OSPI 

BOECKH Index 	 $200.40 	 Allowance 	90 	x 
x OSPI 

BOECKI-I Index 	 $200.40 	 Allowance 	117 	x 
x OSPI 

BOECKH Index 	 $200.40 	 Allowance 	130 	x 

TOTAL STATE MATCH CREDIT 

TAX PAYMENT CREDIT 

State Match % 	40.00% 	x student factor 	0,178  9 	$0 	(elementary) 

State Match % 	40.00% 	x student factor 	0.110  = 	$0 	(middle school) 

State Match % 	40.00% 	x student factor 	0.178 	 $0 	(high school) 

an 

[((1+ interest rate 	 4.38% 	) ^ 	10 	years to pay off bond) - 11 
	

[ interest rate 	4.38% 	x 

(I + interest rate 	 4.38% 	 )A 	10 	years to pay off bond ] x 	 0.00158  levy rate x 

assessed value 	 $64,444 
	

_ —  $0 	(tax payment credit) 

IMPACT FEE CALCULATION 

SITE ACQUISITION COST 

FACILITY CONSTRUCTION COST 

RELOCATABLE FACILITIES COST (PORTABLES) 

(LESS STATE MATCH CREDIT) 

(LESS TAX PAYMENT CREDIT) 

(LESS COUNTY DISCOUNT) 
	

$0  

(LESS ELECTIVE DISTRICT DISCOUNT) 
	

$0 

	

FINAL IMPACT FEE PER UNIT 	 $0.00 



IMPACT FEE WORKSHEET 

MONROE SCHOOL DISTRICT 

MULTIPLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL — 2 BDRM OR MORE 

SITE ACQUISITION COST 

acres needed 	 0.00 	x 	cost/acre  $58,000 	/ capacity (# students) 	0 	x 	student factor 	0.178 	=  $0 	(elementary) 

acres needed 	 50.00 	x 	cost/acre  $58,000 	/ capacity (# students) 	0 	x 	student factor 	0.11 	=  $0 	(middle school) 

acres needed 	 0.00 	x 	cost/acre  $58,000 	/ capacity (# students) 	0 	x 	student factor 	0.178 $0 	(high school) 
TOTAL SITE ACQUISITION COST  = $0 

SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION COST 

total const. cost 	 $25,000,000  / capacity (# students)  350  x 	student factor  0.178 	—  $0  (elementary) 
total const. cost 	 $12,700,000  / capacity (# students)  1100  x 	student factor  0.11 	—  $0  (middle school) 
total const. cost 	 $3,500,000  / capacity (# students)  140  x 	student factor  0.178 	=  $0  (high school) 

Subtotal $0 

Total Square Feet / Total Square Feet 

of Permanent Space (District)  694,537  of School Facilities  727,795  = 95.43% 

TOTAL FACILITY CONSTRUCTION COST =  $o  

RELOCATABLE FACILITIES COST (PORTABLES) 

Portable Cost 	 $125,000 	/  25  facility size 	x 	student factor  0.178  =  $0  (elementary) 

Portable Cost 	 $125,000 	1  28  facility size 	x 	student factor  0.11  =  $0  (middle school) 

Portable Cost 	 $125,000 	/  28  facility size 	x 	student factor  0.178  =  $0  (high school) 

Subtotal $0 

Total Square Feet / Total Square Feet 

of Portable Space (District)  33,258  of School Facilities  727,795  = 4.57% 

TOTAL RELOCATABLE FACILITY COST =  $0 



CREDIT AGAINST COST CALCULATION — MANDATORY 

STATE MATCII CREDIT 
x OSPI 

BOECKH Index 	 $200.40 	 Allowance 	90 	x 	State Match % 	40.00% 	x student factor 	0.178  = 	$0 	(elementary) 
x OSPI 

BOECKH Index 	 $200.40 	 Allowance 	117 	x 	State Match % 	40.00% 	x student factor 	0.11 	= 	$0 	(middle school) 
x OSPI 

BOECKH Index 	 $200.40 	 Allowance 	130 	x 	State Match % 	40.00% 	x student factor 	0.178  = 	$0 	(high school) 

TOTAL STATE MATCH CREDIT 	 = 	$0 

TAX PAYMENT CREDIT 

[((1+ interest rate 	 4.38% 	) ^ 	IO 	years to pay off bond) - I] 	/ 	 [ interest rate 	4.38% 	x 

(1 + interest rate 	 4.38% 	)^ 	10 	years to pay off bond ] x 	 0.00158  levy rate x 

assessed value 	 $94,676 	 $1,132 
	

(tax payment credit) 

BRACT FEE CALCULATION 

SITE ACQUISITION COST 	 $0  

FACILITY CONSTRUCTION COST 	 $0  

RELOCATABLE FACILITIES COST (PORTABLES) 	 $0  

(LESS STATE MATCH CREDIT) 	 $0  

(LESS TAX PAYMENT CREDIT) 	 ($1,132)  

(LESS COUNTY DISCOUNT) 	 $566  

(LESS ELECTIVE DISTRICT DISCOUNT) 	 $283 	 ($566) 
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Determination of Non-Significance and Environmental Checklist 
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General Policy Plan 	 Appendix F 

REVIEW CRITERIA FOR SCHOOL DISTRICT CAPITAL FACILITY PLANS 

Required Plan Contents 

1. Future Enrollment Forecasts by Grade Span, including: 
- a 6-year forecast (or more) to support the financing program; 
- o  descriptionoftbefhnecaa6noonnthodolog/uud'uodfiuutiooibrdmuoomistenov`vdh 

OFM population forecasts used in the county's comprehensive plan. 

2. Inventory of Existing Facilities, including: 
- the location and capacity of existing schools; 
- a description of educational standards and a clearly defined minimum level of service 

such as classroom size, school size, use of portables, etc.; 
- the location and description of all district-owned or leased sites (if any) and properties; 
- a des ' tion of su 	rt facilities, such as administrative centers, transportation and 

maintenance yards 	facilities, ^^ .' and ~-'- 	 ' 	̀ 
- information on portables, including numbers, locations, remaining useful life (as 

appropriate to educational standards), etc. 

3. Forecast of Future Facility Needs, including: 
- identification of new schools and/or school additions needed to address existing 

deficiencies and to meet demands of projected growth over the next 6 years; and 
- th number of additional portable classrooms needed. 

4. Forecast of Future Site Needs, including: 
- the number, size,  and general location of needed new school sites. 

5. Financing Program (6- year minimum Planning Horizon) 
- estimated cost of specific construction and site acquisition and development p 'edo 

proposed to address growth-related needs; 
-projectedmchedn)ofhrconzp\ednoVftbpac jects; and 
- proposed sources of funding, includi impact fees (if proposed), local bond issues 

(both approved and proposed), and state matching funds. 

6. Impact Fee Support Data (where applicable), including: 
- an explanation of the calculation methodology, including description nf key variables 

and their u 	mo' -- r-- ' 
- definitions and sources of data for all inputs into the fee calculation, indicating that it: 
a) is accurate and reliable and that any sample data is statistically valid; 
b) accurately reflects projected costs in the 6-year financing program; and 
- a proposed fee schedule that reflects expected student generation rates from, at 

minimum, the following residential unit types: single- family, multi- family/studio or 1-bedroom, 
and multir family/2-bedroom or more. 

Effective Date February 1, 2006 



General Policy Plan 	 Annendix F 

Plan Performance Criteria 

1. School facility plans must meet the basic requirements set down in RCW 36.70A (the Growth 
Management Act). Districts proposing to use impact fees as a part of their financing program 
must also meet the requirements of RCW 82.02. 

2. Where proposed, impact fees must utilize a calculation methodology that meets the conditions 
and tests of RCW 82.02. 

3. Enrollment forecasts should utilize established methods and should produce results which are 
not inconsistent with the OFM population forecasts used in the county comprehensive plan. Each 
plan should also demonstrate that it is consistent with the 20-year forecast in the land use 
element of the county's comprehensive plan. 

4. The financing plan should separate projects and portions of projects which add capacity from 
those which do not, since the latter are generally not appropriate for impact fee funding. The 
financing plan and/or the impact fee calculation formula must also differentiate between projects 
or portions of projects which address existing deficiencies (ineligible for impact fees) and those 
which address future growth-related needs. 

5. Plans should use best-available information from recognized sources, such as the U.S. Census 
or the Puget Sound Regional Council. District-generated data may be used if it is derived 
through statistically reliable methodologies. 

6. Districts which propose the use of impact fees should identify in future plan updates 
alternative funding sources in the event that impact fees are not available due to action by the 
state, county or the cities within their district boundaries. 

7. Repealed effective January 2, 2000. 

Plan Review Procedures 

1. District capital facility plan updates should be submitted to the County Planning and 
Development Services Department for review prior to formal adoption by the school district. 

2. Each school district planning to expand its school capacity must submit to the county an 
updated capital facilities plan at least every 2 years. Proposed increases in impact fees must be 
submitted as part of an update to the capital facilities plan, and will be considered no more 
frequently than once a year. 

3. Each school district will be responsible for conducting any required SEPA reviews on its 
capital facilities plan prior to its adoption, in accordance with state statutes and regulations. 

F-2 	 Appendix F 



General Policy Plan 	 Appendix F 

4. School district capital facility plans and plan updates must be submitted no lateF than 60 
calendar days prior to their desired effective date. (For example, if a district requires its updated 
plan to take effect on January 1, 2007 in order to meet the minimum updating requirement of 
item 2. above, it must formally submit that plan no later than October 30, 2006.) 

5. District plans and plan updates must include a resolution or motion from the district school 
board adopting the plan before it will become effective. 

Appendix F 	 F-3 
Effective Date February 1, 2006 



Report of School Mitigation Fees 

For Calendar Year 2013 

Mitigation Balance 01/01/2013 

Mitigation Received - Jan to Dec, 2013 

Investment Earnings Received - Jan to Dec 2013 

Funds Available for Expenditure 

City 	f 	County 	Total 

$ 	128,078I0 $ 86,530D0 $ 214,60000 

$ 	584.99 $ 	06.52 $ 	671.51 

Expenditures 

	

Property taxes $ 	 - 	$ 	(90.00) $ 	(90.00) 

Portables 

	

$ 	(I3Ei762.25) $ (72,084.96) $ (208757'2I) 

Mitigation Balance 12/31/13 

Report Prepared By:  
,.4cenda S. Hunt 

/ Executive Director of Fiscal Services 
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Marci L. Larsen, Ed.D. 

For information regarding the Mukilteo School District Capital Facilities Plan, contact the Office 
of the Superintendent, Mukilteo School District, 940i Sharon Drive, Everett, Washinaton 
98204. Telephone: (425) 356-1220. 
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Purpose of the Capital Facilities Plan 

The Washington State Growth Management Act (the "GMA") outlines 13 broad goals including 
the adequate provision of necessary public facilities and services. Schools are among these 
necessary facilities and services. Public school districts have adopted capital facilities plans to 
satisfy the requirements of RCW 36.70A.070 and to identify additional school facilities 
necessary to meet the educational needs of the growing student populations anticipated in their 
districts. 

The Mukilteo School District (the "District") has prepared this Capital Facilities Plan (the 
"CFP") to provide Snohomish County (the "County"), the City of Mukilteo, and the City of 
Everett with a description of facilities needed to accommodate projected student growth. The 
CFP includes a detailed schedule and financing program for accommodating projected student 
enrollment at acceptable service levels over the next six years (2014 — 2019). 

The District prepared its original CFP in 1994 based on the criteria set forth in the GMA. When 
the County adopted its GMA Comprehensive Plan in 1995, it addressed future school capital 
facilities plans in Appendix F of the General Policy Plan. Appendix F established the criteria 
for future updates of the District's CFP. 

In accordance with the Growth Management Act and the Snohomish County School Impact 
Fee Ordinance, this CFP contains the following required elements: 

V Future enrollment forecasts for each grade span (elementary, middle and high schools). 

An inventory of existing capital facilities owned by the District, showing the locations 
and capacities of the facilities. 

0 A forecast of the future needs for capital facilities and school sites. The proposed 
capacities of expanded or new capital facilities. 

V A six-year plan for financing capital facilities within projected funding capacities, 
which identifies sources of public money for such purposes. The financing plan 
separates projects and portions of projects that add capacity from those which do not, 
since the latter are generally not appropriate for impact fee funding. 

0 A calculation of impact fees to be assessed and support data substantiating said fees. 

In developing this CFP, the District followed the following guidelines set forth in Appendix F of 
the General Policy Plan: 

e Information must be obtained from recognized sources. such as the U.S. 
Census or the Puget Sound Regional Council. School districts may generate their 
own data if it is derived through statistically reliable methodologies. Information 
must be consistent with Office of Financial Management (OFM) population 
forecasts. Student generation rates must be independently calculated by each 



school district. 

The CFP must comply with Chapter 36.70A RCW (the Growth Management Act). 

• The methodology used to calculate impact fees must comply with Chapter 82.02 RCW. 
The CFP must identify alternative funding sources in the event that impact fees are not 
available due to action by the state, county or cities within the District. 

When the County adopted its School Impact Fee Ordinance in November 1997, it established the 
specific criteria for the adoption of a CFP and the assessment of impact fees in the County. 
Section 3 of the Ordinance defines the requirements for the biennial CFP updates. Table 1 of the 
Ordinance outlines the formulae for determination of impact fees. 

Overview of the Mukilteo School District 

Twenty-six square miles in area, the District encompasses the City of Mukilteo, portions of the 
City of Everett, and portions of unincorporated Snohomish County. The Mukilteo School District 
' bordered by  the Everett Schoo l District strict to th e 	d he (+f and t—  Edmonds School is bordered-  by  the E ^ e eLt SchoV1 1JiJl.illiL to le no rth  an the he east. ud Lll. 	o CrAl--d. 

District to the south 

The District serves a student population headcount of 14884 (October 2013) with eleven 
elementary schools (grades K-5), four middle schools (grades 6-8), two comprehensive high 
schools (grades 9-12), and one alternative high school (grades 9-12). For the purposes of facility 
planning, this CFP considers grades K-5 as elementary ,  grades 6-8 as middle school ,  and grades 
9-12 as high school. For purposes of this CFP, enrollment in the Sno-Isle Skills Center is not 
included. 

The most significant issues facing the District in terms of providing classroom capacity to 
accommodate existing and projected demands are: 

B Facility shortfalls currently exist at elementary and high schools. Middle schools 
show deficiencies beginning in school year 2014. 

• Uneven growth rates exist between geographic sectors within the District. Such 
uneven growth patterns results in some schools reaching maximum capacity sooner 
than others and this will increase the difficulty of maintaining stable school 
boundaries. The District will need to continue to transfer students from high 
population centers to schools with capacity until new facilities are built to absorb 
urowth. 

These issues are addressed in greater detail in this CFP. 



Figure I— District Map 
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IL DISTRICT EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM STANDARDS 

School facility and student capacity needs are dictated by the types and amounts of space 
required to accommodate the District' s adopted educational program. The educational program 
standards that typically drive facility space needs include grade configuration, optimum facility 
size, class size, educational program offerings, classroom utilization and scheduling requirements, 
and use of relocatable classrooms (portables). 

in addition to student population, other factors such as collective bargaining agreements, 
government mandates and community expectations also affect classroom space requirements. 
Traditional educational programs are often supplemented by programs such as special education, 
bilingual education, preschool and daycare programs, computer labs, and music programs. 
These programs can have a significant impact on the available student capacity of school 
facilities. 

District-Wide Educational Program Standards 

Special programs offered by the District at specific school sites include, but are not limited to: 

Library/Media Centers 
Speech Language Pathologists 

Office/Therapy Room 
Performing Arts 
Health & Fitness 
Science Labs (earth, life, physical) 
OT/PT 
Career Centers (High School) 
Student Stores (High School) 
Learning Assistance Programs 
Mukilteo Behavioral Support Center 
Career and Technical Labs 
All-day Kindergarten 

Advanced. Placement (high school) 
Special Education (resource or specialized) 
Special Education. (early childhood 

education) 
Summer School 
Gifted & Talented Program including 

Summit (grades 3-8) 
English as a Second Language (ESL) 
Elementary ELL Sheltering classes 
World Languages 
Community-Based Transition Program 
ECEAP 
Music Programs 
Computer & Technology Labs 

District educational program standards may change in the future as a result of various external or 
internal changes. External changes may include mandates and needs for special programs, or use 
of technology. internal changes may include modifications to the program year, class sizes, and 
grade span configurations. Changes in physical aspects of the school facilities could also affect 
educational program standards. The school capacity inventory will be reviewed periodically and 
adjusted for any changes to the educational program standards. These changes will also be 
reflected in future updates of this CFP. 
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The District educational program standards that directly affect school capacity are outlined 
below for the elementary, middle and high school grade levels. 

Educational Program Planning Standards .  for Elementary Schools 

• Planning class size for Kindergarten is 24 students per classroom. 
• Class size for Kindergarten cannot exceed 29 students. 
• Planning class size for grades 1-5. is 24 students per classroom. 
• Class size for grades 1-5 cannot exceed 30 students. 
• Schools should not exceed 700 headcount students. If schools exceed 700 headcount 

students, common areas may need to be enlarged or supplemented. 
• Special Education for some students is provided in a self-contained classroom. 
• Music and physical education instruction will be provided in a separate classroom. 
• Schools have a room dedicated as a computer lab. 
• All schools have at least two rooms dedicated as Resource and ELL. Title I schools 

have an additional dedicated room. More space may be designated in high enrollment 
schools. 

Educational Program Standards .  for Middle and High Schools 

• Planning class size for middle school grades is 25 students per teacher. 
• Class size for middle school grades 6-8 cannot exceed 30 students. 
• Planning class size for high school grades is 27 students per teacher. 
• Class size for high school grades 9-12 cannot exceed 33 students. 
• The ACES program limits capacity to 200 students. 
• It is not possible to achieve 100% utilization of all regular teaching stations 

throughout the day. Therefore, classroom capacity is adjusted using a utilization factor of 
85. 

• Identified students will also be provided other programs in classrooms designated as 
computer labs, resource rooms and other program specific classrooms (i.e., music, drama, 
art, family and consumer science, special education, career and technical education and 
English language learner). 

Minimum Level of Service 

Planning class sizes are used to determine school capacities, they are not a measure of the 
District's minimum level of service. The minimum level of service is defined as the 
maximum level of enrollment the District can accommodate at any given time. At 
current program offerings and within existing permanent and portable facilities, the 
District's minimum level of service is: 

Minimum Current Level 
Level of Service of Service in 

Grade Level Students/Classroom in FTE FTE  
K-5 30 8.562 6523 

6-8 33 4.996 3392 

9-12 33 5.645 4295 



M. C' AL FACILITIES INVENTORY 

Under the GMA, public entities are required to inventory capital facilities used to serve existing 
development. The purpose of the facilities inventory is to establish a baseline for determining 
what facilities will be required to accommodate future demand (student enrollment) at acceptable 
levels of service. This section provides an inventory of capital facilities owned and operated by 
the District including schools, relocatable classrooms (portables), undeveloped land and support 
facilities. School facility capacity was inventoried based on the space required to accommodate 
the District's adopted educational program standards. See Section 2. A map showing locations 
of District facilities isprovided as Figure 1 on page 3. 

Schools 

The District maintains eleven elementary schools, four middle schools, two comprehensive high 
schools, an alternative high school, and the Sno-Isle Skills Center. Elementary schools 
accommodate grades K-S, middle schools serve grades 6-8. high schools provide for grades 9-12, 
and the Sno-Isle Skills Center serves grades 10-12. 

School capacity was determined based on the number of classrooms within each building and the 
space requirements of the District's currently adopted educational program.' It is this capacity 
calculation that is used to establish the District's baseline capacity, and to determine future 
capacity needs based on projected student enrollment. The school capacity inventory is 
summarized in Tables 1, 2 and 3. 

The Sno-Isle Skills Center is not considered for the purposes of measuring capacity or projecting 
enrollment for the purposes of capital facilities planning within the District. Relocatable 
classrooms (portables), with the exception of ACES Alternative School, are not viewed by the 
District as a solution for housing students on a permanent basis. Therefore, these facilities were 
not included in the school capacity calculations provided in Tables 1, 2 and 3. 

Relocatable Classrooms (Portables) 

Relocatable classrooms (portables) are used as interim classroom space to house students until 
funding can be secured to construct permanent classrooms. The District currently uses 94 
relocatable classrooms at various school sites throughout the District to provide additional 
interim capacity. A typical relocatable classroom can provide capacity for a full-size class of 
students at the elementary level and are calculated at. 85% occupancy at the middle and high 
schools. Current use of relocatable classrooms throughout the District is summarized in Table 4 

'Undersized classrooms and classrooms used for support activities do not increase capacity. Special education class rooms are counted at 12 students 
for elementary schools and 16 students for middle and high schools. 



Table 1 - Elementary. School Permanent Classroom Inventory 

Site Size Building Area 	 Permanent Year Built or 
Elementary School (Acres) (Square Feet) Classrooms Capacity Remodeled  

Challenger 10 50,022 28 468 1987 
Columbia 9.6 65,318 35 648 1989 
Discovery 9.3 42,708 23 432 1988 
Endeavour 9.4 55.939 20 408 1994 
Fairmount 15 67.293 28 528 1999 
Horizon 19 56.262 29 600 1990 
Mukilteo 9.8 41,706 20 432 1981 
Odyssey 10.9 60.631 26 576 2003 
Olivia Park 9.5 49.881 27 552 1992 
Picnic Point 10 40,996 20 408 1981 
Serene Lake 10 49.230 20 372 1994 

TOTAL 579.986 276 5,424 

Table 2 - Middle School Permanent Classroom Inventory 

Site Size Building Area Permanent Year Built or 

Middle School 
(Acres) (Square Feet) 

Classrooms  
Capacity Remodeled 

Explorer 29.5 136,205 50 948 2003 
Harbour Pointe 17.8 110,400 48 853 1993 
Olympic View 25.2 105.296 43 769 1994 
Voyager 16 106,954 4 5  822 1993  

TOTAL  458,855 186 3,392 

Table 3 - High School Permanent Classroom inventory 

Site Size Building Area Permanent Year Built or 
High School (Acres) (Square Feet) Classrooms Capacity Remodeled 

ACES Alternative * 5.8 27.001 13 200 1997 
Kamialx 60.7 256,129 82 1.666 2002 
Mariner 37. 1 27 6, 66 8 90  1, 8 52 2003 

TOTAL 559,798 185 3,718 

*Includes square footage for 9 relocatable classrooms considered permanent at this site. 
Note: Numbers may not total due to rounding. 
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Interim 
School Name Relocatables Capacity 

Elementary School 
Challenger 11 264 
Columbia 0 0 
Discovery 10 240 
Endeavour 6 144 
Fairmount 8 168 
Horizon 5 120 
Mukilteo 10 216 
Odyssey 4 96 
Olivia Park 3 72 
Picnic Point 6 144 
Serene Lake 4 96 

Elen.. Subtotal 	67 	1560 	59965 square feet 

:Middle School 
Explorer 0 0 
Harbour Pointe 1 21 
Olympic View 4 85 
Voyager 0 0 

MS Subtotal 5 106 	4,475 square feet 

..Ii2h School 
ACES Alternative 0 0 
Kamiak 16 326 
Mariner 8 156 

HS Subtotal 24 482 	21,480 square feet 

TOTAL 	96 	2,148 	85,290 square .  feet 

*The District's portable classrooms are in good condition and with ongoing maintenance have an indeterminate 
remaining useful life. Portables are calculated at 895 square feet per classroom. 
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Support Facilities 

In addition to schools, the District owns and operates additional facilities that provide operational 
support functions to the schools. An inventory of these facilities is provided in Table 5 and Table 
6. 

Table 5 - Support Facility Inventory 

Facility Address Building Site Size 
Area (Acres) 

(Square Feet) 
Administration 9401 Sharon Drive, Everett 26,608 9.15 
Grounds/Maintenance 525 W. Casino Road, Everett 22,800 4 
Service Center 8925 Airport Road, Everett 37,677 10 
Lake Stickney* 1625 Madison Way, Lynnwood 37,443 9.8 

*Site of proposed new elementary school 

Table 6 - Other Facility Inventory 

Facility Address Building Site Size 
Area (Acres) 

(Square Feet) 

Sno-Isle Skills Center 9001 Airport Road, Everett 72,024 15 

Land Inventory 

The District owns one undeveloped site: 

a one-acre site in Mukilteo Heights which is restricted for development by covenants and 
site size. 

The District does not own any sites that are developed for uses other than schools and/or which 
are leased to other parties. 



Projected Student Enrollment 2014-2019 

Enrollment projections are generally most accurate for the initial years of the forecast period. 
Beyond the 5-6 year range, projected assumptions about economic or demographic trends may 
prove false, resulting in an enrollment trend that is quite different from the projection. For this 
reason is important to monitor birth rates, new housing construction, and population growth on an 
annual basis as part of facilities management. In the event that enrollment growth slows, plans for 
new facilities can be delayed. It is much more difficult, however, to initiate new projects or speed 
up projects when enrollment growth exceeds projections. For this reason, it is sometimes useful to 
project slightly more growth than might be expected so as to be better prepared for future events. 

The Growth Management Act (GMA) requires that planning for public facilities be consistent with 
the 20-year population projections developed by the Office of Finance and Management (OFM) for 
the State of Washington. 

The District has contracted with a consultant to develop a methodology for projections. The 
consultant has a twenty-four year history of working with local school districts in doing 
projections, including seven years as the demographer for the Seattle Public Schools and seventeen. 
years as an independent consultant providing long-range projections for the Highline, Edmonds, 
Puyallup, Federal Way, Marysville, Seattle, Northshore, Bethel, South Kitsap, Bremerton, 
Bellevue, and Mukilteo school districts. The methodology employed by the consultant is a 
variation of the cohort survival method. Cohort survival compares enrollment at a particular grade 
in a specific year, to the enrollment at the previous grade from the prior year. For example, 
enrollment at the first grade is compared to the previous year's kindergarten enrollment. The ratio 
of these two numbers (first grade enrollment divided by kindergarten enrollment) creates a 
"progression ratio" providing a summary measure of the in-and-out migration that has occurred 
over the course of a year. This ratio can be calculated for each grade level. Once these ratios have 
been established over a period of years they can be averaged and/or weighted to predict the 
enrollment at each grade, 

Cohort survival works well for every grade but kindergarten where there is no previous grade to 
use for comparison. At the kindergarten level enrollment is compared to the county birth cohort 
from five years prior to estimate a birth-to-k ratio. This ratio, averaged over several years, provides 
a method for predicting what proportion of the birth cohort will enroll at the kindergarten level. 
The District's percentage of this cohort has varied considerably over the past 7 years from a high of 
12.4% to a low of 11.7%. Future forecasts assume that the District will enroll about 12% of the 
birth cohort with a gradual increase over time. 

Cohort survival is a purely mathematical method, which assumes that future enrollment patterns 
will be similar to past enrollment patterns. It makes no assumptions about what is causing 
enrollment gains or losses and can be easily applied to any enrollment history. For this reason, 
cohort survival is a useful tool that anyone can use for projecting school enrollments. 

Despite these advantages, cohort survival can produce forecast errors because it does not consider 
possible changes in demographic trends. New housing, in particular, can produce enrollment gains 
that might not otherwise be predicted from past trends. Or, alternatively, a district may lose market 
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share to private or other public schools. It is also possible that a slowdown in population growth 
will dampen enrollment gains. This appears to be what happened in King County in 1999 and 2000 
when overall enrollment in the county declined for two straight years. 

For the District forecast the cohort survival method is combined with information about market 
share gains and losses, information about population growth due to new housing construction, and 
information about regional trends. The population/housing growth factor reflects projected changes 
in the housing market and/or in the assumptions about overall population growth within the 
district's boundary area. The enrollment derived from the cohort model is adjusted upward or 
downward to account for expected shifts in the market for new homes, to account for changes in 
the b owth of regional school age populations, and to account for projected changes in the District 
population. 

Based on this projection methodology headcount enrollment is expected to increase to 16,087 by 
2019. FTE enrollment is projected to increase to 15.350. Recognizing the uncertainty of the 
assumptions regarding growth, a higher growth model was also produced which predicts a 
headcount enrollment of 16,744 and an FTE enrollment of 15,980 by 2019. 

A projection based on OFM population projections for Snohomish County was also produced. The 
District's October 2013 FTE enrollment (without the Skills Center) is 14,143. This is 1.9% of the 
estimated Snohomish County 2013 population of 730,500. Assuming that this percentage remains 
constant, and that the future population of the county aligns with the medium growth projection 
from the State produced for growth management, the District's FTE enrollment would grow to 
15,586 FTE by 2019. An additional projection, using Snohomish County provided population data 
specific to the Mukilteo School District, results in slightly lower projection of 14,763 FTE by 
October of 2019. 

A comparison of the FTE projections derived from the different methodologies is provided in 
Table 7. The table also includes a straight cohort survival model based on the trends of the past 5 
years. The numbers from this model come from the OSPI facilities headcount forecast that is 
produced for all Districts in the State. To get the FTE numbers the headcount forecast was 
converted to an FTE forecast using the latest comparison between FTE and Headcount forecasts for 
the District, and the skills center numbers were excluded. This forecast shows a result that is 
slightly higher than the District medium range forecast in 2019 and slightly lower than the District 
high range forecast for that same year. 

Due to the uncertainty of the assumptions regarding growth and the length of time it takes to 
initiate projects to deal with unanticipated growth, this plan uses "Projection #5 — District High'' to 
determine facility needs during the time frame of the plan. (See Appendix B) 

None of these forecasts are tied to the pending county planning alternatives since the various 
options will all impact the District in very different ways. Once the County has determined the 
growth direction they will use, future plans and projections will take them that into consideration. 
Even so, for shorter term planning the cohort survival methodology will continue to be a. primary 
planning tool for the District. 
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Table 7: Alternative FTE Projections 2014-2019 

FTE Projections 	 2013 	2014 	2015 	2016. 	2017 	2018 	2019 	Total 
Total 	 Change Change 

I 	Based on County Pop. 14,143 14,341 14,527 14,774 15,026 15,281 15,586 1,443 10.20% 

2 	Based on District Pop. 14,143 14,246 14,350 14,453 14,556 14,660 14,763 620 4.38% 

3 	Cohort Survival Syr 14,143 14,354 14,611 14,818 15,071 15,354 15,680 1.537 10.87% 

4 	District Medium 14,143 14,413 14,680 14,811 14,963 15,137 15,350 1,207 8.53% 

5 	District 13igh 14,143 14.576 14,914 15,143 15,396 15,699 15,980 1.837 12.99% 

1.Assumes enrollment is a constant percent of the county population 

2. Assumes enrollment is a constant percent of the District population 

3. Cohort Survival Forecast 

4. Based on projected births, cohort averages and projected population/housing growth 

5. Based on projected births, cohort averages and projected population/housing growth; higher growth 

None of these projections take into account the  potential for a  change  to  full  day  kindergarten 
which is scheduled to be fully implemented by 2018. Table 9 and Appendix B are both adjusted 
for this change. 

Enrollment Projections to 2035 

Student enrollment projections beyond 6 years are somewhat speculative since economic or 
demographic trends could change. A long range forecast for the District was produced by the 
consultant demographer based on general assumptions about continued growth in 
housing/population and. births. The "District Medium" forecast was used in estimating capacity 
needs because of its consistency with the County estimates based upon population projections. The 
District's FTE enrollment is projected to be 18,461 by 2035 when adjusted for full time 
kindergarten. 
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V. CAPITAL FACILITIES AT1!ED6 

Projected available student capacity was derived by subtracting projected FTE student 
enrollment from existing school capacity (excluding relocatable classrooms) for each of the six 
years in the forecast period (2014-2019). Capacity needs are expressed in terms of "unhoused 
students." The method used to define future capacity needs assumes no new construction. For 
this reason planned construction projects are not included at this point. This factor is added 
later as indicated in Tables 9 & 10. By the end of the six-year forecast period (2019), additional 
classroom capacity will be needed as follows: 

Table 8 — N ew Un-housed Students in 2019 

Grade Span 	 New Lin-housed Students 

Elementary (P -5) 652* 

Middle School (6-8) 618 
Hiah School (Q-12) 504 

Total (K-12) 	1,774 

*2019 balance of 5411 students minus 1200 students if no schools are built in 2016 and 2017. See Table 9 BOLD 

Projected future capacity needs are depicted in Table 9. They are derived by applying the 
projected number of students to the projected capacity. Planned improvements by the District 
through 2019 are included. It is not the District's policy to include relocatable classrooms when 
determining future capital facility needs; therefore interim capacity provided by relocatable 
classrooms is not included. (Information on relocatable classrooms and interim capacity can be 
found in Table 4. Information on planned construction projects can be found in Section VI.) 

Current enrollment at each grade  level is identified. in Table 9. The District is currently over 
capacity at the elementary level by 1099 students, there is no deficiency at the middle school 
level, and has 577 un-housed students at the high school level. Future capacity deficiency 
calculations are net of these figures to ensure that only un-housed students from growth are 
considered in determining if the District qualifies for the collection of impact fees. In 2018, the 
state is required to fund full day kindergarten for all students so that FTE capacity is added to the 
existing deficiency in the 2018 calculations. Even though existing unhoused students cannot be 
counted in determining impact fees, they still create capacity challenges for the District. The 
District's enrollment projections, in Table 9, have been applied to the existing capacity and the 
District will be over capacity at the elementary level by 2,351 students, at the middle school Level 
by 618 students and at the high school level by 1,080 students if no capacity improvements are 
made by the year 2019. 

The District expects that .472 students will be generated from each new single family home in the 
District and that .311 students will be generated from each new multi-family 2-t- unit, duplex or 
townhome. These numbers are based upon the District's student generation rates (Table 11). 

The District's six-year capital improvement plan to address these deficiencies is found in Table 
10. 
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Table 9 - Projected Student FTE Capacity (2013 - 2019) 

Elementary 

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2035 

Existing Capacity 5424 5424 5424 5424 6024 6624 6624 6624 
Added Capacity 600 600 
Total Capacity 5424 5424 5424 6024 6624 6624 6624 6624 
Enrollment* 6523 6763 6852 6962 7103 7799** 7775 8689 
Surplus (Deficiency) -1099 -1339 -1428 -938 -479 -1175** -1151 -2065 
Less 2013 Existing 
Deficiency*** 1099 1099 1099 1099 1099 1699** 1699 1699 

New Development 	 0 	-240 	-329 	161 	620 	524 	548 	-366 

Middle School 

2013 	2014 	2015, 	2016 	2017 	2018 	2019 	2035 

Existing Capacity 	 3392 	3392 	3392 	3392 	3392 	3392 	3392 	3392 
Added Capacity 

Total Capacity 3392 3392 3392 3392 3392 3392 3392 3392 
Enrollment* 3325 3434 3597 3691 3777 3821 4010 4482 
Surplus (Deficiency) 67 -42 -205 -299 -385 -429 -618 -1090 
Less 2013 Existing 
Deficiency*** 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

New Development 	 67 	-42 	-205 	-299 	-385 	-429 	-618 	-1090 
Deficiency 

High School 

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2035 

Existing Capacity 3718 3718 3718 3718 3718 3718 3718 3718 
Added Capacity 
Total Capacity 3718 3718 3718 3718 3718 3718 3718 3718 
Enrollment* 4295 4379 4465 4489 4516 4649 4798 5362 
Surplus (Deficiency) -577 -661 -747 -771 -798 -931 -1080 -1644 
Less 2013 Existing 
Deficiency*** 577 577 577 577 577 577 577 577 

New Development 0 -85 -171 -195 -222 -355 -504 -1067 Deficiency 

Actual FTE Enrollment for the 13/14 School Year as of October 2013. 
** Adjustment for Full Day Kindergarten to be funded 111 2018. Included in existing deficiency not from development. 
*** The number of existing un-housed students at the inception of this plan. Existing un-housed students are 

accommodated in portables. 
Note: Calculations are based upon Kendrick's "High" FTE enrollment projections December 2013, except for the 2035 projection 
which uses District "Medium" FTE enrollment due to the high level of speculation around these numbers. 
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Planned Improvements 

Funding for the proposed elementary school will require the passage of a bond issue. The new 
elementary facility will likely be constructed at the site of the current Lake Stickney where 
ECEAP and the District's Curriculum and Professional Development Department currently 
reside. The plan also provides for the purchase of additional property for future schools. While 
the school sites will likely be in the North end of the District, no specific sites have been 
identified at the writing of this Plan. 

In the event that planned construction projects do not fully address space needs for 
student growth and a reduction in interim student housing, the Board could consider various 
courses of action, including, but not limited to: 

• alternative scheduling options; 
d changes in the instructional model; 
• grade configuration change; 
• purchasing portable classrooms; 
• busing; 
• increased class sizes; or 
• a modified school calendar. 

The six year financing plan adds two elementary facilities to reduce the number of unhoused 
students in grades 1 through 5, but the District will continue to need portable classrooms to 
alleviate past deficiencies. The plan does not provide new construction for the upcoming 
deficiencies at middle and high schools, growth will be accommodated through the addition of 
portables or implementing one of the space management methods listed above. 

Funding for planned improvements is typically secured from a number of sources including 
voter approved bonds, state match funds and impact fees. Each of these funding sources is 
discussed in greater detail below. 

Financing for Planned Improvements 

General Obligation Bonds 
Bonds are typically used to fund construction of new schools and other capital 
improvement projects. A 60% voter approval is required to approve the issuance of bonds. 
Bonds are then retired through collection of property taxes. 

Capital Projects Levy 
The District has passed a six-year capital projects levy that runs through 2016. Capital 
project levy dollars will be dedicated to additional modernization and major maintenance of 
buildings and grounds. 

State School Construction Assistance 
State School Construction Assistance Funds come from the Common School Construction Fund. 
Bonds are sold on behalf of the fund, and then retired from revenues accruing predominantly 
from the sale of renewable resources (i.e., timber) from State school lands set aside by the 
Enabling Act of 1889. If these sources are insufficient to meet needs, the Legislature can 
appropriate funds or OSPI can establish a moratorium on certain projects. School districts may 
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qualify for State School Construction Assistance Funds for specific capital projects based on a 
prioritization system. The District is currently eligible for State Construction Assistance Funds 
for capital projects at the high school level and for some modernization/new in lieu at the 
elementary level. State match does not cover all of the costs of construction and each district 
has a different matching ratio based upon the state's formula. 

Land Sales 
The District currently has no property for sale. 

Impact Fees 
impact fees are a means of supplementing traditional funding sources for construction of public 
facilities needed to accommodate new development. School impact fees are generally collected 
by the permitting agency at the time plats are approved or building permits are issued. A detailed 
discussion on impact fees is provided in Section VII. 

The Six-Year Financing Plan shown on Table 11 demonstrates how the District intends to fund 
new construction and improvements to school facilities for the years 2012-20i7. The financing 
components include a capital projects levy, funds from bonds, impact fees and State Match 
funds. 

The Financing Plan separates projects and portions of projects that add capacity from those 
which do not, since the latter are generally not appropriate for impact fee funding. Projects and 
portions of projects that remedy existing deficiencies are also not appropriate for impact fee 
funding. Thus, impact fees will not be used to finance projects or portions of projects which do 
not add capacity. 
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Table 10 - Six-Year Financing Plan 

Improvements Adding Permanent Capacity (Cost in Millions) 
Project Level* Anticipated Year Possible Funding Sources 

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 
Total 
Cost 

Bonds/ 

Levy 
SCA 

(State) 
Land 
Saes 

Impact 
Fees 

Future 
Source 

New Elementary School at Lake 
Stickney Site. EL $33.50 $33.50 X X X X 

New Early Learning/ Kindergarten 
Center at Fairmount s ite EL $34.50 $34.50 X X X X 

Total Cost $68.00 
Note: It planned construction projects do not tally add space needs for increased student populations. the Distract may elect to purchase 
relocatabie (portable) classrooms to accommodate those students. 

Improvements Not Adding, Permanent Capacity (Cost in Millions) 
Project Level* Anticipated Year Possible Funding Sources 

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 
Total 
Cost 

Bonds/ 
Lew 

SCA 
(State) 

Land 
Sates 

Impact 
Fees 

Future 
Source 

Add multipurpose room/kitchen at 
Discovery EL $3.50 $3.50 X 

Remodel Explorer House (for 
program relocations MS $6.50 ( $6.50 X 
Provide permanent space for CBTC 
and District Warehouse D $2.50 $2.50 X 

Add girls lockerroom at Mariner HS $3.10 $3.10 X 
Distract wide security 
improvements D $1.00 $1.00 $2.00 X X 

Update science classrooms D $0.75 ( $0.75 $1.50 X 
Trainfnaisafety rooms and team 
meeting rooms at Kamiak fields HS $1.30 $1.30 X 

[ Replace tracks and fields at Kamiak 
and Mariner High School HS $2.00 $2.00 X 
Install tracks and artificial turf at 
Harbour Pointe and Voyager MS $2.60 $2.60 X 

District wide wireless network D $1.00 $1.00 $2.00 X 

New telecom system D $2.00 $2.00 X 
Modernize gym building at 
Olympic View/ New Music facilities MS $14.70 J $14.70 X 
Refurbish Explorer Middle School 
locker rooms MS $0,40 $0.40 X 

Harbour Pointe music facilities MS $0.60 $0.60 X 
i nprovements at Picnic Point and 
Mukilteo Elementary EL. $1.15 $1.15 X 

H\/AC at Manlier High School HS $0.50 $0.50 }: ! 3; 
1 Boilers at Olivia Park Elementary 
and Kamiak High School EIJHS $1.00 $1.00 X X 
DDC Systems at Discovery and 
Olivia Park elementary schools EL $1.30 $1.30 X X 
improve learning and support 
facilities, modernize systemic. D $5.14 $4.52 $3.95 $13.61 X 

Replace District Office Roof D $0.75 $0.75  X 

Repair Serene Lake asphalt 	i EL $0.601 $0.60 X 

Totals $63.61 

*E =Elementary School: * MS = Middle School; HS = High School; * D = District wide improvement 
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SCHHOOL IM ACT FEES 

The GMA authorizes jurisdictions to collect impact fees to supplement funding of additional 
public facilities needed to accommodate new development. Impact fees cannot be used for the 
operation, maintenance, repair, .alteration, or replacement of existing capital facilities used to 
meet existing service demands or for the construction of new capital facilities used to remedy 
existing deficiencies. 

School Impact Fees  

The Snohomish County General Policy Plan sets certain conditions for school districts wishing 
to assess impact fees: 

The District must provide support data including an explanation of the calculation 
methodology, a. description of key variables and their computation, and definitions and 
sources of data for all inputs into the fee calculation. 

Such data must be accurate, reliable and statistically valid. 

® Data must accurately reflect projected costs in the Six-Year Financing Plan. 

• Data in the proposed impact fee schedule must reflect expected student generation rates 
from  the following residential unit types: 
1) single family; and 
2) duplexes and townhomes; and 
3) multi-family/2-bedroom or more. 

a. 	(In the past, the District calculated student generation rates for multi-family/studio or I bedroom units, but their impact on 

growth is negligible.) 

The Snohomish County impact fee program requires school districts to prepare and adopt Capital 
Facilities Plans meeting the specifications of the GMA. Impact fees are calculated in accordance 
with the formula, which are based on projected school facility costs necessitated by new growth 
and are contained in the District's CFP. 

Methodology and Variables Used to Calculate School Impact Fees 

impact fees have been calculated utilizing the formula in the Snohomish County Impact Fee 
Ordinance. The resulting figures are based on the District's cost per dwelling unit to purchase 
land for school sites, make site improvements, construct schools and purchase/install relocatable 
facilities (portables) that add capacity needed to serve new development. As required under the 
GMA, credits have also been applied in the formula to account for State Match Funds to be 
reimbursed to the District and projected future property taxes to be paid by the dwelling unit. 

Site Acquisition Cost Element 

1. Site Size  - acreage needed to accommodate each planned improvement. 
2. Avera¢e Land Cost Per Acre  - based on estimates of land costs within the District. 
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3. Facility Design Capacity  - number of students each planned improvement is designed to 
accommodate. 

4. Student Factor  - average number of students generated by each housing type -- in this 
case, single family dwellings and multi-family dwellings. The District conducted 
student generation studies within the District. This was done to "localize" generation 
rates for purposes of calculating impact fees. Student generation rates for the District are 
shown on Table 12. 

Table 11 - Student Generation Rates 2  

Unit Type Elementary 
Middle 
School 

High 
School TOTAL 

Single Family .248 .096 .128 .472 
Duplexes and Townhomes .173 .057 .081 .311 
Multi-Family (2+ Bedrooms) .173 .057 .081 .311 

School Construction Cost Variables 
1. Current Facility Square Footage  - used in combination with the "Existing Relocatable 

Square Footage" to apportion the impact fee amounts between permanent and interim 
capacity figures. 

2. Estimated Facility Construction Cost  - based on planned costs or on actual costs of 
recently constructed schools. The facility cost is the total cost for construction projects as 
defined in Table 11. Facility construction costs also include the off-site development 
costs. Costs vary with each site and may include such items as sewer line extensions, 
water lines, off-site road and frontage improvements. Off-site development costs are not 
covered by State Match Funds. Off-site development costs vary, and can represent 10% 
or more of the total building construction cost. 

Relocatable Facilities Cost Element 
Impact fees may be collected to allow acquisition of relocatable classrooms to help relieve 
capacity deficiencies on an interim basis. The cost allocated to new development must be growth 
related and must be in proportion to the current permanent versus interim space allocations by the 
District. 

1. Cost Per Unit  - the average cost to purchase and install a relocatable classroom. 
2. Relocatable Facilities Cost  - the total number of needed units multiplied by the cost per 

unit. 

Complete data is contained in Appendix C. Numbers may not total due to rounding. 
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School Construction Assistance Credit Variables 
1. Construction Cost Allocation - currently $200.40 for new construction projects approved 

in July of 2014. 
1. State Funding Assistance Percentage - percentage of State funds that the District expects 

to receive. For new construction and additions, the District is currently eligible to 
receive a maximum state match of 51.16% of eligible costs (as defined by the State). 

Tax Credit Variables 
A credit is granted to new development to account for future payments that will be paid or are 
reasonably anticipated to be paid to the District. The credit is calculated using a `present value" 
formula. 

1. Interest Rate (20-Year General Obligation Bondl - interest rate of return on a 20-year 
General Obligation Bond and is derived from the Bond Buyer index. As of April 1, 
201 the current interest rate is 4.38%. 

2. Bond Levy Rate - current bond levy rate is $0.39 per $1,000 in assessed value. 
3. Average Assessed Value - based on estimates made by the County's Planning and 

Development Services Department utilizing information from the Assessor's files. 
The current average assessed value is $318,628 for single family dwelling units; 
$77,653 for one-bedroom multi-family dwelling units; and $114,081 for two or 
more bedroom multi-family dwelling units. 

Proposed Mukilteo School District Impact Fee Schedule 

Using the variables and formula described, impact fees proposed for the District are summarized 
in Table 3. See also Appendix D. 

Table 12- School Impact Fees 

Impact Fee 
Housing Type 	 Per Unit 
Single Family 	 $ 	3914 
Duplexes and Townhomes 	$ 	2952 
Multi-Family (2+ Bedroom) 	$ 	2952 

PA 
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The terms used in this CFP are defined in the Snohomish County School Impact Fee Ordinance 
or, if not defined therein, as follows: 

Board of Directors:  Mukilteo School District Board of Directors. 

District: Mukilteo School District No. 6. 

FTE or Full Time Equivalent:  a means of measuring student enrollment based on the number of 
hours per day in attendance at District schools. A student is considered an FTE if he/she is 
enrolled for the equivalent of a full schedule each school day. Kindergarten students attend half-
day programs and therefore are counted as 0.5 FTE until 2018. Due to a change in state funding 
formulas after 2018, all kindergarten students are counted as a full FTE as of that date. For 
purposes of this CFP, all other grades are adjusted to reflect actual FTE. 

OFM:  Washington State Office of Financial Management. 

Teaching Station:  a facility space (classroom) specifically dedicated to implementing the 
District's educational program and capable of accommodating a full class. Planning class size is 
24 students for IL-5, 25 students for grades 6-8, and 27 for grades 9-12. 

Unhoused Students:  new students whose numbers exceed the program capacity of existing 
permanent facilities 
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APPENDIX B 

PROJECTED STUDENT ENROLLMENT 2014 -2019 
District Estimate in FTE's) 

Grade Oct- 

level 13 (1)  Oct-14 Oct-15 Oct-16 Oct-17 Oct-18 Oct-19 

K 594 578 577 583 603 1200 1206 

1 1214 1315 1261 1246 1260 1302 1295 

2 1159 1251 1347 1284 1270 1283 1327 

3 1168 1162 1248 1366 1303 1288 1302 

4 1226 1208 1197 1261 1381 1317 1301 

5 1162 1248 1224 1222 1287 1409 1344 

6 1125 1177 1258 1238 1236 1302 1426 

7 1079 1144 1166 1273 1253 1251 1318 

8 1121 1114 1173 1180 1288 1268 1266 

9 1142 1154 1141 1198 1205 1315 1295 

1 	10 1151 1167 1172 1134 1192 1198 1308 

11 964 1052 1059 1057 1022 1074 1080 

12 1038 1005 1092 1100 1097 1062 1115 

Tota1 (21  14143 14576 14914 15143 15396 16269 16583 

School Type 

K-5 (3)  6523 6763 6852 6962 7103 7799 7775 

6-8 3325 3434 3597 3691 3777 3821 4010 

9-12 4295 4379 4465 4489 4516 4649 4798 

Notes 

Prepared with the assistance of Consultant Les Kendrick January 2014 

(1) Oct-13 numbers are the actual student enrollment as of Oct. 2013 

(2) Numbers may not total due to rounding 

(3) Assumes half-day attendance for kindergarten students until 2018, Full day attendance after that. 



STATE OF WASHINGTON 

SUPERINTENDENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION 

SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

REPORT 1049 - DETERMINATION OF PROJECTED ENROLLMENTS 

SCHOOL YEAR 2013-2014 
Snohomish/Mukilteo(31006) 

--- ACTUAL ENROLLMENTS ON OCTOBER 1st --- 	 AVERAGE % 	 --- PROJECTED ENROLLMENTS --- 

Grade 	 2008 	2009 	2010 	2011 	2012 	2013 SURVIVAL 
	

2014 	2015 	2016 	2017 	2018 	2019 

1,067 1,056 1,095 1,061 1,138 1,188 

1,100 1,097 1,177 1,181 1,154 1, 214 107.50% 

1,128 1,107 1,138 1,212 1,194 1,159 101.77% 

1,064 1,085 1,154 1,190 1,170 1,168 99.86% 

1,126 1,070 1,101 1,130 1,174 1,227 100.69% 

1,081 1,120 1,082 1,140 1,125 1,162 100.52% 

1,043 1,083 1,143 1,090 1,119 1,126 100.23% 

7,609 7,618 7,890 8,004 8,074 8,244 

1,124 1,024 1,096 1,127 1,090 1,076 98.82% 

1,065 1,131 1,042 1,130 1,122 1,122 101.59% 

2,189 2,155 2,138 2,257 2,212 2,198 

1,126 1,104 1,105 1,058 1,141 1,143 1.01.14% 

1,127 1,123 1,063 1,121 1,061 1,154 99.77% 

1,400 1,401 1,438 1,414 1,505 1,455 131.34% 

1,499 1,509 1,618 1,597 1,505 1,553 108.78% 

5,152 	5,137 	5,224 	5,190 	5,212 	5,305 

14,950 	14,910 	15,252 	15,451 	15,498 	15,747 

1,183 1,206 1,229 1,253 1,276 1,299 

1,277 1,272 1,296 1,321 1,347 1,372 

1,235 1,300 1,295 1,319 1,344 1,371 

1,157 1,233 1,298 1,293 1,317 1,342 

1,176 1,165 1,242 1,307 1,302 1,326 

1,233 1,182 1,171 1,248 1,314 1,309 

1,165 1,236 1,185 1,174 1,251 1,317 

8,426 8,594 8,716 8,915 9,151 9,336 

1,113 1,151 1,221 1,171 1,160 1,236 

1,093 1,131 1,169 1,240 1,190 1,178 

2,206 2,282 2,390 2,411 2,350 2,414 

1,135 1,105 1,144 1,182 1,254 1,204 

1,140 1,132 1,102 1,141 1,179 1,251 

1,516 1,497 1,487 1,447 1,499 1,548 

1,583 1,649 1,628 1,618 1,574 1,631 

5,374 5,383 5,361 5,388 5,506 5,634 

16,006 	16,259 	16,467 	16,714 	17,007 	17,384 

Kindergarten 

Grade 1 

Grade 2 

Grade 3 

Grade 4 

Grade 5 

Grade 6 

K-6 Sub-Total 

Grade 7 

Grade 8 

7-8 Sub-Total 

Grade 9 

Grade 10 

Grade 11 

Grade 12 

9-12 Sub-Total 

DISTRICT K-12 TOTAL 

Notes: Specific subtotaling on this report will be driven by District Grade spans. 

School Facilities and Organization 	 Printed Dec 23, 2013 



APPENDIX C 

STUDENT GENERATION FACTOR REVIEW 
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ENABLING SCHOOL DISTRICTS TO MANAGE AND LICE STUCEWTASSDSSViDNT DATA 

This document describes the methodology used to calculate student generation rates 
(SGRs) for the Mukilteo School District, and provides results of the calculations. 

SGRs were calculated for two types of residential construction: Single family detached, 
and multi-family with 2 or more bedrooms. Attached condominiums, townhouses and 
duplexes are included in the multi-family classification since they are not considered 
"detached". Manufactured homes on owned land are included in the single family 
classification. 

Electronic records were obtained from the Snohomish County Assessor's Office 
containing data on all new construction within the Mukilteo School District from 
January 2006 through December 2012. As compiled by the County Assessor's 
Office, this data included the address, building size, assessed value, and year built 
for new single and multi-family construction. The data was "cleaned up" by 
eliminating records which did not contain sufficient information to generate a match 
with the District's student record data (i.e. incomplete addresses). 

2. The District downloaded student records data into Microsoft Excel format. This data 
included the addresses and grade levels of all K-12 students attending the Mukilteo 
School District as of January 2014. Before proceeding, this data was reformatted 
and abbreviations were modified as required to provide consistency with the County 
Assessor's data. 

232 Taylor Street e Port Townsend, WA 98368 e  (360) 680-9014 



3. Single Family Rates: The data on all new single family detached residential units in 
County Assessor's data were compared with the District's student record data, and 
the number of students at each grade level living in those units was determined. 
The records of 2,320 single family detached units were compared with data on 
1 5,660 students registered in the District, and the following matches were found by 
grade leve l( s )* :  

COUNT 
OF 

GRADE(S) 	MATCHES 

.CALCULATED 

RATE 
K 98 0.042 
1 107 0.046 
2 94 0.041 
:3 100 0.043 
4 77 0.033 
5 100 0.043 
6 79 0.034 
7 69 0.030 
8 75 0.032 
9 72 0.031 

10 83 0.036 
11 67 0.029 
12 75 0.032  

K-5 576 0.248 
6-8 223 0.096 

9-12 297 0.128 
K-12 1096 0.472 

4. Large Multi-Family Developments: Snohomish County Assessor's data does not 
specifically indicate the number of units or bedrooms contained in large multi-family 
developments. Additional research was performed to obtain this information from 
specific parcel ID searches, and information provided by building management, 
when available. Information obtained included the number of 0-1 bedroom units, the 
number of .2+ bedroom units, and specific addresses of 0-1 bedroom units. If 
specific addresses or unit numbers of 0-1 bedroom units were not provided by 
building management, the assumption of matches being 2+ bedroom units was 
made. This assumption is supported by previous SGR studies. 

Small Multi-Family Developments: This method included all developments in the 
County Assessor's data containing four-plexes, tri-plexes, duplexes, condominiums 
and townhouses. This data contained information on the number of bedrooms for all 
townhouses and condominiums. Specific parcel ID searches were performed for 
duplex and larger units in cases where number of bedroom data was missing. 



5. Multi-Family 2+ BR Rates: The multi-family 2+ BR SGR's were calculated by 
comparing data on 2+ BR multi-family units with the District's student record data, 
and the number of students at each grade level living in those units was determined. 
The records of 804 multi-family 2+ BR units were compared with data on 15,660 
students registered in the District, and the following matches were found by grade 
level(s)*: 

COUNT 
OF 

GRADE(S) ITCHES 

CALCULATED 

RATE 
K 28 0.035 
1 28 0.035 
2 17 0.021 
3 32 0.040 
4 20 0.025 
5 14 0.017 
6 16 0.020 
7 20 0.025 
8 10 0.012 
9 20 0.025 

10 14 0.017 
11 16 0.020 
12 15 0.019 

K-5 139 0.173 
6-8 46 0.057 

9-12 65 0.081 
K-12 250 0.311 

6. Multi-Family 0-1 BR Rates: Research indicated that 334 multi-family 0-1 BR units 
were constructed within District boundaries during the time period covered by this 
study. These units were compared with the data on 15,521 students registered in 
the District. No specific unit number matches were made. 

7. Summary of Student Generation Rates*: 

K-S 68 912 K-12 
Single Family 	.248 .096 .128 .472 
Multi-Family 2+ BR 	.173 .057 .081 .311 

*C alculated rates for grade level groups may not equal the sum of individual grade rates due to rounding. 



APPENDIX P 

SCHOOL IMPACT FEE CALCULATIONS 



MUKILTEO SCHOOL DISTRICT NO .6 

JURISDICTIONS: SNOHOMISH COUNTY, CITY OF MUKILTEO, CITY OF EVERETT 

IMPACT FEE CALCULATION PREPARED April 2014 

School Site Acquisition Cost; 

Acres X Cost per Acre/Facility Capacity X Student Generation Factor 

Facility Facility Student Factor Student Factor Cost/ Cost/ 
Acreage Cost/ 	Acre Capacity SFR MFR (2+)  S F R MFR (2+) 

Elementary 	 11.5 $ 	- 600 0.248 0.173 $ 	- $ 

Middle 	 17.5 $ 	- 750 0.096 0.057 $ 	- $ 

High 	 25 $ 1500 0.128 0.081  $ 	0 $  0 

$ 	0 $ 0 

School Construction Cost: 

Facility Cost/Facility CapacltyX Student Generation Factor X % Permanent square feet 

Facility Student Factor Student Factor Cost/ Cost/ 
% Perm Facility Cost Capacity SFR MFR (2+) SF R MFR (2 +) 

Elementary 	 90% $ 	68,000,000 1200 0.248 0.173 $ 	12,648 $ 8,823 

Middle 	 99% $ 	- - 0,096 0.057 $ 	- $ - 

High 	 96% $ 	- - 0.128 0.081  $ 	-  $ - 

$ 	12,648 $ 8,823 

Temporary Facility Cost: 

Facility cost/facility capacity X Student Generation Factor X V Temporary square feet 

Facility Student Factor Student Factor Cost/ Cost/ 
Temp Facility Cost Capacity SFR MFR (2+)  SFR MFR (2+)  

Elementary 	 10% 130,000 24 0,248 0.173 $ 	134 $ 94 

Middle 	 1% 130,000 21 0.096 0.057 $ 	-  - 

High 	 4% 130,000 23 0.128 0.081  $ 	29  $  18 

$ 	163 	$ 	112 

State School Construction Assistance 

Construction Allocation X SPI Footage X District Match X Student Generation Factor 

Const. District Student Factor Student Factor Cost/ Cost/ 
Allocation SPI footage Match % SFR MFR (2+)  SFR MFR (2 +) 

Elementary 	 200.4 90 51.16% 0.248 0.173 $ 	2,288 $ 1,596 

Middle 	 2004. 117 0 0.096 0.057 $ 	- $ - 

High 	 200.4 130 51.16% 0.128 0.081  $ 	1,706  $ 1,080 

$ 	3,994 	$ 	2,676 

Tax Payment Credit 

Average Assessed Value 

Capital Bond Interest Rate 

Years Amortized 

Property Tax Levy Rate for Bonds 

Tax Payment Credit 

SFR 	M F R (2 +) 

	

$318,628 	$114,081 

	

4.38% 	4.38% 

10 	 10 

	

0.00039 	0.00039 

	

-$989 	-$354 

MFR (2+) 

Duplexes and 

SFR Townhomes 

Site Acquisition cost $ 0 $ 0 

Permanent Facility Cost $ 12,648 $ 8,823 

Temporary Facility Cost $ 163 $ 112 

State Construction Assistance $ -3,994 $ -2,676 

Tax Payment Credit $ -989 S -354 

FEE (AS CALCULATED) $ 7,828 $ 5,905 

FEE DISCOUNT 50% $ 3,914 $ 2,952 

$ 3,914 $ 2,952 
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April 24, 2014 

iukilteo A 
 M. M'. Iv- 

School District 

District Office 
9401 Sharon Drive Everett WA 98204 

(425) 356-1274 Fax (425) 356-1310 

Gary Idleberg 
 County Planning and 

Development Services 
3000 Rockefeller, MIS 604 
Everett, Washington 98201 

Frr (rc 

Enclosed please find Mukilteo School District's Annual Report for the collection 
and distribution of school impact fees as per the Interlocal Agreement. 

This report covers the period of January 1.2013 to December 31, 2013. We 
collected 972.990.02 in impact fees; all fees are under UMA. The Transaction 
Recap report is included to show expenditures to vendors for the project at 
Discovery Elementary School 

In you require further clarification, please do not hesitate to contact Josette Baines 
or me at (425) 356-1281. 

Sincerely, 

Carolyn A. Webb 
Executive Director 
Business Services 

Enclosure 

Cc: Debbie Fulton 

Committed to Success for Every Student 
Au Equal Oppocrumry Employer and Educational Agency 



MUKILJEO SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 6 

ANNUAL REPORT OF SNOI-IOMISFI COUNTY IMPACT FEE 
REVENUE & EXPENDITURES 

Reporting Period January 1, 2013 to December 31, 2013 

DATE OF 	VOUCHER 
EXPENDITURE 	 NUMBER 	VENDOR 	PROJECT 	AMOUNT 

111/2013-12131/2013 See Attached Transaction Recap 	Discovery Elementary $ 	9,644 . 7A; 

TOTAL 
DATE OF REVENUE 	 SEPA 	CMA 	COLLECTED 

1/1/2013-12/31/2013 	 972,990.02 	$ 972,990.02 
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Snohomish 
 

2014 — 2019 Capital Facilities Plans 
PDS Technical Review Committee Comments 

School District MUKILTEO 
Iormatk)n Contact Person Debra Fulton 

Business Phone 425.356.1330 
E-mail-Address fultondm@mukilteo.wednet.edu  

Review Note for School District 
Sign-Off  

Data is in FTE - added label. 

 Suggested Correction(s)/Potential Issues 
Page 5 Thank-you for providing the comparison of minimum to current LOS! 

Is the maximum level of enrollment in FTEs? 
There is not enough information in the CFP for 
Reviewers to replicate the LOS number. District Not sure how the minimum LOS figures at bottom of page were 

calculates permanent and portable classrooms at 30 for calculated - could not replicate from other figures (classrooms, 
elementary and 33 students for secondary with some classroom planning capacity, utilization rate, etc.) provided in the 
capacity for special education in FTE. I add the FTE plan. 
label, but don't want to add a Table # since I would 

Even be 	 DS have to renumber the entire document.. (That was the . 
' 	 . . 	VOUld 

problem on other pages when a Table was deleted.) FiUr, 	. 	 . 	V ... 	5. 

The school capacity estimates seem pretty low, even allowing for  
Page 7 

are correct. special Ed and class planning use - suggest double-checking 

Page 8  
Added " 	 hv"Rekc  

Added paragraph reference full day kindergarten after No mention made of all-day kindergarten; narrative continues to 
Table 7 on page 12. 

distinguish "headcount" from FTE enrollment to account for half-day 

This section is a narrative produced by our K classes (however, second footnote to Table 9 mentions it as a year 

Page 11 
demographer. He discusses various methodologies for 2018 event); suggesting inserting a paragraph explaining it and how 
predicting enrollment and tests them against each other the plan addresses it. 
and past results to see which is most reasonable. 



The methodologies include district level projections. ; ,County".  

The narrative describes an alternative enrollment forecast using the 
total  county  population as the basis for the student/population ratio — 
(Table 7 also uses the estimated  district  population for this, as most 
other districts do).  

Corrected. Thank you. 
h...  

; 	, \ 	j  
Pages 11-12 

Added last paragraph on page 11. Not clear whether any of the enrollment forecasts are tied to one of the 
county plan alternatives — narrative should mention these alternatives 
and how they were used  (or why not used). 

Review Note for hool District 
Sign -Off Suggested g^ste 	C rrecfiion(s'a) J ot n iai Issues 

Page 

Corrected. Thank you. 
• 	Typo in year 2016 "district high" figure 

• 	"District high" figures for years 2017 and 2018 do not agree 
w/figures in Appendix B (presumably because all-day K is 

Note added. reflected in Appendix B but not in Table 7) — should explain in 
Page 12 ( Table 7 footnote or narrative. 

District High figure for 2016 is identical to the 2013 total...typo? 

Note added to explain the full day kindergarten is 

Page 12,& 14, 
not included here but is included on Table 9 and 

Appendix B Appendix B. 



Agreed. A Table was deleted and references were not Table references need correcting. updated. Thank you. 
Pages 13-16 

Influence of full day kindergarten is now discussed on The influence of all-day kindergarten should be discussed. 
Page 12 and in the footnote to Table 9. 
Corrected, thank you. There appear to be a few errors in the elementary school portion of 

Page 14 Table 9 (surplus/deficiency figures for 2018 and 2035; total capacity 
for 2017). 

Added to paragraph 3. Suggest a brief explanation of why the projected deficiencies at the 
Page 15 middle school and high school levels are not triggering any planned 

projects. 
Thank you. Table # reference needs correcting. 

Table 3 summarizes HS Permanent Classroom Inventory — reference 
Page 20 revision.  

Typo— 	 1' 	l:rxt. 

Agreed. The historical data was included in the hard Suggest including historical enrollment data here, as in the previous 
Appendix B "PDF copy but didn't get scanned into the 

CFPs; also suggest including historical district population and 
student/population ratios from previous CFPs. 

We list portables in the Note on Table 10 as an Impact fee calculations include costs for portables, but there are no 
alternative to built space. However, the impact fee 
calculation related to portable classrooms actually portables in the 6-year financing plan — not sure these are eligible 
reduces  the total impact fee. The formula requires that costs. 

Appendix D the unhoused students related to growth be served in 
the same ratio as the current district split between 
portable and permanent space. In our instance, the fee 
allows for the unhoused students to be served in 90% 
built space and 10% portable space rather than the 
higher fee of housing them in 100% built space 

Impact Fee You're welcome. Thank-you for including this! 
Expenditures 

Impact Fee Added. Duplexes and townhomes should be a category on the fee schedule. 
Calculation That fee is the same as the Multi-family 2+ bedroom fee, 
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Executive Summary 

Purpose of the Capital Facilities Plan 

Presented herein, in conformance with the Washington State Growth Management Act, 
the Codes of King and Snohomish Counties, and the cities of Bothell, Kenmore, 
Kirkland and Woodinville, is the Capital Facilities Plan (CFP) of the Northshore School 
District (NSD). This CFP is intended to provide a snapshot of projected student 
enrollment, site capacities, service over the long term (2014-2025), capital project 
schedules and capital financing over the next six years (2014-2020). The role of 
impact fees in funding school construction is addressed in Section 9 of this report. 

Summary 

Continued elementary enrollment has now pushed most schools in the northern and 
central service areas of the District into capacity deficit positions. Approval by the 
community of the 2014 bond allows the district to adopt grade reconfiguration (k-5, 6-
8 and 9-12) which will provide some elementary capacity relief. That transition is 
tentatively scheduled for the 2017 school year. Grade reconfiguration, construction 
and opening of a new high school and other associated actions were part of a 
comprehensive plan recommended by the community based Enrollment 
Demographics Task Force (EDTF) and unanimously adopted by the School Board at 
its October 23, 2012 board meeting to address capacity issues and take advantage 
of instructional program benefits. 

The 2014 CFP assumes the construction and opening of a new high school and grade 
reconfiguration in the 2017-2018 school year. Until grade reconfiguration occurs, 
portable capacity at applicable elementary schools will be maximized with increases 
based on the projected enrollment growth, program requirements, site security, 
circulation and gym/library capacities. State projections of a continued increase in 
birthrates could necessitate increased elementary or junior high capacity within the 
next five years. The CFP does not assume mandatory Full Day Kindergarten in its 
projections nor any change in the K-3 ratios, either of which would create significant 
capacity challenges. If the State Legislature funds implementation, future updates to 
the Capital Facilities Plan will reflect any adjustments. 

Overview of the Northshore School District 

The District services six jurisdictions: King County, Snohomish County, the City of 
Bothell, the City of Kenmore, the City of Kirkland and the City of Woodinville. The 
physical area and student population are roughly two-thirds in King County and one-
third in Snohomish County. The District has a population of approximately 122,000 
and an enrollment of 19,303. The District has twenty elementary schools, six junior 
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high schools, three high schools, one alternative schools program, and one early 
childhood center. The current grade configuration is K-6, 7-9 and 10-12 with a planned 
transition in the Fall of 2017 to a K-5, 6-8 and 9-12 model. The Urban Growth Area 
boundary line (UGA) splits the District, exacerbating capacity utilization 
challenges. Generally, schools on the east side of the UGA line are seeing declining 
enrollment while schools on the west side are seeing increasing enrollment. To 
optimize instructional program flexibility and maximize service levels in the most cost 
effective way possible, the District maintains 10% - 15% of its total design classroom 
capacity in relocatables (portables). 
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Elementary enrollment has been growing steadily over the past few years, primarily 
due to larger birth cohorts and improvement in the real estate market. This wave of 
elementary enrollment growth has not yet moved into the high schools, whose 
enrollments have fluctuated within a fairly narrow range. 

Projections, based on state and local jurisdiction provided data, indicate that this 
trend of an improved real estate market and increased birth cohorts will continue to 
fuel higher enrollments over the next decade. The birth cohorts since 2006 have 
been substantially larger than the numbers seen between 1996 and 2005. As a 
result, continued growth is expected in K-12 enrollment, especially elementary 
enrollment. It is expected that a marked increase in K-12 enrollment between 2015 
and 211021 5 will 'Desee. 

The real estate market has also been much stronger in the past two years. Since 
2007 when home sales and prices began dropping, enrollment trends in the region 
have been transformed. Urban job centers, like Seattle, Bellevue, and Kirkland, saw 
better than expected population and K-I 2 enrollment gains between 2007 and 2011, 
primarily due to the fact that fewer people were leaving these areas to buy houses in 
the outlying regions of the Puget Sound. In the past two years this has reversed with, 
population and K12 enrollment gains from more people being willing to buy houses 
away from the urban job centers. During this time, Northshore, Shoreline, Auburn, 
and Federal Way, which saw declines in enrollment between 2007 and 2011, have all 
shown enrollment increases. 

Similar to past years, this year's District projections considered regional and local 
trends in population growth and housing, along with consideration of any market 
share gains or losses that might be attributable to private schools. In addition, 
assumptions and corresponding projections were analyzed down to the feeder 
pattern level. Growth rates were adjusted based on permit information specific to 
those respective areas. The resulting trends were used to further refine the 
projection methodology for both headcount and FTE forecasts used in this document. 
The following section describes in more detail the assumptions used to develop the 
forecast and compares the result of this projection to other available methodologies. 
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average adjustment factor for each grade, or cohort. The method works well for all 
grades except kindergarten, where there is no previous year grade. At kindergarten 
two methodologies are generally used. First, one can use a linear extrapolation from 
the previous five years, assuming that there is a trend. Or, alternatively, one can 
compare the kindergarten enrollment to births from five years prior to calculate a 
"birth-to-k" ratio. For example, kindergarten enrollment in 2013 is divided by the total 
births in King and Snohomish counties in 2008 to produce a birth-to-k ratio. The 
average ratio for the last five years can then be applied to births in subsequent years 
to estimate kindergarten enrollment. 

The cohort survival method has been used by OSPI to predict enrollment for all 
districts in the state. In past years, OSPI has used a 6-year cohort average for grades 
1-12 and a linear extrapolation method at kindergarten. In 2008, OSPI 
commissioned a study to evaluate the effectiveness of this method for predicting 
enrollment. The report recommended the use of the "birth-to-k" method for predicting 
kindergarten enrollment and the use of a housing adjustment factor for Districts that 
are likely to be impacted by large numbers of new housing developments. To date, 
these suggestions have not been implemented. The latest forecast from OSPI for the 
District continues to use cohort survival with a linear extrapolation at the kindergarten 
level. 

Table 2-1 shows a projection for Northshore using the headcount projection provided 
by OSPI. This model converts the OSPI headcount forecast to an FTE forecast 
based on the latest data comparing headcount to FTE enrollment in Northshore. The 
OSPI forecast predicts a gradual increase in FTE enrollment over the next 6 years, 
with growth at all levels. The forecast also shows a marked increase at kindergarten 
over time. This is primarily due to the extrapolation of the recent upward trend at 
kindergarten into the future. 



TABLE 2-1 
OSPI Cohort Forecase converted to FTE Based on the Latest Northshore FTE Data 
October FTE 

13/14 
Actual Projections----- _------------- 

14/15 	15/16 16/17 

-- ------_--_----------_----_--------___------ 

17/18 18/19 

------------- 

19/20 
Grade 

K 757 761 778 796 814 831 849 
1 1,566 1,650 1,661 1,699 1,738 1,777 1,815 
2 1,640 1,603 1,689 1,700 1,739 1,779 1,819 
3 1,559 1,677 1,639 1,727 1,738 1,778 1,819 
4 1,550 1,592 1,714 1,675 1,765 1,776 1,817 
5 1,550 1,574 1,618 1,742 1,702 1,794 1,805 
6 1,476 1,568 1,592 1,637 1,762 1,722 1,815 
7 1,555 1,501 1,595 1,620 1,666 1,792 1,751 
8 1,517 1,583 1,529 1,625 1,650 1,697 1,825 
9 1,596 1,539 1,605 1,550 1,647 1,672 1,720 
10 1,545 1,643 1,586 1,654 1,597 1,697 1,722 
11 1,531 1,466 1,553 1, 500 1,564 1, 509 1, 604 
12 1,461 1,474 1,409 1,496 1,445 1,507 1,454 

Tota I K-6 10,098 10,425 10,691 10,976 11,258 11,457 11,739 
Total K-5 8,622 8,857 9,099 9,339 9,496 9,735 9,924 
Tota 1 7-9 4,668 4,623 4,729 4,795 4,963 5,161 5,296 
Total 6-8 4,548 4,652 4,716 4,882 5,078 5,211 5,391 

Total 10-12 4,537 4,583 4,548 4,650 4,606 4,713 4,780 
Total  9-12 6,133 6,122 6,153 6,200 6,253 6,385 6,500 

District Total 19,303 19,631 19,968 20,421 20,827 21,331 21,815 

Change 
# 	 328 	337 	453 	406 	504 	484 
% 	 1.7% 	1.7% 	2.3% 	2.0% 	2.4% 	2.3% 

The cohort method displayed in Table 2-1 generally works well for districts that have 
a consistent trend of gradual increases or declines in enrollment. It is less reliable in 
districts where spikes in demographic trends (especially a marked increase or 
decrease in new housing) can lead to dramatic swings in enrollment from one year to 
the next. In addition, the use of the linear extrapolation method at the kindergarten 
level can result in a distorted trend since it does not consider changes in birth trends. 
Combining cohort survival with other information about births, housing, regional 
population trends, and even trends in service area and private school enrollment can 
sometimes provide for a more accurate forecast. 

Table 2-2 shows an alternative to the OSPI forecast that combines cohort survival 
methodology with information about new housing, the District's predicted share of the 
King and Snohomish County birth cohort, and any predicted gains or losses in the 
District's market share. Market share refers to the District's share of the K-1 2 public 
school population in the region as well as any expected effect from private schools. 
For this forecast, the average rollup at existing grades was combined with estimates 
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of growth that might be expected from new housing, and assumptions about market 
share gains or losses that the District is likely to see at certain grade levels. 
Estimates of housing growth for this model were obtained from permit information 
provided by the respective jurisdiction. Table 2-2 shows the forecast based on this 
methodology. 

This forecast produces a result that is lower than the OSPI forecast. This is primarily 
due to the kindergarten projection. The linear extrapolation method that OSPI uses 
does not consider the predicted changes in birth trends, or any assumptions about 
Northshore's share of future cohorts. The District model predicts a lower 
kindergarten enrollment over time than the OSPI forecast, because it assumes that 
Northshore's share of the county birth cohorts will remain relatively consistent over 
the course of the forecast. 

In addition to kindergarten, the other main difference pertains to housing. Permit 
information that the District has received from the jurisdictions shows relatively strong 
enrollment gains in the first four years of the forecast, with a tapering off of this 
growth in the last two years. This reflects the fact that the recent pipeline housing 
data shows very few new projects in the pipeline. Once the current wave of housing 
development is finished we will need to see more new housing growth if enrollment is 
going to continue to grow in a similar fashion to recent trends. It should be noted, 
however, that the K-12 enrollment in the District is likely to continue growing beyond 
the six years of this forecast, due to continued gains in the K-12 population in the 
county (due to births). Northshore will see some share of this future K-12 growth, 
though it may be lower than recent years, if new housing development lags the 
current trends. 

Looking at the results of the model specifically, overall enrollment is predicted to 
increase between 2014 and 2019. In the initial years of the forecasts the largest 
gains are expected at the elementary level. Junior high and high school enrollment 
are expected to grow more strongly in the latter part of the forecast period as the 
larger elementary classes from recent years roll up through the grades. 

Elementary enrollment is predicted to grow from 10,098 FTE in October 2013 to 
10,787 FTE by October 2019. Junior high enrollment is projected to increase from 
4,668 FTE in October 2013 to 5,225 FTE by October 2019. High school enrollment is 
projected to increase from 4,537 FTE in October 2013 to 4,721 FTE by October 
2019. 
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Actual 	Projections------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
13/14 	14/15 	15/16 	16/17 	17/18 	18/19 	19/20 

Grade 
K 757 727 716 725 740 727 728 
1 1,566 1,665 1,585 1,562 1,582 1,613 1,586 
2 1,640 1,601 1,702 1,622 1,598 1,617 1,649 
3 1,559 1,671 1,630 1,736 1,654 1,628 1,648 
4 1,550 1,588 1,702 1,663 1,771 1,685 1,659 
5 1,550 1,670 1,610 1,728 1,688 1,796 1,709 
6 1,476 1,561 1,581 1,622 1,742 1,700 1,808 
7 1,555 1,500 1,587 1,609 1,651 1,772 1,729 
8 1,517 1,579 1,524 1,614 1,637 1,679 1,802 
9 1,596 1,631 1,592 1,538 1,629 1,651 1,694 
10 1,545 1,642 1,574 1,639 1,584 1,677 1,700 
11 1,531 1 1 459 1,550 1,487 1,549 1,496 1,584 
12 1,461 1,487 1,400 1,488 1,429 1,487 1,437 

Tota I K-6 10,098 10,483 10,526 10,658 10,775 10,766 10,787 
Total K-5 8,622 8,922 8,945 9,036 9,033 9,066 8,979 
Tota 1 7-9 4,668 4,710 4,703 4,761 4,917 5,102 5,225 
Tota 1 6-8 4,548 4,640 4,692 4,845 5,030 5,151 5,339 

Total 10-12 4,537 4,588 4,524 4,614 4,562 4,660 4,721 
Total 9-12 6,133 6,219 6,116 6,152 6,191 6,311 6,415 

District Total 19,303 19,781 19,753 20,033 20,254 20,528 20,733 

Change 
478 	(28) 	280 

	
221 	274 	205 

2.5% 	-0.1% 	1.4% 
	

1.1% 	1.4% 	1.0% 

The methodology described above was extrapolated to 2020 and 2025 to produce a 
longer-range forecast. In general, this model assumes that enrollment in the period 
between 2019 and 2025 will grow at a rate that is similar to the overall county. 
Similar to the methodology used above, the average cohort survival rollup-rate for 
each grade was calculated and applied at each grade level to predict the growth in 
each subsequent year. Kindergarten was projected using the birth-to-k ratio method 
described above. Longer-range birth forecasts were arrived at by applying the most 
recent average of the fertility rates in each county (two year average) to the projected 
number of women expected to reach their child-bearing years over the next decade 
(using the medium range county growth management forecasts from the Office of 
Financial Management at the State of Washington). The average birth-to-k ratio for 
the last 5 years was then applied to the projected births to predict kindergarten 
enrollment. A growth factor was then applied to each of the grade level projections 
(K-12) to account for expected K-12 population growth between 2019 and 2025. 
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This factor lYas 	 iii] 11a forecast of county1 

q,urvival trends, birth forecasts, and projected population growth for the county (aga q̂ 
using the medium range county forecast obtained from .  

Using this methodology the District's enrollment shows continued growth from 2019 
to 2025. FTE enrollment in 2020 is projected to be 21,007 and projected FTE 
enrollment for 2025 is predicted to be 21,579 FTE. This longer range model 
assumes that the State forecasts of more births, more K-12 growth, and continued 
population growth for the Puget Sound are reasonably accurate. 

Obviously, future growth trends are somewhat uncertain. Changes in population 
growth, fertility rates, or a sharp downturn in the economic conditions in the Puget 
Sound region could have a major impact on long term enrollment, making it 
significantly lower or higher than the current estimate. Given this uncertainty, the 
current projection should be considered a reasonable estimate based on the best 
information available, but subject to change as newer information about trends 
becomes available. 

TABLE 2-3 
Projected FTE Enrollment 

Level 2015 2020 2025 
Elementary: 10,527 10,713 10,821 
Jr. High: 4,703 5,225 5,282 
High School: 4,524 4,622 5,356 
Total: 19,753 FTE 21,007 FTE 21,579 FTE 
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Using OFM/County data as a base, the District projects a 2035 student FTE 
population of 26,027. This is based on the OFM/County data for the years 2000 
through 2013 and the District's average fulltime equivalent enrollment for the 
corresponding years. For the years 2000 to 2013, the District's actual enrollment 
averaged 39.35% of the OFM/County population estimates. However, this figure is 
misleading in that it assumes that all of the District's students reside in Snohomish 
County. This is not the case given that the District's boundaries include both King 
and Snohomish County. As such, the projections are highly speculative and are 
used only for general planning purposes. 
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TABLE 2-3.1 
Projected FTE Enrollment - 2035 OFM Estimates 

Level 2013 2035 
Elementary (K-5): 8,622 11,626 
Jr. High (68): 4,548 6,132 
High School (9-12_: 6,133 8,269 
Total: 1 	19,303 FTE 26,027 FTE 

*Assumes  that percentage per grade span will remain constant through 2035. 

Note: Snohomish County Planning and Development Service provided the underlying data 
for the 2035 projections.' 

1 The District has chosen to use Alternative #2 of the Snohomish County 2035 Population Forecast since it 
contains the medium range forecast of potential growth. 
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Optimizing student learning is the heart of what the District strives for in establishing 
its service standard for classroom capacity utilization. This requires a constant 
review and assessment of instructional practices, student learning behaviors, 
learning environments and program development. An additional variable are 
changes in mandatory requirements dictated by the state, such as those being 
discussed relative to full day kindergarten and reduction in K-3 class sizes. These 
elements as well as demographic projections and cost considerations are weighed in 
determining service levels. 

In the Fall of 2017, the District is planning on implementing a reconfiguration of its 
instructional model to a four year high school (9-12) program, a 6-8 middle school 
and a K-5 elementary school model. While the District has been successful in 
generating high graduation rates and test scores with its current grade configuration, 
the changing learning patterns, developmental needs and maturity level of our 
students will be more effectively met with this grade reconfiguration as well as 
provide a more effective match of resources with the needs of students. Specific 
room standards are not expected to change based on the new grade reconfiguration 
itself. Changes mandated by the State relative to the highly capable program will 
likely further complicate site capacity issues. Assessment of the impact is still in 
progress. 

The District currently provides traditional educational programs and nontraditional 
programs (See Table 3-1) such as special education, expanded bilingual education, 
remediation, alcohol and drug education, preschool and daycare programs, home 
school, computer labs, music programs, movement programs, etc., These programs 
and the associated learning environment are regularly reviewed to determine the 
optimum instructional method and learning environment at each school. The 
required space for these programs as well as any supporting space is determined by 
noise, level of physical activity, teacher to student ratios, privacy and/or the need for 
physical proximity to other services/facilities. Adequate space must exist for program 
flexibility, differing learning styles, program experimentation, project based learning 
and pre- and post- school activities. For example, service level capacities in rooms 
utilized for programs such as special education would reflect lower capacities of the 
defined service levels (See Table 3-2), eight versus 24 (for a standard size room or 
relocatables/portables). A second example is the Dual Language program with two 
dedicated classrooms at each grade level, in addition to the regular education 
classrooms. These classes have a scheduled use of 24 students per room. 
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Special teaching stations and programs offered by the District at specific school sites 
are included in Table 3-1. 
TABLE 3-1 
Lki i ri nii ii (T t flTii'TI rr 

Elementary Secondary 
Computer Labs X X 
Group Activities Rooms X 
Elementary Advanced Placement (EAP) X 
All Day Kindergarten X 
Parents Active in Cooperative Education (PACE) X 
Special Education X X 
Special Education - Mid Level/Functional Skills & 
Academics  
Learning Centers (LC) X X 
Learning Assistance Program (LAP)/Title I (Elementary) X X 
English Language Learners (ELL) X X 
Dual Language (DL) X 
Home School X X 
Alternative School Program  X 
Career Technical Education  X 
International Baccalaureate (IB) and Advanced Placement 
(AP)  x 
School-to-Work  X 
Running Start  X 
College in the High School  X 

A number of the above programs affect the design capacity of some of the buildings 
housing these programs. Special programs usually require space modifications and 
sometimes have less density than other, more traditional programs; this potentially 
translates into greater space requirements. These requirements are part of the 
difference we see between design capacity and scheduled capacity (see page 14). 

Teaching station loading is identified in Table 3-2. Class sizes are averages based 
on actual utilization as influenced by state funding and instructional program 
standards. The District's standard of service is based on state and/or contractual 
requirements. 
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Special Education — Functional 
8 8 

8 
Skills and Academics 
Integrated - Regular & Special 
Education 

21 NA NA (15 regular & 6 special education 
students 

Special Education Preschool (Sorenson & NA NA 
Cottage Lake) 

10 
Transitional Kindergarten (Hollywood Hill NA NA 

& Lockwood 

Vocational NA 27 27 

Dual Language - assuming 2 
24 NA NA classes per grade level 

Snohomish County has requested that the District's plan include a measurement of 
the current levels of service to compare to the District's minimum levels of 
service. Table 3-3 shows the District's average students per teaching station as a 
measurement of its minimum levels of service as of October 31, 2013. 

Grade Level 

# of 
Scheduled 
Teaching 
Stations 

FTE 
Scheduled 
Capacity 

Minimum 
Level of 

Service(1) 
FTE 

Enrollment 

Average 
FTE / 

Teaching 
station 

K-6  518 12,114 23.4 10,098 19.5 
7 - 9 230 6,021 26.2 4,668 20.3 

10 - 12 220 5,559 25.3 4,537 20.6 

Total 968 23,694 19,303 
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Under the Growth Management Act, a public entity must periodically determine its 
capacity by conducting an inventory of its capital facilities. Table 4 -1 summarizes 
the capacity owned and operated by the District. Information is also provided on 
relocatable classrooms (portables), school sites and other district owned facilities or 
land. 

The effective capacity limit at each site will vary based on existing instructional 
programs, projected future programs and, where possible, the recommendation of 
local site administration. To monitor this, and for use in preliminary capacity 
planning, the District establishes design capacities. This is the maximum number of 
students a site can accommodate based on a standard room capacity of 54, 27, 24, 
or 12 FTE depending on room size. These figures are compared to the actual 
utilization or scheduled capacity on a regular basis. Scheduled capacity takes into 
consideration the specific programs that actually take place in each of the rooms. For 
example, capacities in rooms utilized for programs such as special education would 
reflect capacities of the defined service levels (See Table 3-2), eight versus 24 (for a 
standard size room or relocatables/portables). Due to the need to provide planning 
time and space for teacher preparation or other required services, some facilities will 
only support a design capacity utilization of 85%. In secondary schools where recent 
modernizations have added more teacher preparation space, the utilization 
percentage is higher. 

The District currently operates twenty elementary schools, six junior high schools, 
and three high schools. The District also has one alternative secondary school 
program, a home school program and an early childhood center. 
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School 
Year 
Built 

Last 
Ivbdernization 
or Capacity 

addition 

Total # of Rooms Ca acit # Students / Rm Relocatables 

Design Schedule Design Schedule Design Schedule #of 
Schedule 
Capacity 

% of 
Schedule 

Arrowhead 1957 1994/2011 25 20 597 454 23.9 22.7 5 48 10.6% 

Bear Creek 1988 2011 22 22 527 527 24.0 24.0 0 0 0.0% 

Canyon Creek 1977 1999/2008 38 37 910 862 23.9 23.3 12 264 30.6% 

Cottage Lake 1958 2005 23 17 550 382 23.9 22.5 0 0 0.0% 

Crystal Springs 1957 2002/2010 30 29 718 694 23.9 23.9 10 216 31.1% 

East Ridge 1991 22 17 526 406 23.9 23.9 0 0 0.0% 

Fernwood 1988 2002/2010 41 33 860 788 21.0 23.9 15 190 24.1% 

Frank Love 1990 32 28 761 665 23.8 23.8 10 168 25.3% 

Hollywoodd Hill 1980 2001 25 17 598 406 23.9 23.9 2 0 0.0% 

Kenmore 1955 2002/2011 27 23 646 526 23.9 22.9 5 48 9.1% 

Kokanee 1994 37 31 861 765 23.3 24.7 11 216 28.2% 

Lockwood 1962 2004/2011 30 25 669 609 22.3 24.4 4 48 7.9% 

Maywood Hills 1961 2002 30 28 717 669 23.9 23.9 8 144 21.5% 

Moorlands 1963 2002/2011 34 30 765 693 22.5 23.1 7 60 8.7% 

Shelton view 1969 i999i2u"i i 24 23 574 5.F,v0 23.9 no 
^^.

n 
 ^ 4 72 13.1%    

Sorenson ECC * 2002 
Sunrise 1985 23 16 550 358 23.9 22.4 2 24 6.7% 

Wellington 1978 2000/2011 28 26 669 597 23.9 23.0 4 47 7.9% 

Westhill 1960 1995/2011 25 23 598 526 23.9 22.9 5 72 13.7% 

Woodin 1970 2003 29 28 692 668 23.9 23.9 6 120 18.0% 

Woodmoor 1994 46 45 1101 969 23.9 21.5 0 0 0.0% 

Subtotal 591 518 13,889 12,114 23.5 23.4 110 1,737 14.3% 

Canyon Park 1964 2000/2005 47 41 1,258 1,093 26.8 26.7 4 54 4.9% 

Kenmore 1961 002/2008/201 39 36 1,054 928 27.0 25.8 1 27 2.9% 

Leota 1972 1998 43 35 1,177 931 27.4 26.6 8 54 5.8% 

Northshore 1977 2004 44 37 1,195 970 27.2 26.2 4 0 0.0% 

Skyview 1992 45 45 1,246 1,156 27.7 25.7 6 162 14.0% 

Timbercrest 1997 38 36 1,072 943 28.2 26.2 1 27 2.9% 

Subtotal 256 230 7,002 6,021 27.4 26.2 24 324 5.4% 

Bothell 1953 2005 87 77 2,251 1,918 25.9 24.9 6 24 1.3% 

Inglemoor 1964 2000 81 69 2,125 1,807 26.2 26.2 6 162 9.0% 

Woodinville 1983 994/2008/201 66 63 1,813 1,672 27.5 26.5 0 0 0.0% 

Subtotal 234 209 6,189 5,397 26.4 25.8 12 186 3.4% 

SAS 2010 19 11 279 162 14.7 14.7 0 0 0.0% 

Total K-12 A l 1,100 968 27,359 23,694 24.9 24.5 146 2,247 9.5% 

* Sorensen ECC has 10 classrooms designed and scheduled with 142 students that do not count toward distrct FTE 

W7 



Traditionally the District has kept 10% to 15% percent of its design capacity in 
relocatables. This percentage fluctuates, impacted by growth and changes in 
instructional program needs. Relocatables are utilized to help achieve efficient 
facility utilization and balance economic costs while encouraging innovation and new 
approaches, particularly for non-core or pilot programs. As funding for permanent 
capacity is secured through bond financing, or other changes occur, such as the 
revision of instructional programs or lower enrollment projections; the need for related 
relocatables are reassessed. 

A typical portable classroom provides capacity for 24 students at the elementary level 
or 27 at the secondary level. Relocatables are used to meet a variety of instructional 
needs. Of the 146 relocatable classrooms that the District owns, 92 are used as 
classrooms housing students for scheduled classes or for pull out programs. Within 
the financial capabilities of the District, the intent is to minimize the size of the first 
group. Their actual use may reflect loads that are less than the standards of service 
identified in Section 3. Not included in the scheduled capacity are approximately 33 
relocatables that are used for daycare, PTA, conference rooms/resource rooms, 
temporary housing in conjunction with pending modernizations or recently vacated as 
a result of the consolidation of some programs within other existing permanent 
space. A summary of relocatables is presented in Table 4-2. 

17 
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School 
Total # of 
Portables 

Portables 
Scheduled 

(Note 1) 

Designed 
Student 
Capacity 

Scheduled 
Student 
Capacity 

"Pull Out" 
Programs 

(Note 2) 

Arrowhead 5 2 120 48 2 
Bear Creek 0 0 0 0 0 
Canyon Creek 12 11 288 264 1 
Cottage Lake 0 0 0 0 0 
Crystal Springs 10 9 240 216 0 
East Ridge 0 0 0 0 0 
Fernwood 15 8 238 190 2 
Frank Love 10 7 240 168 1 
Hollywood Hill 2 0 48 0 0 
Kenmore 5 2 120 48 3 
Kokanee 11 8 240 216 1 
Lockwood 4 2 48 48 0 
Maywood Hills 8 6 192 144 1 
v GGr iai iva Moorlands 7 r o v 120 v 60 vv n v 

Shelton View 4 3 96 72 0 
Sorenson ECC** 0 0 0 0 0 
Sunrise 2 1 48 24 0 
Wellington 4 2 95 47 2 
Westhill 5 3 120 72 1 
Woodin 6 5 144 120 1 
Woodmoor 0 0 0 0 0 

Subtotal 110 72 2,397 1,737 15 

Canyon Park 4 2 108 54 0 
Kenmore 1 1 27 27 0 
Leota 8 2 216 54 0 
Northshore 4 0 108 0 0 
Skyview 6 6 162 162 0 
Timbercrest 1 1 27 27 0 

Subtotal 24 12 648 324 0 

Bothell 6 2 162 24 1 
Inglemoor 6 6 162 162 0 
Woodinville 0 0 0 0 0 
SAS 0 

Subtotal 12 8 324 186 1 

Total K-12 All 146 92 3,369 2,247 16 

Note 1: Excluded from Scheduled Capacity are portables used for 
0 TPT/LAP/Science Labs/Computer Labs/Admin/ASB/Music 

Note 2: "Pull Out" programs include OTPT/LAP/Science Labs/Computer 
Labs/Admin/ASB/Music but exclude Day 
Care/PTA/Resource/Conference Rooms/Counseling/Storage 

i 
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In addition to 32 school sites, the District also owns and operates sites that provide 
transportation, administration, maintenance and operational support to the schools. 
The District also holds undeveloped properties that were acquired for potential 
development of a facility for instructional use. An inventory of these facilities is 
provided in Table 4-3 below. The new high school will be built on the 61 acres north 
of Fernwood Elementary. The remaining two undeveloped sites are located in the 
eastern and northern areas of the District respectively. Depending on possible grade 
configuration decisions, program changes and/or future growth, one or more of these 
sites may become an elementary or secondary school site. 

TABLE 4-3 
Inventory of 	 port Facilities & Undeveloped 191111 

Facility Name Status Building Area 
(000 Sq Feet) 

Site Size 
(Acres) 

Administrative Center (Monte Villa)  49 5 
Support Services Building  41 5 
Paradise Lake Site  26 
Warehouse Leased 44 2 
Transportation  39 9 
"Anderson" site - possible site for 
additional capacity in the Growth 
Corridor  

33 

Land adjacent to Fernwood Elementary 
New High School)  

61 

The District does not currently lease any facilities or property. 

im 
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Capacity needs resulting from changes in demographic growth patterns, instructional 
program or other variables are reviewed by District staff and a group of parents, 
educators, administrators, and consultants who comprise the Enrollment 
Demographic Task Force (EDTF). The EDTF examines enrollment projections, 
capacity considerations, student impacts, cost impacts, program choices, etc. and 
recommends potential solutions to the Board. If approved by the Board, these 
recommended actions are implemented by the District and then incorporated into the 
Capital Facilities Plan. 

As noted earlier, the Urban Growth Boundary Line (UGA) splits the District service 
area, exacerbating capacity utilization challenges. Developers generally favor 
building inside the UGA since it allows for a higher number of homes per acre. The 
growth seen by the District reflects this, with schools outside the UGA declining in 
enrollment while schools inside the UGA (on the northern/western sides) see 
increased enrollment. This contributes to a situation where, in total, the District has 
excess capacity (Table 5-1) as capacity for schools outside the UGA see lower 
enrollment growth while schools inside the UGA see significantly higher growth. 
Once boundary changes and transportation options become prohibitive in rehousing 
students to areas of available capacity, the challenge becomes greater. Elementary 
capacity in the District's higher growth northern central corridor has been increased 
by the equivalent of more than an elementary school through permanent capacity 
additions, additional portables and changes in service boundaries. Despite these 
actions, projections indicate that the elementary capacity in this area will probably be 
insufficient to meet service levels within the next several years (Table 5-2). The 
proposed grade reconfiguration will provide capacity relief for the current growth at 
the majority of the elementary sites as indicated by a comparison of Table 5-2 & 
Table 5-3. Elementary capacities will remain tight at most northern corridor schools 
even after grade reconfiguration. If population growth continues or major changes in 
mandated programs occur, the area may require additional elementary and/or junior 
high capacity. 

To meet continued growth in the central and northern corridors of the district, waivers 
have been limited and special-use permanent/relocatables are being converted into 
classroom space. Other options to address possible mandated changes in programs 
or unexpected high growth, such as leasing non-district space and considering 
boundary changes, are being implemented or under review. 
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2013/14 2014/15 2015/16 2016/17 2017/18**  2018119  2019/20** 

Elementary Enrollment 10 , 098 10,383 10,527 10,657 9,034 9,067 8,979 
Designed Permanent Capacity - Existing 11,492 11,492 11,492 11,492 11,492 11,492 11,492 
Designed Capacity in New Permanent Facilities  

Designed Capacity in Relocatables 2,397 2,637 2,637 2,637 2,637 2,637 2,637 
# of Relocatabies included in Designed Capacity 1001 110 110 1 	110 110 1 	110 110 

Total Designed Capacity with Relocatables 1 	13,8891 14,129 1 	14,129 1 	14,129 1 	14,129 1 	14,129 14,129 

Surplus Capacity 1 	3,7911 3,7461 3,6021 3,4721 5,0951 5,062 5,150 

Junor High School Enrollment 4,668 4,609 4,703 4,761 5,030 5,151 5,339 
Designed Permanent Capacity - Existing 6,354 6,354 6,354 6,354 6,354 6,354 6,354 
Designed Capacity in New Permanent Facilities 

Designed Capacity in Relocatables 648 648 702 702 702 702 702 
# of Relocatables included in Designed Capacity 24 24 26 26 26 26 26 
Total Designed Capacity with Relocatables 1 	7,0021 7,002 1 	7,056 1 	7,056 1 	7,056 1 	7,056 7,056 

Surplus Capacity 2,334 2,3931 Z3531 2,295 F 	2,026 1 	1,905 
[ 	

1,717 

High School Enrollment 4,537 4,588 4,524 4,614 6,191 6,311 6,415 
Designed Permanent Capacity - Existing 6,144 6,144 6,144 6,144 6,144 7,744 7,744 
Designed Capacity in New Permanent Facilities  1,600 
Designed Capacity in Relocatabies 324 324 324 324 324 324 324 
# of Relocatables included in Designed Capacity 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 
Total Designed Capacity with Relocatables 6,4681 6,468 1 	6,468 6,468 1 	8,068 1 	8,068 8,068 

Surplus Capacity 1 	1,9311 1,8801 1,9441 1,8541 1,8771 1,757 1,653 

Total Enrollment 19,303 19,580 19,753 20,032 20,255 20,529 20,732 
Designed Permanent Capacity - Existing 23,990 23,990 23,990 23,990 23,990 25,590 25,590 
Designed Capacity in New Permanent Facilities - - - - 1,600 - - 

Designed Capacity in Relocatables 3,369 3,609 3,663 3,663 3,663 3,663 3,663 
# of Relocatables included in Designed Capacity 136 146 148 148 148 148 148 
Total Designed Capacity with Relocatables 27,359 27,599 27,653 27,653 29,253 29,253 29,253 

Surplus Capacity J 8,056 8,019 7,900 7,621 8,998 8,724 8,521 

** Figures adjusted for Grade Reconfiguration K-5, 6-8 & 9-12 



Enrollment is at 80% or 
more of design capacity 
(instructional program 
driven) 
Enrollment at 80% or more 
of design capacity 
Enrollment at 66% or less of 
design capacity 

t 	 ^ 	 o 

LJ 

Note: "Instructional Program Driven" reflects school enrollments that result from program placement at a specific school 
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A long-term projection of un-housed students and facilities needs is shown in Table 
5-4 below. The capacity shown assumes the construction of a new high school, 
resulting from the successful February 2014 bond measure. As with any long term 
projections, many assumptions and estimates on housing must be made, increasing 
the risk associated with the accuracy of the projections. The data below does not 
reflect the challenges noted earlier in high growth areas where projected growth 
continues to challenge existing capacity. 

lV.1:1I 
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FTE Designed 

wfa1 

High School 

23 
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If, as projected, elementary enrollment continues to increase, capacity increases from 
building programs, portable additions and boundary changes will be fully exhausted 
within several years. This CFP assumes that some elementary capacity relief from 
grade reconfiguration will occur in the Fall of 2017, as 6th  graders move into the 
middle school program and 9th  graders into the four year high school model. The 
CFP reflects the construction of a new high school, as shown in Table 6-1. 

Long term projections indicate growth of possibly 1,800 new students in the next ten 
years. The CFP assumes that new capacity at the elementary and junior high level 
will be required. The District will continue to monitor the multitude of factors that 
shape our capacity needs, e.g.; instructional delivery, the economy, changes in 
planned land use, changes in mandated program requirements, permit activity, and 
birth rates, in order to help ensure needed instructional space is available when and 
where needed, and pursue additional land acquisition should construction of 
additional sites be necessary to accommodate those needs. 

In a number of other sites where the existing facility layout meets instructional needs 
and building structural integrity is relatively good, individual buildings systems are 
targeted for replacement or modernization to extend the life of the overall site. 
Almost 37 building systems at 21 schools have been replaced with this program, 
extending the useful life of the overall site. Other planned projects include renovating 
play fields and athletic fields, providing and upgrading technology and 
replacing/upgrading building systems. See Section 7 for a list of projects. 

Modernizations 
Capacity additions at Canyon Creek Elementary and Fernwood Elementary were 
completed in the Fall of 2009 and Fall of 2010 respectively. The relocation of the 
alternative program (SAS) and Transportation was completed by the Fall of 2010. In 
2012 modernizations were completed at Woodinville High School (Phase II) and 
Kenmore Junior High (Phase Ill). 



TABLE 6-1 

I 	!T 
.Estimated Completion Projected Student 

Date Capacity Added 
New High School 

— 
1600 High School 

Grade Reconfiquration (3722 188th St. SE Bothell) 
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2013/2014 	New High School Planning 
BIP - Building Improvement Projects 
Field Improvements 
Technology Improvements 
Special Projects 
WHS Modernization Phase III 
Portable Additions 

2014/2015 	New High School 
WHS Modernization Phase III 
BIP - Building Improvement Projects 
Field Improvements 
Technology Improvements 
Special Projects 
Portable Additions 

2015/2016 	New High School 
WHS Modernization Phase III 
BIP - Building Improvement Projects 
Field Improvements 
Technology Improvements 
Special Projects 

2016/2017 	New High School 
WHS Modernization Phase III 
BIP Building Improvement Projects 
Field Improvements 
Technology Improvements 
Special Proiects 

2017/2018 	BIP - Building Improvement Projects 
Field Improvements 
Technology Improvements 
Special Projects 
Junior High Modernization/Capacity Addition 
Elementary CaDacitv Addition 

WE 
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Funding of school facilities is typically secured from a number of sources including 
voter-approved bonds, state matching funds, impact fees, and mitigation payments. 
Each of these funding sources is discussed below. 

[CT:] 1t1 i tS]1tTT M'1 	I fl 

Bonds are typically used to fund construction of new schools and other capital 
improvement projects. A 60% voter approval is required to pass a bond issue. 
Bonds are sold as necessary to generate revenue. They are retired through 
collection of property taxes. Voters approved a bond of $1 77.5 million in February 
2014. Revenues from these bonds will be used to implement the Capital Facilities 
Plan set forth herein. 
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State financial assistance comes from the Common School Construction Fund. 
Bonds are sold on behalf of the fund then retired from revenues accruing 
predominantly from the sale of renewable resources (i.e. timber) from state school 
lands set aside by the Enabling Act of 1889. If these sources are insufficient to meet 
needs, the Legislature can appropriate funds or the State Board of Education can 
establish a moratorium on certain projects. 

State financial assistance is available for qualifying school construction projects, 
however these funds may not be received until two to three years after a matched 
project has been completed. This forces the District to finance the complete project 
with local funds. Site acquisition and site improvements are not eligible to receive 
matching funds. These funds, as with all State funded programs, have been reduced 
and given the current state budget, could be eliminated. Also, if no changes to 
existing capacity are made, district demographics are projected to result in a loss of 
eligibility for state match at the secondary level. The District is currently ineligible for 
state match at the elementary level. 

117114-M'I 

Authorization to collect impact fees has been adopted by a number of jurisdictions as 
a means of supplementing traditional funding sources for construction of public 
facilities needed to accommodate new development. Impact fees are generally 
collected by the permitting agency at the time of final plat approval or when building 
permits are issued. In the case of the four cities in the District, the Capital Projects 
Office collects fees prior to recording of plats, or issuance of permits. The District 
continues to assess its eligibility regarding the collection of impact fees. See the 
discussion regarding the impacts of growth in Section 6. The District may request 
impact fees in future CFP updates. 



Table 8-1 is a summary of the budget that supports the Capital Facilities Plan. Each 
project budget represents the total project costs which include; construction, taxes, 
planning, architectural and engineering services, permitting, environmental impact 
mitigation, construction testing and inspection, furnishings and equipment, 
escalation, and contingencies. 

The School District's planning for bond issues is outlined on Table 8-1. The District 
expects the proceeds of the bond sales to be supplemented by state financial 
assistance 2 . However, since the timing and amounts of these supplemental sources 
are unpredictable, they have not been included in the District's internal budgeting. 

.• 	••- 
2014 CAPITAL FACILITIES PLAN BUDGET * 

$S IN 0005 FY 13-14 FY 14-15 FY 15-16 FY 16-17 FY 17-18 FY 18-19 FY 19-20 

MODERNIZATIONS/BUILDING SYSTEMS 

REPLACEMENT 

Building Improvement Program 1,000 4,300 3,300 2,100 3,000 4,000 

Woodinville High School Modernization 

Phase III 1,000 8,000 8,000 

SJH Modernization/Capacity 2,000 16,000 5,000 

New Elementary School 2,500 8,000 

Elementary School Modernization 5,000 

NEW CONSTRUCTION 

New High School 19,100 47,000 56,100 5,800 

New Junior High Capacity (See Above) 

Technology 1,000 1,000 4,500 - 2,000 2,100 

Fields 3,475 800 800 - 500 525 

Code Compliance/Small Works 1,000 1,250 1,250 1,500 500 2,000 2,000 

Site Purchase/Circulation 1,500 4,500 - 
Overhead 1,100 1,100 1,100 1,100 1,100 1,100 1,100 

Bond Expenses 542 542 115 

TOTAL: 29,175 68,492 75,592 10,615 3,600 27,100 27,725 

Bond Expenditures 29,175 68,492 75,592 10,615 3,600 27,100 27,725 

* Note projects are dependent upon Board approval and passage of related bond measures by voters/New Junior High Capacity assumes an addition to an existing site 

2State funding represents a significant challenge to the District. Although the District at times has a 
real need for additional classroom and support spaces, the criteria and formulas established by the 
state do not recognize this need, and as noted on page 28, the District has previously constructed 
growth-related additions without state financial assistance. Even where the District is eligible for State 
financial assistance, the present inadequate funding mechanism has resulted in significant delays in 
receiving the funds and a consequent reduction in their value. 



The financing plan in Table 8-2 addresses only the growth-related projects from 
Section 7. 

TABLE 8-2 
Financing Plan c1IJi'A iProjectsr 

$s in 000s 13/14* 14/15 15/16 16/17 17/18 
Local 
Funds 

State 
Financial 

Assistance 

Impact 
Fees/Mit 

Payments 
New High School 
Capacity - 
Growth 21,100 47,000 56,100 5,800 130,000 
Corridor/Grade 
Reconfiguration  

*Includes 2 million of spending from fiscal year 2012/2013 
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The Growth Management Act (GMA) authorizes jurisdictions to collect impact fees 
to supplement funding of additional public facilities needed to accommodate new 
development. Impact fees cannot be used for the operation, maintenance, repair, 
alteration, or replacement of existing capital facilities used to meet existing service 
demands.' 

Impact fees are calculated based on the District's cost per dwelling unit to purchase 
land for school sites, make site improvements, construct schools and 
purchase/install temporary facilities (portables). As required under GMA, credits are 
applied for State Match Funds to be reimbursed to the District, property taxes and 
capital project funds to be proposed for future bond measures. Credit may also be 
given for construction projects that will be built to accommodate current un-housed 
students. 

The District has recently made several boundary adjustments to increase District 
wide facility utilization and accommodate planned growth. The District is evaluating 
the impact of these changes, and may at a later point in the next six years seek the 
collection of impact fees for growth related projects. The District will update this 
CFP to reflect the new information. 

silTrnr 

The impact fee calculations in accordance with the formulas applicable to all 
jurisdictions are shown below: 

TABLE 9-1 
Impact Fee Schedule — All Jurisdictions 

Housing Type Impact Fee per Unit 
Single-family $0 
Multi-family $0 

Multi-family (2+ Bedroom) $0 

1 Paying for Growth's Impacts - A Guide To Impact Fees, State of Washington Department of 
Community Development Growth Management Division, January, 1992 

RE 
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Throughout the Capital Facilities Plan a number of terms are used which are 
defined as follows: 

Boeckh Index, WAC 392-343-060 establishes guidelines for determining the per 
square foot area cost allowance for new school construction. Washington State 
uses what is called a "Boeckh Index." The Boeckh Index is the average of a seven-
city building cost index for commercial and factory buildings in Washington State, as 
reported by the E.H. Boeckh Company. The index is adjusted every two months 
from a base index of $74.87, which was established in 1984. 1  

CFP. Capital Facilities Plan - refers to this document. 

DCD. Washington State Department of Community Development. 

FTE. Full Time Equivalent. This is a means of measuring student enrollment based 
on the number of hours per day in attendance at District schools. A student is 
considered an FTE if he/she is enrolled for the equivalent of a full schedule each 
school day. Kindergarten students attending half-day programs are counted as 0.5 
FTE. 

GFA (per student). Gross floor area per student. 

GMA. Washington State Growth Management Act. 

Multi-Family Dwelling Unit. A residential dwelling unit contained in a building 
consisting of two or more attached residential dwelling units. 

OFM. Washington State Office of Financial Management. 

OSPI. Washington State Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction. 

SEPA. Washington State Environmental Policy Act. 

Single-Family Dwelling Unit. A detached residential dwelling unit designed for 
occupancy by a single family or household, including mobile homes. 

Student Factor or Student Generation Rate. The Student Factor is the average 
number of students by grade span (elementary, junior high, and high school) 

1 Paying For Growth's Impacts - A Guide To Impact Fees, State of Washington Department of 
Community Development Growth Management Division, January 1992. 

31 



typically generated by each housing type. Student Factors are calculated based or 
a survey of all new residential units permitted by jurisdictions within the District 
iuring the most recent five-year period. 

Teaching Station. A facility space (classroom) specifically dedicated to 
implementing the District's educational program. In addition to traditional 
classrooms, these spaces can include computer labs, auditoriums, gymnasiums, 
music rooms, other special education, and resource rooms. 

Un-housed Students. District enrolled students who are housed in portable 
temporary classroom space, or in permanent classrooms in which the maximum 
class size is exceeded. 

WAC. Washington Administrative Code. 

"2 
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This year's Capital Facilities Plan is an updated document, based on the 2013 CFP. 
The significant changes reflected in the current Plan are identified below. 

Section 2 - Student Enrollment Trends and Projections 
Enrollment projections were updated to reflect recent enrollment trends for t 
years 2015 through 2020 and new long range projections for the year 2025.1 

Section 3 - District Standard of Service 
Tables 3-2 & 3-3 were updated. 

Section 4 - Capital Facilities Inventory 
r A .4 A 	 .J A ' 	 .:._ J J reflect realloca t ion I able '+- I, '+- and '+-) were revised to 	ledIiocaLIo oil  classroom ulIdLcnlLJ! I, 

movement of relocatable classrooms and design/schedule capacity and land 
acquisitions for possible additional capacity. 

Section 5 - Projected Facility Needs 
Table 5-1 was changed to reflect new enrollment forecasts noted in Section 2, 
schedule/design capacity, grade reconfiguration, pullout utilization and changes to 
capacity noted in Sections 4 & 6. Tables 5-2 & Table 5-3 were added to graphically 
show current capacity utilization and potential utilization if a grade reconfiguration 
occurred. Table 5-4 was updated to the year 2025. 

Section 6 - Growth Related Projects 
Updated to reflect current growth projections. 

Section 7 - Capital Facilities Plan 
This section was updated to reflect changes in scheduled modernizations and non-
growth related projects. 

Section 8 - Finance Plan 
The finance plan has been updated. 

IImpact iFees  
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Purpose of the Capital Facilities Plan 

The purpose of this report is to update the Capital Facilities Plan (CFP) for the Snohomish 
School District pursuant to the Washington State Growth Management Act (GMA). The GMA 
includes schools in the category of public facilities and services. School districts have adopted 
capital facilities plans to satisfy the requirements of the GMA and to identify additional school 
facilities necessary to meet the educational needs of the growing student populations anticipated 
in their districts. 

This CFP is intended to provide the Snohomish School District (District), Snohomish County 
and other jurisdictions a description of the facilities needed to accommodate projected student 
enrollment at acceptable levels of service, including a detailed schedule and financing program 
for capital improvements, over the six year period of 2014-2019. 

The CFP for the District was first prepared in 1994 in accordance with the specifications set 
down by the GMA. When Snohomish County adopted its GMA Comprehensive Plan in 1995, it 
addressed future school capital plans in Appendix F of the General Policy Plan. This part of the 
plan established the criteria for all future updates of the District CFP that are to occur every two 
years. This CFP updates the 2012 GMA-based CFP that was adopted by the District and the 
County in 2012. 

In accordance with GMA mandates, and Snohomish County Ordinance Nos. 97-095 and 99-107, 
this CFP contains the following required elements: 

• 	Future enrollment forecasts for each grade span (elementary, middle, and 
high school). 

• 	An inventory of existing capital facilities owned by the District, showing 
the locations and capacities of the facilities. 

• 	A forecast of the future needs for capital facilities and school sites. 

• 	The proposed capacities of expanded or new capital facilities. 

• 	A six-year plan for financing capital facilities within projected funding 
capacities, which clearly identifies sources of public money for such 
purposes. The financing plan separates projects and portions of projects 
which add capacity from those which do not, since the latter are generally 
not appropriate for impact fee funding. 

• 	A calculation of impact fees to be assessed and supporting data 
substantiating said fees. 



In developing this CFP, the District followed the following guidelines set forth in the Snohomish 
County General Policy Plan: 

• 	Districts should use information from recognized sources, such as the U.S. 
Census or the Puget Sound Regional Council. School districts may 
generate their own data if it is derived through statistically reliable 
methodologies. Information must not be inconsistent with Office of 
Financial Management ("OFM") population forecasts. Student generation 
rates must be independently calculated by each school district. 

• 	The CFP must comply with the GMA. 

• 	The methodology used to calculate impact fees must comply with the 
GMA. The CFP must identify alternative funding sources in the event that 
impact fees are not available due to action by the state, county or cities 
within the District. 

• 	The methodology used to calculate impact fees also complies with the 
criteria and the formulas established by the County. 

Overview of the Snohomish School District 

The Snohomish School District serves a population of about 9,563 1  students in kindergarten 
through grade 12. The City of Snohomish has a population of approximately 9,098 people while 
the County encompasses a larger population of 730,500 people. The District is located 35 miles 
north of Seattle in the heart of the Puget Sound region of Washington. 

The District has preschool and Early Childhood Education and Assistance Program (ECEAP) 
programs, ten elementary schools (one grades K-2, one grades 3-6 and eight grades K-6), two 
middle schools (grades 7 and 8), two high schools (grades 9-12), and one alternative school 
(grades 9-12) (AIM), and a Parent Partnership Program (PPP) (grades K-12). 

The District opened Glacier Peak High School in the fall of 2008. The District's voters approved 
a construction bond in May 2008 to fund the renovation of Snohomish High School, the 
renovation/expansion of Valley View Middle School, the expansion of Centennial Middle 
School, the replacement/expansion of Machias and Riverview elementary schools, construction 
of a new aquatics center, and technology improvements. With the exception of the aquatics 
facility and technology improvements, these projects are now complete. 

I October 1, 2013 FTE. Unless otherwise noted, all enrollment and student capacity data in this CFP is expressed in 
terms of FTE (full time equivalent). 
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School facility and student capacity needs are dictated by the types and amounts of space 
required to accommodate the District's adopted educational program. The facility standards 
which typically drive facility space needs include grade configuration, optimum facility size, 
class size, educational program offerings, classroom utilization and scheduling requirements, and 
use of relocatable classroom facilities (portables). The facility standards that also typically drive 
facility space needs include educational program offerings, classroom utilization and scheduling 
requirements. 

Facility Standards 

Creating a quality educational environment is the first priority of the Snohomish School District. 
It is the District's standard at this time that all students will be housed in permanent facilities and 
that classes will be run in one shift on a traditional school year schedule. Because of fluctuations 
in student population as  a result of  growth from new development and changing age 
demographics in different parts of the District, portables (temporary housing) are used ON A 
TEMPORARY BASIS in some locations. Portables will not be added if the quality of education 
at the facility is deemed by the District to be compromised by either total school size, impact 
upon core facilities such as restrooms, library space, playground space, hallways, etc. In 
addition, some facilities may not accommodate portables because of limitations on septic 
capacity. When it is not possible to increase population at a particular site, even with portables, 
the District will have the option of redistricting school boundaries if space is available at other 
facilities. The District may also request that development be deferred until planned facilities can 
be completed to meet the needs of the incoming population; however, the District has no control 
over the ultimate land use decisions made by the permitting jurisdictions. 

The use of temporary housing (portables) is considered strictly temporary and this CFP outlines 
the future permanent facility needs of the District. Where adequate funding for new construction 
is not available from State match and impact fees, local bonds will be secured to construct the 
new facilities. 

The State Legislature's implementation of requirements for all-day kindergarten and reduced K-
3 class size will also impact school capacity and educational program standards. If the State 
Legislature funds implementation, the District will review its enrollment projections, educational 
program standards and school capacity inventory will make adjustments as necessary. These 
changes will also be reflected in future updates of this CFP. 

Facility Standards for Elementary Schools: 

• The facility standard for grades K-3 is 22 students per classroom and 23 students per 
classroom for grade 4. For grades 5-6, the facility standard is 25 students per classroom. 

• Optimum design capacity for new elementary schools is 600 students. However, actual 
capacity of individual schools may vary depending on the educational programs offered. 
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Facility Standards for Secondary Schools: 

• The facility standard for grades 7-8 is 28 students per classroom (except PE and Music). 

• The facility standard for grades 9-12 is 30 students per classroom (except PE and Music). 

• Optimum design capacity for new middle schools is 900 students. However, actual capacity 
of individual schools may vary depending on the educational programs offered. 

• Optimum design capacity for high schools is 1,500 students. However, actual capacity of 
individual schools may vary depending on the educational programs offered. 

Educational Program Standards 

In addition to factors that affect the amount of space required, government mandates and 
community expectations may affect how classroom space is used. Traditional educational 
programs offered by school districts are often supplemented by non-traditional, or special 
programs, such as: 

• Secondary Academy 
• Special education pre-school 
• Special education — inclusion, resource, moderate and profound 
• Highly Capable 
• Bilingual education 
• Preschool and early childhood programs 
• Technology education 
• Title I / LAP 
• Drug and alcohol education 
• Vocational and career education 
• Music 
• Daycare — before and after school 
• Primary Intervention Program 
• Physical education 
• Outdoor education 
• Multi-age classrooms 
• Secondary Academies 
• Parent Partnership Program 
• Alternative Education (AIM High, Re Entry Program; PASS Program) 
• USDA Food Service Program 
• Extra Curricular, co-curricular and athletic programs 
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These special or nontraditional educational programs can have a significant impact on the 
available student capacity of school facilities. 

Variations in student capacity between schools are often a result of what special or nontraditional 
programs are offered at specific schools. These special programs require classroom space that 
can reduce the permanent capacity of some of the buildings housing these programs. Some 
students, for example, leave their regular classroom for a short period of time to receive 
instruction in these special programs. Newer schools within the District have been designed to 
accommodate most of these programs. However, older schools often require space modifications 
to accommodate special programs and, in some circumstances, these modifications may reduce 
the overall classroom capacities of the buildings. 

District educational program standards will undoubtedly change in the future as a result of 
changes in the program year, special programs, class sizes, grade span configurations, and use of 
new technology, as well as other physical aspects of the school facilities. The school capacity 
inventory will be reviewed periodically and adjusted for any changes to the educational program 
standards. These changes will also be reflected in future updates of this Capital Facilities Plan, 

The District educational program standards that directly affect school capacity are outlined 
below for the elementary, middle and high school grade levels. 

Educational Program Standards for Elementary Schools 

• Educational programs will be provided in a single shift each day. The facility will be 
available after normal hours for extended learning opportunities (remedial education) for 
selected students. 

• Educational programs will be provided on the traditional school year schedule. 
• Special education for students may be provided in a self-contained classroom. 
• All students may be provided music instruction in a separate classroom. 
• All students may be provided physical education instruction outside their regular classroom 

and outside of the cafeteria space. 
• All students may be provided technology instruction outside of their regular classroom. 
• Specialized work spaces for testing, specialists (i.e. OTPT/SLP's/psychologists), remedial 

programs, small group tutoring, and ESL programs. 

Educational Program Standards for Middle and High Schools 

• Educational programs will be provided in a single shift each day. The facility will be 
available after normal hours for extra-curricular activities and for extended learning 
opportunities (remedial education) for selected students. 

• Educational programs will be provided on a traditional school year schedule. 
• As a result of scheduling conflicts for student programs, the need for specialized rooms for 

certain programs, and the need for teachers to have a workspace during planning periods, it is 
not possible to achieve 100% utilization of all regular teaching stations throughout the day. 
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Therefore, classroom capacity should be adjusted to reflect the use of one period per day for 
teacher planning. 

• Special education for students will be provided in a self-contained classroom. 
• Specialized work spaces for testing, specialists (i.e. OTPT/SLP's/psychologists), remedial 

programs, small group tutoring, and ESL programs. 
• Identified students will also be provided other nontraditional educational opportunities in 

classrooms designated as follows: 
Vocational Classrooms (i.e. business, auto shop, home-family life) 
Program Specific Classrooms (i.e. music, drama, art, physical education, technology) 
High School Academies 
Alternative High School Programming 

Minimum Educational Service Standards 

The District will evaluate student housing levels based on the District as a whole system and not 
on a school by school or site by site basis. This may result in portable classrooms being used as 
interim housing, attendance boundary changes or other program changes to balance student 
housing across the system as a whole, while meeting the District's paramount duties under the 
State Constitution. A boundary change or a significant programmatic change would be made by 
the District's Board of Directors following appropriate public review and comment. 

The District's intent is to adhere to the target facility service standards noted above without 
making significant changes in program delivery. At a minimum, average class size in the grade 
K-8 classrooms will not exceed 35 students and average class size in 9-12 classrooms will not 
exceed 40 students. For purposes of this determination, the term "classroom" does not include 
special education classrooms or special program classrooms (i.e. computer labs, art rooms, 
chorus and band rooms, spaces used for physical education, and other special program areas). 
Furthermore, the term "classroom" does not apply to special programs or activities that may 
occur in a regular classroom or to classes held in assembly halls, gyms, cafeterias, or other 
common areas. 

The minimum educational service standards are not the District's desired or accepted operating 
standard. 

The District reported the following information to Snohomish County in 2013 to demonstrate 
compliance with the minimum educational service standards: 

LOS Standard MINIMUM CURRENT MINIMUM CURRENT MINIMUM CURRENT 
LOS# LOS LOS LOS LOS LOS 

Elementary Elementary Middle Middle High High 
*Snohomish No. 203 35 24.44 35 27.0 40 32.0 

*The District determines these figures by taking the sum of all students in regular classrooms ata grade level and dividing that by 
the number of teaching stations at that grade level. 
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The facilities inventory serves to establish a baseline for determining the facilities necessary to 
accommodate future demand (student enrollment) at acceptable levels of service. This section 
provides an inventory of capital facilities owned and operated by the District including schools, 
relocatable classrooms, undeveloped land, and support facilities. School facility capacity was 
inventoried based on the space required to accommodate the District's adopted educational 
program standards. See Section 2. A map showing locations of District facilities is provided as 
Figure 1. 

Schools 

The District currently has ten (10) elementary schools (one grades K-2, one grades 3-6 and eight 
grades K-6), two (2) middle schools (grades 7-8), and two high schools (grades 9-12). Machias 
and Riverview Elementary Schools and Valley View and Centennial Middle Schools were 
recently renovated and expanded. The District has an additional facility, the Maple Avenue 
Campus (the former "Freshman Campus"), which was used as interim capacity to accommodate 
the District's renovation program but is being mostly demolished and replaced by the Aquatic 
Center. 

School capacity is based on the number of teaching stations within each building and the space 
requirements of the District's adopted educational program. The school capacity inventory is 
summarized in Tables 1, 2, and 3. 

Table I 
Elementary School Capacity Inventory 

Elementary 
School 

Site 
Size 

(acres) 
Bldg Area 
(Sq. Ft.) 

Teaching 
Stations(l) 

Permanent 
Capacity (2) 

Capacity 
with 

Portables 

Year 
Built 

or Last 
Remodel 

Potential for 
Expansion of 

Perm. Facility (3) 

Cascade View 10.5 45,629 17 391 437 1990 yes 
Cathcart 13.0 36,231 18 414 460 1994 yes 
Central Primary 4.0 45,239 16 374 424 1994 yes 
Dutch Hill 15.0 40,038 19 437 483 1985 yes 
Emerson 7.9 38,389 20 460 506 1989 yes 
Little Cedars 11.4 79,231 27 621 713 2007 yes 
Machias 9.7 82,050 26 600 600 2011 yes 
Riverview 9.6 84,114 26 600 600 2011 no 
Seattle Hill 10.0 42,357 19 437 529 1982 yes 
Totem Falls 10.0 44,877 18 483 575 1991 yes 

Total 520,471 4,817 5,327 

(1) The number of teaching stations includes stations used for teacher planning periods. Therefore, the permanent capacity figure is 
adjusted to reflect that a teaching station may only be used for regular student instruction for a portion of the total school day. 
(2) Permanent Student Capacity figure is exclusive of Portables and is based on target class sizes. 
(3) Potential for expansion is based on the size of existing site and assumes that the District could obtain land use 
approvals/permits for such expansion. The analysis does not take into consideration the possibility of acquiring adjacent 
property. 



Table 2 
Middle School Capacity Inventory 

Year 
Site Capacity Built Potential for 

Bldg 
Middle Size Area Teaching Permanent with or Last Expansion of 
School (acres) (S q. Ft.) Stations(1) Capacity (2) Portables Remodel Perm. Facility (3) 

Centennial 21.0 123,744 36 900 900 2011 yes 
Valley View 36.0 168,725 38 950 950 2012 yes 

Total 290,718 1,850 1,850 

(1) The number of teaching stations includes stations used for teacher planning periods. Therefore, the permanent capacity figure 
is adjusted to reflect that each teaching station is only used for regular student instruction for a portion of the total school day. 
(2) Permanent Student Capacity figure is exclusive of Portables. 
(3) Potential for expansion is based on the size of existing site and assumes that the District could obtain land use approvals/permits I 
such expansion. The analysis does not take into consideration the possibility of acquiring adjacent property. 

Table 3 
High School Capacity Inventory 

Year 
Site Capacity Built Potential for 

Bldg 
High School Size Area Teaching Permanent with or Last Expansion of 

Stations Capacity Perm. Facility 
(acres) (S q. Ft.) (1) (2) Portables Remodel (3)  

Snohomish H.S. 30.0 270,089 73 1,800 1800 2012 No 

Glacier Peak H.S. 52.0 245,229 68 1,500 1,590 2008 Yes 

AIM Alternative(4) 3.25 13,873 100 100 2008 No 

Total 521,661 3,400 3,490 

(1) The number of teaching stations includes stations used for teacher planning periods. Therefore, the permanent capacity 
figure is adjusted to reflect that each teaching station is only used for regular student instruction for a portion of the total school 
day. 
(2) Permanent Student Capacity figure is exclusive of Portables. 
(3) Potential for expansion is based on the size of existing site and assumes that the District could obtain land use 
approvals/permits for such expansion. The analysis does not take into consideration the possibility of acquiring adjacent 
property. 
(4) Note that the AIM Alternative High School is housed in the larger Parkway Facility. The Parkway Facility has both 
programmatic and non-programmatic uses including the Parent Partnership Program. transition programs, and the District's 
Capital Projects Department. The information here is specific to the AIM Alternative High School and not the entire Parkway 
Facility. 
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Portables 

Portables are used as interim classroom space to house students until permanent classroom 
facilities can be provided and to prevent overbuilding. Portables are not a solution for housing 
students on a permanent basis. The District currently uses 59 portables at various sites 
throughout the District. The number of portables and their capacities are summarized in Table 4. 

Table 4 
Portables' 

School Name 
	

Portables 	Portables 
	

Capacity 
Classrooms 	Other 

Cascade View 
Cathcart 
Central Primary 
Dutch Hill 
Emerson 
Machias 
Riverview 
Seattle Hill 
Totem Falls 
Little Cedars 

Total 
MIDDLE: 
Centennial 
Valley View 

Total 

HIGH 
Snohomish 
Glacier Peak 

Total 

GRAND TOTAL 

Each portable 
classroom is 910 square feet. 

3 2 69 
2 5 46 
0 2 0 
4 2 92 

2 0 
0 0 
0 0 
6 7 138 
4 6 92 
4 2 92 

23 28 529 

0 2 0 

0 0 0 

0 2 0 

0 0 0 

6 0 180 

6 0 180 

0 0 0 

29 30 709 
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Support Facilities 

In addition to schools, the District owns and operates facilities which provide operational support 
functions to the schools. An inventory of these facilities is provided in Table 5. 

Table 5 
Support Facilities 

Facility Name 
Building Area 

(Sq. Ft.) 
Site Size 
(Acres) 

Operations Center 15,073 5.16 
Resource and 
Service Center 22,296 6.02 
Parkway Campus 9,536* 3.25 
District 
Warehouse 3,936 

Aquatic Center 53,200 211.0 

*Does not include education-related square footage. 
**Located on the same site as Cathcart Elementary School. 

IrTTI 

The District currently owns three undeveloped sites. The District owns 17 acres in the Three 
Lakes area that could potentially be used as an elementary school site in the future (assuming 
that land use approvals/permits could be obtained); however that property does have some 
notable wetland concerns that are likely to limit potential use. The District also owns an 
additional 20 acres behind Valley View Middle School. The 20 acre site has topography 
concerns and accessibility issues that could limit the District's ability to use the property as an 
additional school site. The third site is located in the Clearview area and is 1.54 acres in size. 
This site is too small for any educational use and the site is currently leased out. 

Leased Facilities 

The District currently does not lease any facilities. However, the District does lease out the 
Clearview property (see above). 
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Historical Trends 

Student enrollment in the District remained relatively constant between 1973 and 1983 and 
increased steadily between 1984 and 1997. The growth in student enrollment leveled out in 1998 
and dipped a little in 1999. Student enrollment in the years 2006 through 2013 reflects a 
continuation in growth. Overall, District enrollment grew by 5.6% during that time period. The 
District anticipates, based upon projections from OFM and OSPI population projections, that 
future enrollments will level off over the next six year period. 

The October 1, 2013 FTE enrollment was 9,563. Enrollment projections are most accurate for 
the initial years of the forecast period. Moving further into the future, more assumptions about 
economic conditions and demographic trends in the area affect the projection. Monitoring birth 
rates in Snohomish County and population growth for the area are essential yearly activities in 
the ongoing management of the capital facilities plan. In the event that enrollment growth slows, 
plans for new facilities can be delayed. It is much more difficult, however, to initiate new 
projects or speed projects up in the event enrollment growth exceeds the projection. 

Six Year Enrollment Projections 

The District has developed its own methodology for forecasting future enrollments. This 
methodology, a modified cohort survival method, considers the cumulative effect of the historic 
enrollment trends and the projected residential development within the District. The District 
methodology uses the cohort projections developed by the Office of the Superintendent of Public 
Instruction as a baseline and then applies a growth factor for each year through 2021. See 
Appendix A. The average growth factor applied for the six year period of this Plan is 0.51% of 
enrollment growth per year. This growth factor was determined using an analysis of historic 
average housing development in the District and past enrollment growth within the last six years, 
knowledge of active known and proposed future housing developments, and an assessment of the 
most recent amendments to the Snohomish County Comprehensive Plan. 

Using the modified cohort survival projections, a total enrollment of 9,603 (FTE) is expected in 
2019. In other words, the District expects the enrollment of 40 additional students between 2013 
and 2019. See Table 6. 

OFM population-based enrollment projections were estimated for the District using OFM 
population forecasts for the County. 3  Between 2000 and 2013, the District's enrollment 
constituted approximately 18.35% of the District's total population. Assuming that, between 
2014 and 2019,. the District's enrollment will continue to constitute 18.35% of the District's 
population, using OFM/County data, the District projects a total enrollment of 10,327 students in 
2019. See Table 6. 

3  The District is using Alternative #2 of the County's 2035 GMA Population Forecast since it contains the high end 
of potential growth. This alternative provides the District with an outside measure of growth. 

-12- 



Table 6 
Comparison of Student Enrollment FTE Projections 

2013-2019 

Projection 
October 

2013* 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 

Projected 
Change 

2013-2019 

Percent 
Change 

2013-2019 

County/OFM** 9,563 9,690 9,817 9,944 10,071 10,198 10,327 764 7.99% 
District 9,563 9,622 9,631 9,640 9,522 9,588 9,603 40 0.42% 

Total Population 
Projection for 
District (OFM) 56,276 
Student to 

Population Ratio 18.35% 
*Actual Oct 2013 FIE 
** Based on 203 5  GMA Population Forecast's by School District, Alternative #2 for the Snohomish County GMA 
Comprehensive Plan update in 2015. 

The District uses the modified cohort survival projections for purposes of predicting enrollment 
during the six years of this Plan. As noted above, the growth factor used in the modified cohort 
survival projections reflects an analysis of historic average housing development and enrollment 
in the District within the last six years and knowledge of active known and proposed future 
housing developments. The District believes this projection to be an accurate measure of future 
growth given that it is based upon actual circumstances within the District. The District will 
monitor actual enrollment over the next two years and, if necessary, make appropriate 
adjustments in the next Plan update. 

2035 Enrollment Projections 

Student enrollment projections beyond the 2019 school year are highly speculative. Using 
OFM/County data as a base, the District projects a 2035 student population of 11,935. This 
assumes that the District's enrollment will continue to constitute 18.35% of the District's total 
population through 2035. 

The total enrollment estimate was broken down by grade span to evaluate long-term needs for 
capital facilities. Again, these estimates are highly speculative and are used only for general 
planning purposes. 

-13- 



Table 7 
Projected Student Enrollment 

2035 

Grade Span FTE Enrollment — 

October 2013 
Projected Enrollment 2035 ** 

Elementary (K-6) 4,476 5,586 

Middle School (7-8) 1,575 1,966 

High School (9-12) 3,512 4,383 

TOTAL (K-12) 9,563 11,935 

Note: Snohomish County Planning and Development Services provided the underlying data for the 2035 
projections. 

**The 2035 enrollment projections assume that the percentage of students per grade level will remain consistent 
between 2014 and 2035. 
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Facility Needs (2014-2019) 

Schools 

The projected available student capacity was determined by subtracting projected FTE student 
enrollment from permanent school capacity (i.e. excluding portables) for each of the six years in 
the forecast period (2014-2019). 

Capacity needs are expressed in terms of "unhoused students." 

The method used to define future capacity needs assumes no new construction. For this reason, 
planned construction projects are not included at this point. This factor is added later (see 
Table 11). 

Projected future capacity needs are depicted on Table 9-A and are derived by applying the 
District's modified cohort projected enrollment to the capacity existing in 2013. This table 
shows actual space needs and the portion of those needs that are "growth related" for the years 
2014-2019. 

Table 9-A 
Additional Capacity Needs 

2014-2014 
Grade Span 2013' 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 Pct. 

Growth 
Related 

Elementary (K-6) 

Total ---* * --- --- 

Growth Related 

Middle School (7-8) 

Total ---** --- --- --- --- 

Growth Related -- -- -- -- -- -- 

High School 

Total 112** 180 202 200 128 175 242 

Growth Related -- 68 90 88 16 63 130 54% 
* Actual 2013 FTE Enrollment 
**Represents deficiencies existing as of the date of this Plan. 
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The capacity improvements that are required to meet the District's growth-related and non-
growth related capacity needs are identified in Table 9-B below. 

By the end of the six-year forecast period (2019-2020), additional permanent classroom capacity 
will be needed as follows: 

Table 9-B 
Estimated Unhoused Students (2019-2020)* 

Grade Span Unhoused Students 

(Growth Related) 
Unhoused Students 

(Non -Growth Related) 

Elementary (K-6) -- -- 

Middle School (7-8) -- 

High School (9-12) 130 112 

TOTAL UNHOUSED 
(K-12) 130 112 

Ketlects needs assuming no construction projects 

It is not the District's policy to include relocatable classrooms when determining future capital 
facility needs; therefore interim capacity provided by relocatable classrooms is not included in 
Table 9-B. 

Planned and Funded Improvements 

To accommodate growth, the District constructed a new elementary school that opened in the fall 
of 2007 and constructed a second high school, Glacier Peak, which opened in the fall of 2008. 
The District's voters approved a bond in May 2004 for these projects. In 2008, the District's 
voters approved additional construction bonds to replace and expand Machias and Riverview 
elementary schools to address the need for elementary student capacity. The 2008 Bond also 
provided for finishing the renovation of Snohomish High School, enlarging and modernizing 
Valley View Middle School and enlarging Centennial Middle School, and building a new 
aquatics center. The District also purchased an existing building, the "Parkway Building", and 
renovated one-half of it to house its AIM Alternative High School and Transition programs and 
the Parent Partnership Program. In the future, the District may seek voter approval for the 
construction of Elementary # 11. However, this is not expected to occur within the six year 
planning period. 

At the present time, the District does not intend to construct new permanent capacity during the 
six-year planning period. The District likely will purchase and site new portable facilities to 
address capacity needs. The District intends to monitor closely enrollment and capacity needs 
and will update the CFP in the future as appropriate. 
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Elementary Schools 

The District recently opened Little Cedars Elementary School with a permanent capacity of 621, 
with 27 teaching stations. The elementary was completed and put into use for the 2007-08 
school year. The total cost of the new elementary school was approximately $25.0 million 
excluding the land purchase. 

In addition, the District requested as a component of its 2008 bond proposal to replace and 
expand two elementary schools, Machias and Riverview. The projects were just recently 
completed and the capacity of the two schools was expanded from 437 and 483 respectively to 
600 each. These schools opened at the new capacity in January of 2011. 

Middle Schools 

To address overcrowding at the middle school level, the District modernized and enlarged Valley 
View Middle School to house 950 students and Centennial Middle School to house 900 students. 
Centennial opened in 2011 and Valley View opened in the fall of 2012. 

High Schools 

The District opened Glacier Peak High School, with a capacity of 1,500 students in fall of 2008. 
In addition, the District recently completed modernization of the existing Snohomish High 
School campus. 

In the summer of 2012 added three portables (total of six classrooms) at Glacier Peak. 

Interim Classroom Facilities 
The District will purchase portables as needed (See Table 10). 

As necessary, the District will also continue to utilize portables as temporary housing of students 
until permanent facilities are constructed. However, it remains a District goal to house all 
students in permanent facilities. 
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Funding of school facilities is typically secured from a number of sources including 
voter-approved bonds, State matching funds and development impact fees. Each of these 
funding sources is discussed in greater detail below. 

General Obligation Bonds 

Bonds are typically used to fund construction of new schools and other capital improvement 
projects. A 60% voter approval is required to approve the issuance of bonds. Bonds are then 
retired through collection of property taxes. Snohomish School District voters rejected a bond 
proposal in 2001 for $14.5 million to finance the acquisition or sites, planning for a new 
elementary school, planning for a new high school, the acquisition of modular classrooms, and 
the purchase and installation of technology equipment and systems. 

Voters in May of 1998 approved a $3.9 million bond issue to construct 11 classrooms at 
Snohomish High  School and to finance mechanical and technology improvements throughout the 
District. On March 14, 2000, Snohomish School District voters approved a $6.12 million dollar 
bond issue to finance certain capital improvements to the District's educational facilities. A 
Study and Survey has been completed and will assist in identifying future facility needs and 
improvements. 

In March of 2003, the school board appointed a 35-member Citizens' Facilities Advisory 
Committee to complete an in-depth study of our school facilities. This committee found that 
Snohomish schools are overcrowded and reported that half of our school buildings are at or near 
the end of their useful life. The committee then created a long-range plan for school construction, 
modernization and renovation to address those issues. 

The District's voters approved a $141,570,000 bond issue on May 18, 2004, to fund a new high 
school, modernization of the existing Snohomish High School, a new elementary school, 
acquisition of two new school sites, and various health, safety, energy and infrastructure 
improvements throughout the District. 

The District's voters approved a $261.6 million bond in May 2008 to fund the renovation of 
Snohomish High School, the renovation/expansion of Valley View Middle School, the expansion 
of Centennial Middle School, the replacement/expansion of Machias and Riverview elementary 
schools, construction of a new aquatics center, to make District-wide capital improvements, and 
acquire classroom technology to improve student learning. 

State School Construction Assistance 

State School Construction Assistance funding comes from the Common School Construction 
Fund (the "Fund"). Bonds are sold on behalf of the Fund, and then retired from revenues 
accruing predominantly from the sale of timber from common school lands. If these sources are 
insufficient, the Legislature can appropriate funds or the State Board of Education can change 
the standards. School districts may qualify for State School Construction Assistance funds for 



specific capital projects based on a prioritization system. The District is eligible for State School 
Construction Assistance funds for new schools at the 60.62% percentage level. 

Impact Fees 

Development impact fees are a means of supplementing traditional funding sources for 
construction of public facilities needed to accommodate new development. School impact fees 
are generally collected by the permitting agency at the time plats are approved or building 
permits are issued. (See additional discussion in Section 7). 

Six Year Financing Plan 

The Six-Year Financing Plan shown in Table 10 demonstrates how the District intends to fund 
new construction and improvements to school facilities for the years 2014-2019. The financing 
components includes bond issues, impact fees, and State School Construction Assistance funds. 
Projects and portions of projects which remedy existing deficiencies are not appropriate for 
impact fee funding. Thus, impact fees will not be used to finance projects or portions of projects 
which do not add capacity or which remedy existing deficiencies. 

The District's six year finance plan is outlined in Table 10 below. 

As previously stated, with the exception of portable purchases, the District currently does not 
plan to construct new capacity projects within the six-year planning period. 
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Table 11 
Projected Student Capacity 

2014-2019 
(After Programmed Improvements) 

Elementary School Surplus/Deficiency 

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 

Existing Capacity ]  4,817 4,817 4,817 4,817 4,817 4,817 

Added Capacity 

Enrollment2  4,540 4.475 4,461 4,411 4.466 4,428 

Surplus (Deficiency) 279 342 356 406 351 389 

Middle School Surplus/Deficiency 

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 

Existing Capacity 1,850* 1,850 1,850 1,850 1,850 1,850 

Added Capacity 

Enrollment 1,503 1,555 1,579 1,583 1,547 1,534 

Surplus (Deficiency) 347 295 271 267 303 316 

*Includes recent capacity additions at Valley View (2012) and Centennial (2011) Middle Schools. 

High School Surplus/Deficiency 

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 

Existing Capacity* 3,400 3,400 3,400 3,400 3,400 3,400 

Added Capacity 

Enrollment 3,580 3,602 3,600 3,528 3,575 3,642 

Surplus (Deficiency) (180) (202) (200) (128) (175) (242) 

I Does not include temporary (portable) capacity 

2  See Appendix A for complete breakcbwn of enrollment projections 
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SECTION 7 
SCHOOL IMPACT FEES 

The GMA authorizes jurisdictions to collect impact fees to supplement funding of additional 
public facilities needed to accommodate new development. Impact fees cannot be used for the 
operation, maintenance, repair, alteration, or replacement of existing capital facilities used to 
meet existing service demands. 

School Impact Fees in Snohomish County 

The Snohomish County General Policy Plan ("GPP") which implements the GMA sets certain 
conditions for school districts wishing to assess impact fees: 

• 	The District must provide support data including: an explanation of the 
calculation methodology, a description of key variables and their 
computation, and definitions and sources of data for all  inputs  into the fee ^ 

calculation. 

• 	Such data must be accurate, reliable and statistically valid. 

• 	Data must accurately reflect projected costs in the Six-Year Financing 
Plan. 

Data in the proposed impact fee schedule must reflect expected student 
generation rates from the following residential unit types: single family; 
multi-family/studio or 1-bedroom; and multi-family/2-bedroom or more. 

Snohomish County established a school impact fee program in November 1997, and amended 
the program in December 1999. This program requires school districts to prepare and adopt 
Capital Facilities Plans meeting the specifications of the GMA. Impact fees calculated in 
accordance with the formula, which are based on projected school facility costs necessitated by 
new growth and are contained in the District's CFP, become effective following County Council 
adoption of the District's CFP. 

Methodology and Variables Used to Calculate School Impact Fees 

Impact fees are calculated utilizing the formula in the Snohomish County Impact Fee Ordinance. 
The resulting figures are based on the District's cost per dwelling unit to purchase land for 
school sites, make site improvements, construct schools, and purchase/install relocatable 
facilities that add interim capacity needed to serve new development. As required under the 
GMA, credits are applied in the formula to account for State Match funds to be reimbursed to the 
District and projected future property taxes to be paid by the dwelling unit. The costs of projects 
that do not add capacity are not included in the impact fee calculations. Furthermore, because 
the impact fee formula calculates a "cost per dwelling unit", an identical fee is generated 
regardless of whether the total new capacity project costs are used in the calculation or whether 
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the District only uses the percentage of the total new capacity project costs allocated to the 
Districts growth-related needs. Furthermore, impact fees will not be used to address existing 
deficiencies. 

The District is not requesting the collection of impact fees in 2014-15. See discussion in Section 
5 above. The District may request impact fees in future updates to the Capital Facilities Plan. 

Table 12 
School Impact Fees 

2014 

Housing Type Impact Fee Per Dwelling Unit 

Single Family $0 

Multi-Family (1 Bedroom) $0 

Multi-Family (2+ Bedroom) j 	 $0 
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Table A-1 

HISTORICAL STUDENT ENROLLMENT 2006-2013 
ACTUAL ENROLLMENTS ON OCTOBER 1st* 

GRADES 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 
K 303 303 332 291 314 287 310 305 
1 St Grade 678 644 622 704 618 674 593 671 
2' Grade 716 695 668 644 719 651 697 620 
3rd  Grade 694 724 713 684 651 735 665 728 
41" Grade 739 723 739 736 718 683 738 694 
5t" Grade 716 745 732 755 731 708 705 760 
6 11 ' Grade 728 734 775 761 776 763 733 698 
7 11  Grade 780 733 743 807 771 803 792 759 
8 11 ' Grade 806 787 755 764 800 769 819 816 
9 1" Grade 782 804 822 835 870 903 848 921 
10"' Grade 771 813 835 902 841 862 919 884 
11"' Grade 709 734 789 859 888 855 833 899 
12` 1'Grade 631 629 667 693 775 784 798 808 

Total 
Enrollment 9,052 9,068 9,192 9,436 9,462 9,477 9,445 9,563 

* FTE enrollment. 



Table A-2 

PROJECTED STUDENT ENROLLMENT (FTE) 2014-2019 
Based on Modified Cohort S urvival* 

GRADES ESTIMATE ESTIMATE ESTIMATE ESTIMATE ESTIMATE ESTIMATE 
FTE FTE FTE FTE FTE FTE 

2014-2015 2015-2016 2016-2017 2017-2018 2018-2019 2019-2020 
K 302 294 291 300 295 296 
I st Grade 660 650 632 628 650 637 
2"d Grade 703 680 670 654 651 673 
3rd Grade 640 716 692 685 670 667 
4th  Grade 758 661 740 719 712 696 
5`' Grade 700 756 660 742 721 714 
6`' Grade 777 718 777 681 766 744 
K-6 Total 4,540 4,475 4,461 4,411 4,466 4,428 

7" Grade 729 814 753 816 715 805 
8t !t Grade 773 741 827 767 832 729 
6-8 Total 1,503 1,555 1,579 1,583 1,547 11,534 

9`h Grade 928 883 846 945 876 950 
10t Grade 962 971 923 885 988 916 
11 "' Grade 852 929 937 798 855 954 
12` x' Grade 838 818 893 900 856 821 
9-12 Total 3,580 3,602 3,600 3,528 3,575 3,642 

Total 9,622 9,631 9,640 9,522 9,588 9,603 
Enrollment 

*See Section 4 for further details. 
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Enrollment by 
Grade Span** 2013* 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 
Elementary (K-6) 4,476 4,540 4,475 4,461 4,411 4,466 4,428 
Middle School (7-8) 1,574 1,503 1,555 1,579 1,583 1,547 1,534 
High School (9-12) 3,512 3,580 3,602 3,600 3,528 3,575 3,642 
TOTAL 9,562 9,622 9,631 9,640 9,522 9,588 9,603 

Percentage by 
Grade Span 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 
Elementary (K-6) 47% 47% 46% 46% 46% 47% 46% 
Middle School (78) 16% 16% 16% 16% 17% 16% 16% 
High School (9-12) 37% 37% 37% 37% 37% 37% 38% 
TOTAL** 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100.% 

*Actual October 2013 FTE Student Population 
**FTE Student Population 

AVERAGE PERCENTAGE ENROLLMENT BY GRADE SPAN 
(COUNTY/OFM Enrollment Projections) 

Appling Above Percentages 

Enrollment by 
Grades an 2013* 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2017 

Elementary (K-6) 4,476 4,554 4,516 4,574 4,633 4,793 4,750 
Middle School (7-8) 1,574 1,550 1,571 1,591 1,712 1,632 1,652 
High School (9-12) 3,512 3,585 3.632 3,679 3.726 3,773 3,924 

TOTAL** 9,562 9,690 9,817 9,944 10,071 10,198 10,327 

*Actual October 2011 FTE Student Enrollment. 
** Totals may vary due to rounding. 
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cNAOLwGTC*OOLm5TRCTS TO MAAL400ANDuSE STUDENr»SSEoSMEOToATS 

This document describes the methodology used to calculate student generation rates 
(SGR5) for the Snohomish School District, and provides results of the calculations. 

SGRs were calcu l ated for two types of residential construction: Single family datamhed, 
and multi-family with 2 or more bedrooms. Attached uondominiuma, townhouses and 
duplexes are included in the multi-family classification since they are not considered 
detached" . Manufactured homes on owned land are included in the single family 

classification. 

Electronic records were obtained from the Snohomish County Assessor's Office 
containing data on all new construction within the Snohomish School District from 
January 2006 through December 2012. As compiled by the County Assessor's 
Dffiva, this data included the address, building size, assessed value, and year built 
for new single and multi-family construction. The data was ^cleaned up" by 
eliminating records which did not contain sufficient information to generate a match 
with the District's student record data (i.e. incomplete addresses). 

2. The District downloaded student records data into Microsoft Excel format. This data 
included the addresses and grade levels of all K-12 students attending the 
Snohomish School District as of February 2014. Before proceeding, this data was 
reformatted and abbreviations were modified as required toprovide consistency with 
the County Assessor's data. 
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Single Family Rates: The data on all new single family detached residential units in 
County Assessor's data were compared with the District's student record data, and 
the number of students at each grade level living in those units was determined. 
The records of 1.367 single family detached units were compared with data on 
10.107 students registered in the Diotrict, and the following matches were found by 
grade l eve l(s )* :  

GRADE(S) 

COUNT 

OF 

MATCHES 

CALCULATED 
RATE 

K 65 0048 

1 71 0.052 

2 59 0.043 

4 77 0.056 

5 75 0.055 

6 49 0.036 

7 72 0.053 

8 70 0.051 

9 73 0.053 

11 
12 

71 

62 

0.052 

0.045 

K-6 462 0.338 

7-8 142 0.104 

9-12 279 0.204 

K-12 883 0.646 

4. Large Mu/ti-Family Developments: Snohomish County Assessors data does not 
specifically indicate the number of units or bedrooms contained in large multi-family 
developments. Additional research was performed to obtain this information from 
specific parcel ID eeerchea, and information provided by building management, 
when available. Information obtained included the number of 0-1 bedroom units, the 
number of 2+  bedroom units, and specific addresses of 0-1 bedroom units. If 
specific addresses or unit numbers of 0'1 bedroom units were not provided by 
building menaAnment, the assumption of matches being 2+  bedroom units was 
made. This assumption is supported by previous SGR studies. 

Small Multi-Family Developments: This method included all developments in the 
County Assessor's data containing four-plexes, bi-doxea, duplexes, condominiums 
and townhouses. This data contained information on the number of bedrooms for all 
townhouses and condominiums. Specific parcel ID searches were performed for 
duplex and larger units in cases where number of bedroom data was missing. 



Multi-Family 2+ BR Rates: The multi-family 2+  BR SGR's were calculated by 
comparing data on 2+ BR multi-family units with the District ' s student record deta, 
and the number of students at each grade level living in those units was determined. 
The records of 102 multi-family  2+  BR units were compared with data on 10.107 
students registered in the District, and the following matches were found by grade 
l eve l( s )* :  

GRADE(S) 

COUNT 
OF 

MATCHES 

CALCULATED 

RATE 

1 1 0.010 

4 1 0.010 

11 2 0.020 
12 2 0.020 

7-8 2 0.020 
9-12 8 0.078 
K - 12 18 0.176 

6. Multi-Family 0-1 BR Rates: Research indicated that 20 multi-family 0-1 BR units 
were constructed within District boundaries during the time period covered by this 
study. These units were compared with the data on 9,970 students registered in the 
District. No specific unit number matches were made. 

7. Surnmary of Student Generation R ates * :  

K-6 7-8 9-12 	W-12 
Single Family 	.338 .104 .204 	.646 
.Nlulti-Fainilv 2+ BR 	.078 .020 .078 	.176 

°C' a 1cu iat 1 m tes  for grade level al-oups maY not equal the ^ um of individual grade raus due to rounding. 
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1' 1 

The Washington State Growth Management Act (the "GMA") includes schools in the category 
of public facilities and services. School districts have adopted capital facilities plans to satisfy 
the requirements of the GMA and to identify additional school facilities necessary to meet the 
educational needs of the growing student populations anticipated in their districts. 

The Sultan School District (the "District") has prepared this Capital Facilities Plan (the "CFP") 
to provide Snohomish County (the "County"), the City of Sultan ("Sultan") and the City of Gold 
Bar ("Gold Bar") with an overview of projected student enrollment, site capacity. a description 
of facilities needed to accommodate projected student enrollment, and a schedule and financing 
program for capital improvements over the next six years (2014-2019). 

In accordance with the Growth Management Act, adopted County Policy and the Snohomish 
County Ordinance Nos. 97-095 and 99-107, the CFP contains the fo Ilvvving required elements: 

•: Future enrollment forecasts for each grade span (elementary, middle and high schools). 

•• An inventory of existing capital facilities on ned in the District, showing the locations 
and capacities of the facilities. The plan must also include a description of education 
standards and a clearly defined minimum lc\ c1 of service. 

•:• A forecast of future needs for capital facilities and school sites. 

•:• The proposed capacities of expanded or new capital facilities. 

•:• A six-year plan for linwncing capital facilities within projected funding capacities, which 
clearly identifies sources of public money for such purposes. The financing plan 
separates projects and portions of projects that add capacity from those which do not, 
since the latter are generally not appropriate for impact fee funding. 

•• A calculation of impact fees to be assessed and support data substantiating said fees (if 
applicable). 

In developing this CFP, the guidelines of Appendix F of the General Policy Plan were used as 
follows: 

• Information was obtained from recognized sources, such as the U.S. Census or the Puget 
Sound Regional Council. School districts may generate their own data if it is derived 
through statistically reliable methodologies. Information is to be consistent with the State 
Office of Financial Management ("OFM") population forecasts and those of Snohomish 
County. Ordinance 97-095 and 99-107 require that student generation rates, as 
applicable, be independently calculated by each school district. 
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❖ The CFP complies with Chapter 36.70A RCW (the Growth Management Act) and, where 
impact fees are to be assessed, Chapter 82.02 RCW. 

• The calculation methodology for impact fees meets the conditions and tests of Chapter 
82.02 RCW. Districts which propose the use of impact fees should identify in future plan 
updates alternative funding sources in the event that impact fees are not available due to 
action by the state, county or the cities within their district boundaries. 

The calculation methodology for impact fees, if proposed by the District, also complies 
with the criteria and the formulas established by the County and the City. 

The County Council, on November 17, 1997, adopted Ordinance 97-095 that establishes the 
specific criteria for CFP adoption and for the assessment of mitigation fees. Section 3 of the 
Ordinance defines the requirements for the biennial CFP updates. Table I of the Ordinance 
outlines the formulae for determination of impact fees. This CFP has been drafted in accordance 
with Ordinance 97-095 and 99-107. 

Unless otherwise noted, all enrollment and student capacity data in this CFP is expressed in 
terms of FTE (Full Time Equivalent). 

Overview of the Sultan School District 

The Sultan School District has two elementary schools (grades K-5), one middle school (grades 
6-8), one high school (grades 9-12) and an Alternativ e Program (grades K-12). The District 
serves a student population of approximately 1.692 (October 1, 2013 FTE) in kindergarten 
through twelfth grade, includes the cities of Sultan and Gold Bar as well as unincorporated rural 
areas of Snohomish County, and has an estimated population of 13,159 residents (Snohomish 
County 2035 GMA Population Forecast by School District). The District is located 47 miles 
northeast of Seattle, Washington nestled in the foothills of the Cascade Mountain range. 
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Note: Where definitions are contained within Ordinance 97-095 and 99-107, the Ordinance 
definition is ued 	 further clarification has b 	k]ed 

pdixF means Appendix F of the Snohomish County Growth Management Act (GMA)  
Comprehensive Plan,  o1so referred to as the General Policy Plan ((]P9). 

*Average means the average assessed value by dwelling unit type of all 
residential units constructed within the district. 	 ( . 

BoardnoconsdbcDoordo ^ Dic^c1oraoftbo8ubau ^cbuo|0is1rictl^o.3ll(^ 'Scboo|l^ purd"). 

index 
 

+ 	 means the current construction trade 	 x ofuuou\/ncdon costs for each 
school type. 	 ` ^ 

*Capital Facilities means school facilities identified in the Di tio\"o u' itu| facilities plan and 
are "system improvements" as defined by the GMA as opposed to localized "project 
improvements".  

*Cap ital Facilities Plan (CFP) means the District's 	 by its school board 
consisting of those elements required IW chapter 26C.24 SCC and meeting the 
requirements of the GMA and Appendix [ of the General Policy P|un. The definition 
refers to this document. 

 

*Council means the Snohomish County Council. 

*County  means Snohomish County. ~^ 

DCTED 
 

Dept. of Commerce  
*Deve loper  means tbe proponentofodevo|opnoeotuodvity such as any person or entity who 

owns oi holds purchase options or othei development control over property for which 
development activity is proposed 

means all subdivisions, short subdivisions, conditional or special use peimits, 
bindin. iie plan approvals, rezones accompanied by an official site plan, or building 
peirnits (including building permits for multi-family and duplex residential structures, and 
all similar uses) and other applications requiring land use permits or approval by 
Snohomish County. 

*Developmen t Activity 	means any residential construction or expansion of a building, 
structure of use of land or any other change of building, structure or land that creates 
additional demand and need for school facilities, but excluding building permits for 
attached or detached accessory apartments, and remodeling or renovation permits which do 
not result in additional dwelling units. Also excluded from this definition is "Housing for 
Older Persons" as defined by 46 U.S.C. § 3607, when guaranteed by a restrictive covenant, 
and new single-family detached units constructed on legal lots created prior to May 1, 
1991. 
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*Development Approval means any written authorizat ion from the County that authorizes the 
commencement of a  development activity. 

*Director 	means the Director of the Snohomish County Department of Planning and 
Development Services, or the Director's designee. 

District means Sultan School District No. 311. 

*District 	 means the District's current capital property tax rate per 
thousand dollars of assessed value. 

*Dweljing  Unit Type means (1) single-family residences, (2) multi-family one-bedroom 
apartment or condominium units and (3) multi-family multiple-bedroom apartment or 
condominium units. 

*Encum bered means school impact fees identified by the District to be committed as part of 
the funding for capital facilities for which the publicly funded share has been assured, 
development approvals have been sought or construction contracts have been let. 

*Estimated Facility Construction Cost means the planned costs of new schools or the actua 
construction costs of schools of the same grade span recently constructed by the District, 
including on-site and off-site improvementonsb. If the District does not have this cost 
information available, construction costs of school bcildicx of the same or similar grade 
span within another district are acceptable.  

*Facilif-y  Design Capacity means the number ofulodentm each school type is designed to 
accommodate based on the l]isbiuL`s standard ofservi c as determined by the I)imkiot. 

FTE (Full Time Equivalent) is a means of measuring student enrollment based on the number 
of hours per day in attendance at District schools. A student is considered one FTE if 
he/she is enrolled for the equivalent of  [//|| schedule each school day. Kindergarten 
students attend half-day pro orux and therefore are counted as 0.5 FTE. For purposes of 
this Capital Facilities Plan, all other grades are considered to contain one FTE per student. 
The District has excluded those students enrolled in alternative learning experiences that do 
not require use of regular school capacity. 

GFA (per student) nnean s U ^^ Gross Floor /\reaper student.  
 *Grade  Span  means a ategoiy into which the District groups its grades of students (e g, 

element 	middle orjunior high, and high school). 

means the Growth Management Act, Chapter 17, Laws of 
the State of Washingtonofl990, 1st  Ex. Sess., as now in existence or as hereafter amended. 

*Interest Rate means the current interest rate as stated in the Bond Buyer Twenty Bond 
General Obligation Bond Index. 

*Land 	 means the estimated average land acquisition cost per acre (in current 
dollars) based on recent site acquisition costs, comparisons of comparable site acquisition 
costs in other districts, or the average assessed value per acre of properties comparable to 
school sites located within the District. 

Multi -Family Dwelligjt means more than one residential dwelling unit, attached and/or 
detached, residing on a single tax parcel. 

OFM means Washington State Office of Financial Management. 
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OSPI  means Washington State Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction. 

*Permanent Facilities  means school facilities of the District with a fixed foundation. 

Portables: 	means factory-built structures, transportable in one or more sections, that are 
designed to be used as instructional spaces and are needed to prevent the overbuilding of 
school facilities, to meet the needs of service areas within the District, or to cover the gap 
between the time that families move into new residential developments and the date that 
construction is completed on permanent school facilities. 

*Portable Facilities Cost  means the total cost, based on actual costs incurred by the District for 
purchasing and installing portable classrooms. 

*Portable Facilities Student Capacity 	means the rated capacity for a typical portable 
classroom used for a specified grade span. 

*School Impact Fee  means a payment of money imposed upon development as a condition of 
development approval to pay for school facilities needed to serve new growth and 
development. The school impact fee does not include a reasonable permit fee, an 
application fee, the administrative fee for collecting and handling impact fees, or the cost of 
reviewing independent fee calculations. 

SEPA means the State Environmental Policy Act. 

Single-Family Dwelling Unit  means any detached residential dwelling unit designed for 
occupancy by a single family or household on a single tax parcel. 

*Standard of Service  means the standard adopted by the District which identifies the program 
year, the class size by grade span and taking into account the requirements of students with 
special needs, the number of classrooms, the types of facilities the District believes will 
best serve its student population, and other !"actors as identified in the District's Capital 
Facilities Plan. The District's standard of service shall not be adjusted for any portion of 
the classrooms housed in portable facilities which are used as transitional facilities or from 
any specialized facilities housed in relocatable facilities. 

*State Match Percentage . ; means the proportion of funds that are provided to the District for 
specific capital projects from the state's Common School Construction Fund. These funds 
are disbursed based on a formula which calculates district assessed valuation per pupil 
relative to the whole state assessed valuation per pupil to establish the maximum 
percentage of the total project eligible to be paid by the state. 

*Student Factor (Student Generation Rate (SGR)1  means the number of students of each 
grade span (elementary, middle/jr. high, high school) that the District determines are 
typically generated by different dwelling unit types within the District. The District will 
use a survey or statistically valid methodology to derive the specific student generation 
rate, provided that the survey or methodology is approved by the Snohomish County 
Council as part of the adopted Capital Facilities Plan for the District. 

Subdivision  means all small and large lot subdivisions as defined in Title 19 of the Snohomish 
County Code, and all short subdivisions as defined in Title 20, which are within the 
definition of "development" above. 

Teaching Station  means a facility space (classroom) specifically dedicated to implementing 
the District's educational program and capable of accommodating at any one time, at least 
a full class of up to 32 students. In addition to traditional classrooms, these spaces can 
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include computer labs, auditoriums, gymnasiums, music rooms and other special education 
and resource rooms. 

Unhoused Students  means students projected to be housed in classrooms where class size 
exceeds standards within the District and, if the District so specifies in the Capital Facilities 
Plan, students projected to be housed in portable classrooms. 

WAC  means the Washington Administrative Code. 
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Creating a quality educational environment is the first priority of the Sultan School District. 
School facility and student capacity needs are often dictated by the types and amounts of space 
required to accommodate the District's adopted minimum level of service (MLOS) for both 
facility use and educational program. The educational program standards that typically drive 
facility space needs include grade configuration, optimum facility size, class size, educational 
program offerings, classroom utilization and scheduling requirements, and use of portable 
classroom facilities. 

MLOS for Elementary School Facilities 
• Class size for grades K-3 will not exceed an average of 22 students per classroom. 

• ' Class size for grades 4- 5 will not exceed an average of 28 students per classroom. 

District Goals for Elementary School Educational Programs 
• Educational programs will be provided in a single shift each dad . The facility will be 

available after normal hours for extended learning opportunities for selected students. 

• Educational programs will be provided on the traditional school year schedule. 

• Special education for students maybe provided in regular classes when inclusion is 
possible and in resource rooms or self-contained classrooms when this is the most 
appropriate option available. 

• All students will be provided music and physical education in a separate classroom. 

• All students will be hourcd in permanent facilities. 

• Optimum design capacity for new elementary schools is 400 students. However, actual 
capacity of an individual school may vary depending on the educational program offered. 

MLOS for Secondary School Facilities 
• Class size for grades 6-8 will not exceed an average of 30 students per classroom (except 

PE and Music). 

• Class size for grades 9-12 will not exceed an average of 32 students per classroom 
(except PE and Music). 

District Goads for Secondary School Educational Programs 
• Educational programs will be provided in a single shift each school day. The facility will 

be available after normal hours for extra-curricular activities and for extended learning 
opportunities for selected students. 

• Educational programs will be provided on a traditional school year schedule. 
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As a result of scheduling conflicts for student programs, the need for specialized rooms 
for certain programs, and the need for teachers to have a workspace during planning 
periods, it is not possible to achieve 100% utilization of all regular teaching stations 
throughout the day. We have targeted a utilization rate of 81% for grades 6-12 and 90% 
for grades K-5. Therefore, classroom capacity should be adjusted to reflect the use of 
one period per day for the aforementioned needs. 

• Special education for students may be provided in regular classes when inclusion is 
possible, in resource rooms (pullout model), or in self-contained classrooms when this is 
the most appropriate option available. 

• All students will be housed in permanent facilities. 

• Optimum design capacity for a new middle school is 540 students and for a new high 
school 700 students. However, actual capacity of an individual school may vary 
depending on the educational program(s) offered. 

• Identified students will also be provided other nontraditional educational opportunities in 
classrooms designated as follows: 

Vocational Classrooms (i.e. business, metal/wood shop, home-family life, STEM) 

Program Specific Classroom's (e.g., music, drama, art, physical education, 
computer labs, study rooms, etc.) 

District Goals for District-wide Educational Programs 
Special programs offered by the District at specific school sites include: 

•:• Sno-Isle Skills Center (cooperative vocational technical school) 
Special Educational classes for Birth-Three through high school 

•: Speech and Language "lherapy 
:• Occupational Therapy 
•:< Physical Therapy 
•• School Psychology 
•:• Title FLAP 
•:• Bilingual Education 
•: Extended Day Kindergarten 
•• Running Start 
>:> Preschool 

AVID 
•: STEM 
•:• Project Lead the Way 
:• Drug and Alcohol Intervention 
:• Summer School 
•< Vocational and career education 
e• Music 
:• Physical education 
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•:• Multi-age classrooms 
•• Technology education 
•• Alternative High School 

These special or nontraditional educational programs can have a significant impact on the 
available student capacity of school facilities. In addition to factors that affect the amount of 
space required, government mandates and community expectations may affect how classroom 
space is utilized. 

District educational program standards will undoubtedly change in the future as a result of 
changes in the program year, special programs, class sizes, grade span configurations, and use of 
new technology, as well as other physical aspects of the school facilities. The school capacity 
inventory will be reviewed periodically and adjusted as accommodations are made to facilitate 
the demands brought about by modifications to the educational program standards. These 
changes will also be reflected in future updates of this Capital Facilities Plan. 

At the start of the 2007/2008 school year the District launched a pilot Alternative High School 
program to provide an opportunity for struggling students to work towards completing their high 
school diploma requirements. Beginning in 2014/2015 Sky V«11ey Options High School will 
merge with Columbia Virtual Academy, another alternative education program within the Sultan 
School District. This will leave one K-12 Alternative School in the school district. We will 
continue to lease classrooms off campus for this school thru 2014-2015. About 30 FTE will 
report to campus each day and about 170 FTF v ll he served remotely via online learning. 

Use of Portables 
Because of fluctuations in student population a i result of growth from new development and 
changing age demographics in different parts of the District, portables are used ON A 
TEMPORARY BASIS in most locations. Portables will not be added if the quality of education 
at the facility is deemed by the District to be compromised by either total school size, or impact 
upon core facilities such as lunch room/food services, restrooms, library space, hallways, or a 
severe reduction in playground area or parking area, etc. 

The District repurtcd the following information to Snohomish County in 2013 to demonstrate 
compliance with the minimum educational service standards: 

LOS Standard MINIcMUM CURRENT MINIMUM CURRENT MINIMUM CURRENT 
LOS# LOS LOS LOS LOS LOS 

Elementary Elementary Middle Middle High High 
*Sultan School Distict K-3 =22 K-3 =21 30 25 32 24 

G4-5 =28 G4-5 =22 
*The District determines these figures by taking the sum of all students in regular classrooms at a grade level and dividing that by 
the number of teaching stations at that grade level. 

*The current negotiated agreement with certificated staff requires that secondary teachers get one student period for 
prep time. Elementary school teachers get an average of 45 minutes of prep time within the student day, 225 
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minutes total within the week. The middle school, which has a six period day, operates at 83.3% capacity. The high 
school, which has a six period day, operates at 82% capacity. 
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CAPITAL FACILITIES 
Under the GMA, public entities are required to inventory capital facilities used to serve existing 
development. 

The purpose of the facilities inventory is to establish a baseline for determining what facilities 
will be required to accommodate future demand (student enrollment) at acceptable or established 
levels of service. 

This section provides an inventory of capital facilities owned and operated by the Sultan School 
District including schools, portables, unimproved land and support facilities. Leased facilities 
are also identified. School facility capacity was inventoried based on the space required to 
accommodate the District's adopted educational program standards (see Section 3). 

Schools 
The District operates two elementary schools, one  middle  school,  one high school, and an 
alternative high school. Currently the elementary schools accommodate grades K-5, the middle 
school serves grades 6-8 and the high school and alternative high school provides for grades 9-
12. 

School capacity was determined based on the number ol regular teaching stations within each 
building and the space requirements of the District's adopted educational program. It is this 
capacity calculation that is used to establish the District's baseline capacity and to determine 
future capacity needs based on projected student enrollment. The school capacity inventory is 
summarized in Table 1. 

Table I 
School Capacity Inventory 

Site Size Building Area Teaching Stations Permanent 
Elementary School (.Acres) (Square Feet) Capacity 
Sultan Elementary 9.00 52,661 21 504 
501 Date Ave, Sultan 
Gold Bar Elementary 10.22 33,723 12 288 
419 Lewis \e, Gold Bar 
TOTAL 19.22 86,384 33 792 

Site Size Building Area Teaching Stations Permanent 
Middle School (Acres) (Square Feet) Capacity 
Sultan Middle School 9.4 66,912 21 630 
301 High Ave, Sultan 
TOTAL 9.4 66,912 21 630 

Site Size Building Area Teaching Stations Permanent 
High School* (Acres) (Square Feet) Capacity 

Sultan High School 35.0 71,876 20 640 
13715 310`h  Ave SE, Sultan 
TOTAL 35.0 71,876 20 640 
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Site Building Area Teaching Stations Permanent 

*Alternative Program Size (Square Feet) Capacity 

Columbia Virtual Academy 5.0 700 4 60 

TOTAL 5.0 700 4 60 
*The  site fOr the alternative school program is leased space that includes 4 classrooms. 

Portable Classrooms 
Portable classrooms are used as interim classroom space to house students until funding can be 
secured to construct permanent classrooms. The Sultan School District currently uses 30 
portable classrooms at various school sites throughout the District to provide the additional 
interim capacity. A typical portable classroom can provide capacity for a full-size class of 
students, however; several are currently used for special education students and the Title I 
program which have lower class sizes.  

Table 2 
Portable Classroom Inventory 

Elementary School Bldg Area Teaching Stations Interim Capacity 
Gold Bar Elementary 7,168 sf 8 202 
Sultan Elementary 7,176 sf 8 202 

TOTAL 14,344 sf 16 404 

Middle School Bldg Area 	1 Portable Classrooms Interim Capacity 
Sultan Middle School 4,484 	f 5 150 
TOTAL 4,484 sf 5 150 

High School Bldg Area Portable Classrooms Interim Capacity 

TOTAL 8,076 sf 9 288 

*Of the 30 portables listed iu inventory, 15 are suitable fbcDAbbne 	 classrooms. 
The other inventory is utilized for part time use that includes: 5 computer labs, 2 Stern labs, Title 
1, Occupational Therapy, Special Education and PTA  

Support Facilities 
in addition to schools, the District owns and operates additional facilities that provide operational 
support functions to the schools. An inventory of these facilities is provided in Table 3. 

Table 3 
Support Facility Inventory 

Facility 
Building Area 
(Square Feet) 

Administration 3,149 
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Gymnasium 6,000 
Bus Garage/Storage 7,200 
TOTAL 16,349 

Leased Facilities 

The Sky Valley Options Alternative High School, is in rented space from Mountain View 
Fellowship Church, 211 6th  Street, Sultan, WA 98294. This lease will continue through the 
2014-2015 school year where Columbia Virtual Academy will be housed. 

Additional Land Inventory 
The District owns a 40 acre site on Reiter Road. This property is not ideally situated for 
purposes of serving student population. The District does not own any other undeveloped land. 
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Student Enrollment Projections 2014 - 2019 
Enrollment projections are the most accurate for the initial years of the forecast period. Moving 
further into the future, more assumptions about economic conditions and demographic trends in 
the area affect the projection. Monitoring birth rate statistics in Snohomish County and 
population growth for the area are essential yearly activities in the ongoing management of the 
capital facilities plan. Any plans for new facilities can be delayed if enrollment projections and 
the economy indicate a downturn. It is much more difficult, however, to initiate new projects or 
speed projects up in the event enrollment growth exceeds the projections. 

The District reviewed two methodologies available for enrollment projections and established, 
based on actual District data and experience, a third methodology for purposes of this Capital 
Facilities Plan. The District plans to closely monitor actual enrollment and, if necessary, make 
appropriate adjustments in the next Plan update. 

The Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI) projections (considered a 
lagging indicator) are based upon a modified "cohort survival method" which uses 
historical enrollment data from the previous 5 years to forecast the number of students 
who will be attending school in the following years, also known as a Linear Projection. 
The cohort survival method is primarily based on a student "headcount" and not a Full-
Time Equivalent or "FTE". This can be dramatically different when a kindergartener is 
calculated as a .5 FTE for half day kindergarten. In the case of Kindergarten students the 
only effect it would have on FTE is the amount of money we receive from the state as we 
already pay for full-time Kindergarten in our elementary school that does not qualify for 
state funding. It also doesn't take into account eleventh and twelfth graders enrolled in 
the Alternative High School program who attend school for a partial school day, 
calculated at .5, .6, .75, etc. FTE but as I student for the headcount. The OSPI 
projections also do not exclude students participating in Alternative Learning 
Experiences (ALE) that do not use District facilities. Table 4 reflects the adjustment to 
the cohort survival report released by OSPI counting kindergarteners as a .5 FTE but does 
not breakdown the FTE count for eleventh and twelfth graders who attend as a partial 
FT 1; or exclude the ALE students who don't require housing in District facilities. 

Based upon the "cohort survival methodology," the District's enrollment will decrease by 
a total of 235 students by October 2019, a decrease of 10.0% from 2013 enrollment 
levels. 

2. The Office of Financial Management (OFM)/Snohomish County "ratio method" comes 
from estimates based upon Snohomish County population estimates for people residing 
within the Sultan School District (both within the corporate City limits of Sultan and 
Gold Bar as well as unincorporated parts of Snohomish County). The ratio method 
incorporates kindergartners as a .5 FTE but does not break down the FTE count for 
eleventh and twelfth graders who attend as a partial FTE or exclude the ALE students 
who don't require housing in District facilities. 

15j Page 	 Sultan School District 
2014-2019 Capital Facilities Plan 



OFM's "ratio method" uses student to area population based enrollment projections 
calculated based on the 2035 population targets corresponding to the Snohomish County 
2035 Population Forecast, Alternative #2. The District has chosen Alternative #2 since it 
contains the medium range forecast of potential growth. Between 2000 and 2013, the 
District's enrollment constituted approximately 15.64% of the total population in the 
Sultan School District service area. Assuming that between 2013 and 2019 the District's 
FTE enrollment will continue to constitute 15.64 of the Sultan School District service 
area population, and using OFM/County data, a total enrollment of 2,239 students is 
projected for 2019. This is an increase of 547 students, a 32.33% change. 

3. The District has developed its own methodology for forecasting future enrollments. This 
methodology, a modified cohort survival method, considers historic enrollment trends in 
the District and known data regarding local housing circumstances. For example, in the 
recent economic environment, the District has experienced a loss of student enrollment 
due to families moving out of the District. In addition, the District's methodology 
accurately documents partial FTE students in the system and excludes ALE students who 
do not require housing in District facilities. Using these parameters, the District's 
enrollment projections start with actual 2013 enrollment and use a modified growth factor 
to anticipate future enrollment growth over the six year planning period. 

Based upon the District's methodology, the District's enrollment will decrease by a total 
of 228 students by October 2019, a decrease of 13.5% from 2013 enrollment levels. 

OSPI, OFM, and the District's modified enrollment projections are reflected in Table 4. 

Projected Percent 

Change Change 

Method 	 2014 	2015 	2016 	2017 	2018 	2019 	2014-2019 	2014-2019  

OSPI Cohort Survival 	1,623 	1,554 	1,535 	1,512 	1,475 	1,457 	-166 -10% 
OFM/County Ratio 	1,783 	1,874 	1,965 	2,056 	2,147 	2239 	547 30.68% 
DistrictMethodology** 	1,600 	1,542 	1,520 	1,496 	1,472 	1,464 	-136 -9% 

** Using reported FTE enrollment (which is adjusted only to reflect K enrollment at 0.5 FTE 
at one elementary school and .5 at another elementary school. This excludes unhoused ALE students. 
** 	Projected 14-15 FTE enrollment, as determined by District (reflecting adjusted FTEs and 
excludine unhoused ALE students). 

The Sultan School District has chosen to follow the District developed methodology during this 
planning period because that methodology more accurately reflects the District's facility needs at 
this time. However, the District intends to monitor closely enrollment data. In recent years, the 
District's enrollment was growing due to new development. The current economic environment 
has slowed that trend. The District expects that, as the economy improves, student growth may 
occur both from new development and from families moving back into homes that are currently 
empty. The District will revisit the enrollment methodology in future updates to the CFP. 

The District acknowledges that the City of Sultan's Comprehensive Plan contains population 
projections that exceed the District's methodology. The District intends to closely monitor 
growth and, should actual enrollment growth notably exceed the District's projections, the 

16jPage 	 Sultan School District 
2014-2019 Capital Facilities Plan 



District will consider an amendment to the Capital Facilities Plan in order to implement plans for 
any necessary new capacity (which, based on current capacity inventory, would likely be 
necessary at the elementary level). 

Enrollment Projections - 2035 
Although student enrollment projections beyond 2019 are highly speculative, they are useful for 
developing long-range comprehensive plans. These long-range enrollment projections may also 
be used in determining future site acquisition needs. Using OFM data as a base, the District 
projects a 2035 student population of 2,722. This assumes that the District's enrollment will 
continue to constitute 15.64% of the District's total population through 2035. 

The Total enrollment estimate is broken down by grade span to evaluate long-term needs for 
capital facilities. Again, these estimates are highly speculative and are used only for general 
planning purposes. 

Projected FTE Enrollment for 2035 

Grade Span 2013* 2035 

Elementary (K-5) 754 1218 

Middle School (6-8) 425 684 

High School (9-12) 510 820 

District Total 1,692 2,722 

* Actual FTE Enrollment, October 2013 
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The projected available student capacity was determined by subtracting permanent school 
capacity (excluding portables) from projected student enrollment for each of the six years in the 
forecast period (2014-2019). 

Capacity needs are expressed in terms of "unhoused students." Unhoused students are defined as 
students expected to be housed in portable classrooms, or classrooms where class size exceeds 
State and/or District standards, or contractually negotiated agreements within the local school 
district. 

Table 6 
Unhoused Students — Based on October 2013 Enrollment Capacity 

Grade Span Available C apacity * 
Elementary Level (K-5) (35) 
Middle Level (6-8) (205) 
High School Level (9-12) I 	 (130) 

*Numbers in parentheses indicate available capacity. 

Assuming no new capacity additions during the six year period. Table 7 identifies the additional 
permanent classroom capacity that will be needed in 2019, the end of the six year forecast 
period: 

Table 7 
Unhoused Students — 2019 

Grade Span Available Capacity * 
Elementary Level (K-5) (65) 
Middle Level (6-8) (271) 
High School Level (9-12) 	'' (262) 

*Numbers in parentheses indicate available capacity. 

Projected future capacity needs, shown in Table 8, are derived by applying the projected number 
of students to the projected capacity. Planned improvements by the District through 2019 are 
included in fable 8 and include: 

• Renovations are needed and are outlined on page 19 in planned improvements. 
• The District plans to purchase land for a future elementary school (see page 19). 

Note that it is not the District's policy to include portable classrooms when determining future 
capital facility needs; therefore interim capacity provided by relocatable classrooms is not 
included. (Information on portable classrooms and interim capacity can be found in Table 2. 
Information on planned construction projects can be found in the Financing Plan, Table 11.) 
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Table 8 
Projected Student Capacity — 2014 through 2019 

Elementory School -- Su rnlus/Defciencv 
2013* 2014 2013 2014 2015 2016 2019 

Existing Capacity 792 792 792 792 792 792 792 

Added Permanent Capacity 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total Capacity** 792 792 792 792 792 792 792 

Enrollment 757 741 740 732 730 727 727 

(+) Surplus or (-) Deficiency** +35 +51 +52 +60 +62 +65 +65 

* Actual Oct. 2013 FIE enrollment 
**Does not include added portable capacity 

Middle School Level -- Surnlus/Defic encv 
2013* 2014 2013 2014 2015 2016 2019 

Existing Capacity 630 630 630 ' 630 630 630 630 

Added Permanent Capacity 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total Capacity** 630 630 630 630 630 630 630 

Enrollment 425 393 370 360 352 365 359 

(+) Surplus or (-) Deficiency** +205 +237 +260 +270 +278 +265 +271 

* Actual Oct. 2013 FTE enrollment 
**Does not include added portable capacity 

1igh School Level -- SurDlus/Deficiencv 
2013* 2014 2013 2014 2015 2016 2019 

Existing Capacity 640 640 640 640 640 640 640 

Added P imancnt Capacity 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total Capacity** 640 640 640 640 640 640 640 

Enrollment 510 482 434 430 414 380 378 

(+) Surplus or (-) Deficiency** +130 +158 +206 +210 +226 +260 +262 

*Actual Oct. 2013 FiE enrollment 
**Does not include added portable capacity. 
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Planned Improvements 
Current enrollment at each school span (elementary, middle and high school) is identified in 
Table 8. The District currently has available capacity to serve projected enrollment needs. 
Additional capacity at the elementary and high school levels, however, could be needed toward 
the end of the planning period. Certain events could accelerate these needs. For example, in 
addition to the expected conservative enrollment growth, as the economy improves, student 
growth may occur at a greater rate from new development and from families moving back into 
homes in the District that are currently empty. In addition, future planning may require more 
space at the elementary level to accommodate increased special program needs, shifting from 
half-day kindergarten to full-day kindergarten (if required by the Legislature or local service 
changes), reduced K-3 class size (if funded by the Legislature), changes to K-5 ALE enrollment, 
or adjustments in service standards. Any of these events would which negatively affect available 
regular capacity. To adequately plan for capacity needs, the District plans to purchase land for 
K-8 capacity during the six years of this planning period. Ideally, a 15 acre site is located in or 
near the City of Sultan. The District plans to monitor closely elementary capacity- during the 
interim period before the next planning update. If enrollment growth should notably exceed the 
District's projections and existing capacity, the District will consider an amendment to the 
Capital Facilities Plan in order to implement plans for any needed new elementary capacity. For 
high school planning purposes, the District will continue to pursue options to acquire permanent 
space to house the Sky Valley Options students and the growing program at SVO. However, a 
specific solution has not been identified. 

Interim Classroom Facilities (Portables) 
During the six years of this planning period, the District will purchase portable classrooms as 
needed. Some portables may be relocated if feasible. It remains a District goal to house all 
students in permanent facilities. 
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Funding of school facilities is typically secured from a number of sources including voter 
approved bonds, State matching funds and development impact fees. Each of these sources is 
discussed in greater detail below. 

General Obligation Bonds 
Bonds are typically used to fund construction of new schools and other capital improvement 
projects. A 60% voter approval is required to pass a bond. Bonds are then retired through 
collection of property taxes. Future bonds will require input from community and staff and 
decisions by the Board of Directors. General Obligation Bonds would be the primary source of 
funding for future capital improvement projects. 

State Matching Funds 
State Matching Funds come from the Common School Construction Fund. Bonds are sold on 
behalf of the fund then retired from revenues accruing predominantly from the sale of renewable 
resources from State school lands set aside by the Enabling Act of 1889. If these sources are 
insufficient to meet needs, the Legislature can appropriate funds or the State Board of Education 
can establish a moratorium on certain projects. 

If a District's project qualifies, it can become part of a State prioritization system. This system 
prioritizes allocation of available funding resources to school districts statewide based on seven 
prioritization categories. The Sultan School Districts matching ratio is 60.73%. 

State matching funds can only be pplied to major school construction projects. Site acquisition 
and minor improvements are not cliible to receive matching funds from the State. Because 
availability of State matching funds has not been able to keep pace with the rapid enrollment 
growth occurring in many o1' Washington's school districts, matching funds from the State may 
not be received by a school district until after a school has been constructed. In such cases the 
district must ` -front fund" a project. That is, the district must finance the complete project with 
local funds (thc State's share coming from funds allocated in future district projects). When the 
State share is finally disbursed (without accounting for cost escalation) a district's project is 
partially reimbursed. 

School Impact Fees 
Development impact fees have been adopted by a number of jurisdictions as a means of 
supplementing traditional funding sources for construction of public facilities needed to 
accommodate new development. School impact fees are generally collected by the permitting 
agency at the time building permits or certificates of occupancy are issued. The District will not 
request the collection of school impact fees for 2015. The District may request impact fees in 
future CFP updates. 

Six Year Financial Plan 
The Six-Year Financial Plan shown on Table 11 is a summary of the budget that supports the 
Capital Facilities Plan. The financing components include possible funding from capital bonds 
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and levies, development impact fees collected under the GMA or other local funding, and State 
matching funds (dependent upon qualifying, level of funding and availability of funds). 

Table 10 
Finance Plan 

2012-2017 

anrnvrn»ntc Adding C'anaritv Knstn in Millirmsl 

Project 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 
Total 
Cost 

Bonds/ 
Levys 

State 
Match 

Impact 
Fees 

Future 
Sources 

Elemental 
Site Acquisition X X 

Construction 
Purchase Portables $0.220 $0.220 

Middle School 
Site Ac uisition 
Construction 
Purchase Portables 

High h School 
Site Acquisition 

Construction 

Purchase Portables 

Nn+ A Ah:nn ror.n ni+., //`acre in Mi^Rnnc\ 

Project 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 

Total 

Cost 

Bonds/ 

Levy 

State 

Match 

Impact 

Fees 

Future 

Sources 

2014 2015 2016 2017 2011 2019 

Total 

Cost 

Bonds/ 
Levy 

State 
Match 

Impact 
Fees 

Future 
Sources 

Elementary $0.220 $0.220 X X 

Middle School 
High School 

Districtwide Improvements 
TOTALS $0.220 $0.220 
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Impact Fee Calculation Parameters 
The GMA authorizes jurisdictions to collect impact fees to supplement funding of additional public 
facilities needed to accommodate new development. Impact fees cannot be used for the operation, 
maintenance, repair, alteration, or replacement of existing capital facilities used to meet existing service 
demands. Fees also cannot be used to make up for capacity deficiencies existing on the date of Plan 
adoption. Fees may only be assessed in relation to the new capacity needs created by new development. 

The Snohomish County General Policy Plan (GPP) which implements the GMA, sets certain conditions for 
districts wishing to assess impact fees. 

The District must provide support data including: 

(a) An explanation of the calculation methodology, including description ofkey"variables and their 
computation; and 

(b) Definitions and sources of data for all inputs  into the fee calc , uLrin. 

Such data must be accurate, reliable and statistically valid; 

Data must accurately reflect projected costs in the 6-year financing program; 

Data in the proposed impact fee schedule must reflect expected student generation rates from the following 
residential unit types: 

1. Single-family 
2. Multi-family/ 2 or more bedrooms 
3. Multi-family/studio or 1-bedroom; 

Impact Fees in Snohomish County 
In November 1997, Snoho hish County substantially modified Title 26C to convert it into an impact fee 
program meeting new requirements of the GMA and changes to RCW 82.02, the State law authorizing 
impact fees. On February 1, 2003,. Snohomish County adopted a revision of Title 26C, thus replacing it 
with Chapter 30.66C, as defined by the Uniform Development Code. 

Chapter 30.66C requires school districts to prepare and adopt Capital Facilities Plans meeting the 
specifications of the GMA. Impact fees calculated in accordance with the formula in Chapter 30.66C will 
become effective following County Council adoption of the District's plan. Generally, impact fee 
ordinances adopted by cities in Snohomish County that require compliance with the County's Chapter 
30.66C criteria and which adopt the County-approved CFP by reference, will comply with the GMA. 
Local governments, of course, have the ability to adopt their own approach to impact fee assessment, 
provided the approach meets the requirements of GMA and RCW 82.02. Impact fees are not to be used for 
projects, or portions of projects, which address existing deficiencies. 
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Methodology and Variables Used to Calculate School Impact Fees 
The District will not request the collection of impact fees for 2015. The District may request impact fees in 
future CFP updates. 

Table 12 
School Impact Fees — 2014 - 2019 

Housing Type 	 Impact Fee Per Unit 
Single Family Residential 
(detached) 	 $0 

Multi-Family (2+ bdrms) 
(attached) 	 $0 

i^l kiid-Family (studioor 1 bdrm) 
(attached) 	 $0 

Table 13 
School Impact Fees Collected/Spent-2012-2017 

Housing Type 	j Impact Fees Impact Fees Spent 
Collected 

Single Family Residential 
(detached) $3,346 $0 
Multi-Family (2+ bdrms) 
(attached) $2,878 $0 
Multi-Family (studio or 1 bdrm) 
(attached) $0 SO 
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Appendix A-Historical View of the Sultan School District 

In 2005 the Sultan School District experienced its highest traditional FTE count even when we had 2,171 FTE 

enrolled on October 1, 2005. This enrollment level was maintained with little variation through the 06-07 budget 

cycle. In August of 2007 the Sultan School District started its first alternative school high school and had an 

enrollment of 35.69 FTE for the 2007-2008 school year. The final year of this program will be 2013-2014. See the 

table below for the historical enrollment. 

Table 1. 	 Alternative School Enrollment 

2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014 

35.69 72.18 61.24 60.42 49.52 42.98 32.51 
Grad w/HS 	Grad w/HS 	11 graduates 	13 graduates 	14 graduates 	16 graduates 	11 graduates 

As we have moved forward, enrollment in our traditional schools has continued to decline as well. As mentioned 

previously traditional enrollment has been decreasing as well. From the 2010-2011 school year to the budget set 

for 2014-2015 we have experienced a 10.5% decrease in traditional enrollment. The projection of decrease would 

be greater if it were not for an additional 28 FTE budgeted for fulltime Kindergarten that will be funded in the 2014-

2015 school year. 

Table 2. 	 Traditional Enrollment 

2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014 2014-2015 

1,799 1,761 1,721 1,693 1,628 
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