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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Assignment

The 2009 Legislature directed the Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI) to conduct an analysis and make recommendations on the appropriate levels of two of the major formula components of the School Construction Assistance Program (SCAP) – the Student Space Allocation and the Construction (formerly “Area”) Cost Allocation.  

Response

This report finds that increases to SCAP formula allocations are justified and that levels recommended by the State Board of Education and OSPI in the past several biennial capital budget requests are appropriate targets for the increases. 
The following targets were proposed for space in OSPI’s 2009-11 biennial capital budget and for cost by the 2008 School Construction Funding Formula Work Group (Work Group).

Student Space Allocation 

National, regional and Washington school bid data show that schools are being built between 20 ft2 to 30 ft2 per student per grade level larger than the SCAP formula allocations recognize.  The state allocates square footage per student by grade span at 90 ft2 elementary/117 ft2 middle/130 ft2 high, while schools in Washington are being built at 125 ft2 elementary/129 ft2 middle/150 ft2 high.
· OSPI recommends increasing the allocation in the range of 20 ft2 per grade span (elementary, middle and high).   
· OSPI estimates this increase over the past decade would likely have cost more than $300 million. 

Construction Cost Allocation

The cost of school construction in Washington has steadily increased and significantly escalated between FY 2002 and FY 2007.  During the period of escalation, the SCAP’s formula allocation lagged far behind average bid prices. The state currently allocates $174.26 per square foot, while schools are being built for more than $260 per square foot.
· OSPI recommends increasing the allocation according to a 3-year rolling average of actual school bid data.  This would have resulted in more than $260 per ft2 by FY 2009.

· OSPI estimates this increase over the past decade would likely have cost more than $750 million.

Whether the recommended allocation levels will appropriately balance a state and local partnership in paying for school facilities, will appropriately adjust over time as educational program needs change, or will appropriately keep pace with inflation or other cost factors has not been studied in this report. The Legislature, with its enactment of ESHB 2261in 2009, will be making changes in the instructional program in the near future.  In light of these and other potential changes, a more thorough analysis should revisit the recommended levels of the Student Space Allocation and Construction Cost Allocation proposed above.

Background on Response

“Is the state getting what it wants out of current school construction funding formulas and policies? Based on this study, and preceding studies by other bodies, the answer is no.”   

Source: 2000 Ad Hoc Facilities Study Committee to the State Board of Education

This concluding question of the 2000 State Board’s Ad Hoc Facilities Study Committee is still being asked and the analysis completed for this report to the Joint Task Force on School Construction Funding (Task Force) leads to the same answer in 2009.  No, Washington is not getting what it wants and students are not getting what they need from current school construction funding formulas and policies. In 1985, the percentage of funding for SCAP projects was approximately two-thirds state funding assistance/one-third local contribution.  Now that proration has flipped with the state funding assistance equaling only one third of the total. 

Many factors are contributing.  The SCAP provides state funding assistance for the construction or modernization of K-12 school facilities.  Broad policy principles clarify the state’s approach to assisting local school districts; a few of them are central to the funding formula and how the SCAP works – balance between state and local interests;  ownership is vested in the local school districts; validation of projects reflected through local, voter-approved bond measures; and equalization of wealth.  

The SCAP and its formulas have worked in the past and could deliver these same policy goals again if each formula allocation were appropriately set.  However, determining and then setting appropriate formula allocations may not solve or address other fundamental, multi-faceted policy issues.

· The SCAP has never delivered and may not be able to deliver the total state funding assistance that school districts need now and in the future.  Between 1997 and 2007, only 52% of the school districts participated in the program. Nearly half of the school districts faced some barrier to participation – bond failure, low debt capacity or no program eligibility.  Additionally, school districts may have school facility needs that will never fit a more traditional school model, such as leased space in a high rise building in an urban center.  

· Educational program needs should determine the educational space needs of school districts.  In Washington, locally elected school boards set the district’s educational program and the district owns, plans and constructs the school facilities.  This strong local responsibility is not only shaped by unique circumstances and interests in 295 school districts, but also by state formula allocations.  

In theory, the state Student Space Allocation should be irrelevant to the question of school facility space needs because the school districts engage in school facility planning processes and the state allocation is simply a budget driver.  It is not a state-level or model educational space standard.  State standards are used in some states, but have generally not been supported in Washington.  At the same time, many districts are bound in reality and perception to the Student Space Allocation.  Voters may not support the notion, much less the cost, of building space that exceeds the state allocation.  The appropriate Student Space Allocation probably falls below an ideal educational specification.  This raises questions such as, “How far below?”; “Is a state space allocation the floor or a requirement?”; “Will establishing such a mark bring inequities into the system?”.

· The state’s K-12 school construction budget does not have sufficient, dedicated funding to pay the current formula allocation levels in the SCAP.  For the past 10 years, no projects have been required to wait for state funding assistance through the SCAP prioritization process.  The fact has been advertised as “full-funding” of projects.  In reality, the allocations levels are quite low and not “fully-funding” projects.  

Significant appropriations of state general obligation bonds have augmented the dedicated funding. That has put, and increasingly puts, K-12 school construction in competition with other state capital budget priorities.  Requests to fund higher K-12 allocations have not been granted and the gap between local school district capital expenditures and state funding assistance has steadily widened.  On the construction cost alone, K-12 has received a lower state allocation per square foot than most higher education projects.

Recommendations

Numerous advisory committees, similar to the 2000 Ad Hoc Facilities Study Committee to the State Board of Education quoted above, have advocated for changes in the SCAP and have recommended increases for the SCAP formula allocations.  OSPI agrees that the allocations should be reviewed and increased.  Adjusting them to the targets of the State Board of Education’s original Six-Year Plan and OSPI’s subsequent biennial budget requests is supported by the analysis of this report.  However, reviewing and increasing the allocations according to any methodology can only be offered as secondary recommendations.  The primary recommendation is:

PRIMARY RECOMMENDATION:  Review and confirm the existing policy goals or adopt new ones for the SCAP.
A work group, similar to the funding formula transparency Work Group that was an advisory group to the Task Force, should be assigned to review and make recommendations on a number of SCAP policy issues prior to proceeding with the secondary recommendations below.  Key questions should be considered that will guide and will provide context for establishing the appropriate levels of the Student Space Allocation and the Construction Cost Allocation.  Some of those questions are:

· Should raising formula allocations be a priority to achieve transparency?  If that is done without additional resources, then the consequences of that action must be considered such as eligible school construction projects being prioritized and experiencing a delay in state funding assistance.

· Should raising one allocation (space versus cost) be a priority over the other?

· Should the state raise the allocations to the appropriate level for new or unhoused construction only and then develop an entirely different state assistance program for modernization projects and other school facility needs?  

Specific to the analysis of the appropriate levels of the allocations, OSPI offers secondary recommendations that should be completed after the work in the primary recommendation.  These recommendations were made by the funding formula transparency Work Group and stand out as the most current and relevant today.  

SECONDARY RECOMMENDATION 1:  Increase the allowable square footage per student based on actual educational needs.

OSPI should commission a study to determine the average square foot space needs for all spaces by grade span which would define the student square foot space allocation.  This base standard should include recent policy and educational requirements (e.g., all-day Kindergarten, expanded science labs).

SECONDARY RECOMMENDATION 2:  Increase the Construction Cost Allocation to be based on the true costs of construction.

OSPI should commission a study to determine the appropriate level of the construction cost allocation and to establish an appropriate methodology for adjusting the construction cost allocation over time.  Specific methodologies to be studied include:

· Use of a 3-year rolling average to determine the appropriate construction cost allocation.

· Base the 3-year rolling average on actual bid data for schools obtained statewide.

Source:  Berk & Associates and OSPI, 2008

I. INTRODUCTION 

Purpose

This analysis was prepared in response to Chapter 497, Laws of 2009, Section 5012 of the 2009-11 Capital Budget which directed OSPI to:

Conduct an analysis of the appropriate level for the state construction (formerly “area”) cost allowance and the average square-foot space needs for use in the school construction funding formula.  OSPI shall provide recommendations regarding the appropriate levels for the area cost allowance and average square-foot space needs to the Joint Task Force on School Construction Funding by September 1, 2009.

Process and Limitations of Analysis

In response to the proviso, OSPI has:

· Summarized the history and compiled existing data and information relevant to determining the appropriate levels of the Student Space Allocation and the Construction Cost Allocation.  

· Referenced and summarized recommendations about the appropriate levels for the Student Space Allocation and the Construction Cost Allocation made over the years by OSPI, the State Board of Education and other committees.

· Highlighted specific educational program changes which have contributed to larger school facility space needs and higher school facility construction costs.

· Presented the relationship of the SCAP formula allocations as funding drivers which have significant fiscal impact to the state’s capital budget.

· Made recommendations to revisit the SCAP program goals so that work to set appropriate levels of the state formula allocations can be completed within the appropriate context.

The deadline for this report was quick and no new resources were provided to complete it.  Therefore, OSPI was unable to fully explore the following tasks, but believes completing them is important to understanding and making thoughtful recommendations on the allocations.

· Conduct an in-depth evaluation of the Student Space Allocation compared to educational program needs or requirements.

· Complete an analysis of the Construction Cost Allocation – either a review of alternative calculation methodologies or of state recognized cost categories.

II. BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS
School Construction Assistance Program 

OSPI is responsible for administering the SCAP.  The SCAP is the program which provides state funding assistance for the construction or modernization of school facilities.  

Over the decades, major events in Washington’s school construction history have signaled a change in how the state provides funding assistance to school districts, a change in course for the SCAP, and a change in the level of state funding assistance.  (APPENDIX A:  Major Events in School Construction Since 1951)

In summary:

· Prior to 1980

The state used the General Fund, bonds paid by revenues from cigarette sales and motor vehicle excise tax and, later with a constitutional change, state trust land revenues to pay for school construction.

· 1980s

The state experienced budget shortfalls, did not meet its commitments to school construction assistance and made policy choices to reduce its obligation – lowered the Student Space and Construction (Area) Cost Allocations.  A backlog developed of over $400 million in outstanding state commitments to school construction projects.

· 1990s

The state implemented a priority system and supplemented trust land revenues with other sources.  There were different contributors over the decade, including a guarantee of excess state emergency reserves.  In the end, bonds, General Fund savings and Lottery proceeds were the “permanent” supplements to trust land revenues.

· Early 2000s

The state made a number of budget and policy changes affecting the level of state funding assistance.  One-time increases in formula components were made by the Legislature; bumping-up the state’s financial obligation to school construction.  At the same time, construction costs began to escalate and local bond passages reached all-time highs.

· Late 2000s

The world was in a recession.   The state saw trust revenues fall and saw the fund source supplements made in the 1990s redirected to assist with a $9 billion state budget deficit; leaving general obligation bonds to backfill the state’s financial obligation to school districts.

In 2008, trends in state and local contributions to school district capital project funding reported by the funding formula transparency Work Group highlighted a shift in and the inadequacy of the state school construction formula allocations.  School districts have tried to meet the needs of and support the educational program being offered by building and paying for more adequate K-12 space than is recognized in the Student Space Allocation or the Construction Cost Allocation.

The state portion of all school district capital project spending decreased from 24.7% in FY 1993 to 14.5% in FY 2007.  Additional, state funds for just SCAP projects decreased from 61% in FY 1986 to 41% in FY 1993 to 34% in FY 2009.  The drop in the state’s contribution over time is directly related to a combination of the low, current levels of both state allocations.  (APPENDIX B: Exhibits 5 through 9 from 2008 K-12 School Construction Funding Formula Transparency Study)

Source:  Berk & Associates and OSPI, 2008
School Construction Process

The school construction process and the steps school districts follow in the SCAP are generally guided by the design-bid-build process – planning, financing, predesign analysis, preparing for construction, construction and post-construction.  The planning and financing steps include concepts and major decision points important to the analysis of the SCAP formula allocations.

Advanced Planning Process and Educational Space Needs

Before a school district delves into the details of the SCAP funding formula, its allocations and eligible cost categories, the locally elected school board is responsible for deciding that a new school construction project is needed.  The planning process guiding that decision includes a number of steps.  Three of them are:

· Developing an educational plan which describes the community’s educational philosophy, goals and expectations.

· Preparing an enrollment projection which reviews birth, population and enrollment trends.

· Conducting a school facility evaluation which assesses the inventory’s condition, identifies the need for major capital investments and determines whether the facility(ies) can support the educational program.  

The result of the local planning process should identify if a school construction project is necessary to accommodate the district’s educational plan for the long-term.  Once a specific project is underway, more specific educational specifications should define and communicate the district’s goals and educational program requirements to the architect or engineer.   
The Formula

The SCAP is operated under a basic formula which calculates state assistance by:

	State Assistance
	=
	Eligible Area
	X
	Construction (Area) Cost Allocation
	X
	State Funding Assistance Percentage

	
	
	square feet
	
	$
	
	equalization %


The basic formula is applied to determine state funding assistance for construction costs.  Other eligible project costs which the state participates in are calculated using the components of the formula. Eligible cost categories include:

1) construction costs

2) architectural and engineering services 

3) educational specifications

4) construction management

5) value engineering

6) constructability review

7) building commissioning

8) furniture and equipment

The Student Space Allocation, used in calculating eligible area, and the Construction Cost Allocation are major formula components used to determine the amount of state assistance available for these categories of a construction project and the focus of this analysis.

Student Space Allocation

The first step in determining state funding assistance for new construction projects is to calculate the district-wide eligible area in square feet.  The eligible square footage is determined by deducting the existing space inventory from “needed space”.  The space that the school district will need (according to the state formula) in the next five years is determined by multiplying the number of students projected in the next five years by the square foot allowance per student – the Student Space Allocation (SSA). 

The SSA is authorized in administrative rule (WAC 392-343-035) and is currently set by grade span at the following levels:

	
	Kindergarten through Grade 6
	90 ft2

	
	Grade 7 and 8
	117 ft2

	
	Grade 9 -12
	130 ft2

	
	Students with Disabilities
	144 ft2


Construction of space that is ineligible for or in excess of these state allocations is entirely funded with local funds.
As described previously, school building decisions should be and are largely shaped at the local level.  However, those decisions are often distorted to varying degrees by “needed space” determined by the allocation in the state funding assistance formula which is set by the Legislature in the state’s capital budget.  There is tension between the state’s definition of school facility needs – driven by the SSA – and the needs defined through the local planning processes.  This tension is central to many policy questions about setting the appropriate level for the SSA; more so than the appropriate level of the Construction Cost Allocation whose parameters are somewhat defined by competitively bid school construction contract prices. 

Construction (Area) Cost Allocation

The Construction Cost Allocation or CCA (formerly called the “Area” Cost Allowance or ACA which was changed in 2009 in an effort to make the SCAP formula more clear and transparent)  is the maximum construction cost per square foot used to calculate the amount of state funding assistance eligible to projects through the SCAP.  The CCA represents the cost per square foot that the state recognizes as the official formula component in determining the amount of school construction assistance.  In FY 2010, the CCA is set at $174.26 ft2.

The average cost of school construction is currently more than $260.00 ft2 – nearly $100.00 ft2 higher than the CCA.  All construction costs in excess of the state allocation are paid entirely with local funds.

Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 392-343-060 authorizes the CCA and describes it as:

1) applied to the cost of construction plus Washington state sales and use tax.

2) calculated by the previous year’s CCA plus an inflation factor developed by OSPI and appropriate parties.

While the SSA and CCA are the formula components used to represent student space needs and construction costs per square foot, they do not necessarily reflect adequate educational space for students or the actual cost of school construction. This was not always the case and efforts by the Legislature, the State Board of Education and OSPI to increase the allocations have not closed the gaps.

Analysis of the Student Space Allocation 

Recommendations about the appropriate levels for the SSA can be informed through a review of what is recognized and has actually been built in Washington schools, what other K-12 systems target as appropriate educational spaces and what education program policy changes have been made over the last 30 years which should have resulted in an increased SSA in the school construction formula.  

Thirty years ago, the State Board of Education decided to lower the SSA for all upcoming state assisted school construction projects in order to balance the 1979-81 biennial capital budget.

Exhibit 1 shows that the SSA stayed at that reduced level for more than two decades.

· Twenty-two years after the original reduction (FY 2002), the Legislature increased the Kindergarten SSA by providing space at the full elementary school SSA.  Prior to that time, Kindergarten was reduced by one-half.
· Twenty-seven years after the original reduction (FY 2007), the space allocation was increased nearly back to the FY 1980 levels.
Exhibit 1:  Overview of SSA FY 1980 through FY 2009

	
	Prior to FY 1980
	FY 1980-FY 2001
	FY 2002-FY 2006
	FY 2007-FY 2009

	Kindergarten
	45 ft2
	40 ft2
	80 ft2
	90 ft2

	Grades 1-6
	90 ft2
	80 ft2
	80 ft2
	90 ft2

	Grades 7-8
	130 ft2
	110 ft2
	110 ft2
	117 ft2

	Grades 9-12
	130 ft2
	120 ft2
	120 ft2
	130 ft2

	Facilities for the Disabled
	150 ft2
	140 ft2
	140 ft2
	144 ft2


Source:  OSPI, 2009
Those increases came after years of review by the State Board of Education and after significant changes in societal and educational expectations for students and the places where they learn.

In 1992, the State Board of Education White Paper on School Construction proposed a new priority system for school construction projects.  It did not make specific recommendations about adequate space, but identified critical issues in school construction and posed many policy questions about space eligibility in the SCAP and the changed and emerging societal expectations for school facilities.

The State Board of Education did not formally respond until it acted on recommendations made by its 2000 Ad Hoc Facilities Study Committee.  An increase to equal the national square foot per student allocation was proposed in the 2001-03 biennial capital budget; but was not granted by the Legislature.  In each subsequent biennial budget, the proposal was presented as the Six Year Plan.

The Six Year Plan was the State Board of Education’s strategy for increasing the SSA and the CCA over six years to more closely reflect school district education specifications and actual construction costs.  The proposal for the space 

allocation was to make incremental steps to reach the national square foot per student allocation over a three biennium period.  

Exhibit 2 shows national and regional space data as compared to Washington’s SSA, to recent Washington school bids and to State Board of Education/OSPI capital budget proposals since 2001-03.  There has been very little change in nationally recorded space needs over the decade.  For Washington, the national numbers may be on the low side of an appropriate allocation level because of environmental conditions.  In any event, the original proposal made 10 years ago to bring Washington’s SSA in line with national square foot per student allocation numbers still seems adequate and appropriate in 2009. (APPENDIX C:  Summary of New Projects Bid January 2002 – July 2007)  

Exhibit 2: Medians of Square Feet per Student in New Schools Currently Underway

	Medians
	2001
	2003
	2005
	2007
	2009
	2009 WA Compared to National

	Kindergarten - Grade 6
	
	
	
	
	

	National 
	111.6 ft2
	114.4 ft2
	120.0 ft2
	122.2 ft2
	115.4 ft2
	

	Mountain West 
	108.3 ft2
	117.8 ft2
	100.0 ft2
	113.3 ft2
	104.4 ft2
	

	North West 
	108.4 ft2
	111.8 ft2
	151.7 ft2
	107.4 ft2
	118.0 ft2
	

	Washington – SSA
	90.0 ft2
	-22.0%

	Washington – Median of Recent Bids
	125.0 ft2
	8.3%

	Washington – Six Year Plan & Budget Recommendations
	110.0 ft2
	-4.7%

	Grades 7-8
	
	
	
	
	
	

	National 
	142.5 ft2
	136.7 ft2
	143.8 ft2
	143.8 ft2
	136.0 ft2
	

	Mountain West *
	139.5 ft2
	130.9 ft2
	106.0 ft2
	135.0 ft2
	134.7 ft2
	

	North West 
	130.4 ft2
	114.0 ft2
	115.1 ft2
	150.0 ft2
	138.8 ft2
	

	Washington – SSA
	117.0 ft2
	-14.0%

	Washington – Median of Recent Bids
	129.0 ft2
	-5.2%

	Washington – Six Year Plan & Budget Recommendations
	130.0 ft2
	-4.4%

	Grades 9-12
	
	
	
	
	
	

	National 
	164.4 ft2
	154.2 ft2
	167.0 ft2
	166.7 ft2
	155.0 ft2
	

	Mountain West 
	103.0 ft2
	207.5 ft2
	222.2 ft2
	216.7 ft2
	163.8 ft2
	

	North West 
	200.0 ft2
	146.4 ft2
	150.4 ft2
	210.0 ft2
	161.3 ft2
	

	Washington – SSA
	130.0 ft2
	-16.1%

	Washington – Median of Recent Bids
	151.0 ft2
	-2.6%

	Washington – Six Year Plan & Budget Recommendations
	150.0 ft2
	-3.2%

	

	Source:  School Planning and Management Annual School Construction Reports; OSPI, 2009

	Note: Mt. West States include CO, MT, ND, NM, SD, UT, WY and are reported as “Region 10”.

	Note: NW States include AK, ID, OR, WA and are reported as “Region 12”.

	Note: The * for Grades 7-8 Mountain West is a 2000 number, 2001 was unavailable in the report.


Had the space allocation been changed on schedule with the Six Year Plan, the possible impact to the capital budget over the past ten years is estimated to have been over $300 million as outlined in Exhibit 3.  It is difficult to calculate the actual impact of changing the allocation because it changes eligibility within the program.  Projects that were funded may have qualified for more state assistance and school districts that did not have SCAP eligibility may have been able to qualify and may have applied to the program.  

Exhibit 3: Estimated State Funding Assistance Increase with Implementation of the Six Year Plan for the Student Space Allocation

	
	Eligible Area
	Authorized SSA
	CCA
	% 
	Actual Release
	Six Year Plan SSA
	Estimated  Increase 

	FY 00
	3,476,700
	40/80/110/120
	$100.55
	43%
	$178.1M
	n/a
	$0

	FY 01
	3,196,300
	40/80/110/120
	$103.64
	43%
	$171.2M
	n/a
	$0

	FY 02
	1,934,700
	80/110/120
	$106.72
	44%
	$106.8M
	n/a
	$0

	FY 03
	3,032,500
	80/110/120
	$110.32
	53%
	$210.8M
	90/117/130
	$19.2M

	FY 04
	2,646,300
	80/110/120
	$125.32
	45%
	$178.6M
	90/117/130
	$16.2M

	FY 05
	2,458,300
	80/110/120
	$129.81
	45%
	$170.8M
	110/130/150
	$46.4M

	FY 06
	3,014,200
	80/110/120
	$141.95
	56%
	$281.9M
	110/130/150
	$77.2M

	FY 07
	1,944,200
	90/117/130
	$154.22
	59%
	$210.5M
	110/130/150
	$34.4M

	FY 08
	3,821,500
	90/117/130
	$162.43
	54%
	$396.4M
	110/130/150
	$65.7M

	FY 09
	2,983,200
	90/117/130
	$168.79
	59%
	$352.2M
	110/130/150
	$58.2M

	Estimated 10 Year Fiscal Impact
	$317.3M

	Source:  OSPI, 2009

Note:  “Six Year Plan SSA” would likely increase “Eligible Area” and generate the “Estimated Increase” in state funding assistance.

Note: “%” represents a total estimate of the state funding assistance percentage for the projects in that particular year’s release. 

Note:  The “Estimated Increase” in state funding assistance is calculated on the legislatively approved “CCA”.  If both allocations were increased, then the “Estimated Increase” in state funding assistance would be greater.


Analysis of the Construction Cost Allocation

Making recommendations on the appropriate level of the CCA requires a review of what the levels have been and how the state has calculated and applied the CCA.

The CCA was created in the 1950s and equaled $13.00 ft2.  The method of calculation is, and has always been, prescribed by administrative rule.  The original practice was to make an annual projection of the CCA by applying a historical trend as calculated according to the Boeckh Building Cost Index Numbers (Boeckh Index) for seven northwest cities.   The projection and re-indexing was applied bi-monthly. This meant the CCA used to calculate a project’s amount of state assistance was dependent on the month in which that project bid. 

The bi-monthly calculation method has been changed twice over the last two decades to the system now described in current rule.

· In 1985, the CCA was “reset” to respond to budget shortfalls.  The CCA was lowered by approximately 11 percent from $83.63 ft2 to $74.87 ft2 and 

the historical data used to calculate the projection of the CCA was changed from 24 to 12 months.  Indexing to the Boeckh Index bi-monthly continued.

· In 2001, the CCA calculation was changed to incorporate standard inflation factors recognized by the Office of Financial Management along with the Boeckh Index.  The CCA was then set for each fiscal year of the biennium.  This process removed the bi-monthly indexing to the Boeckh Index.  Now, the CCA used to calculate state assistance is the same for all projects in a fiscal year regardless of the bid date.

A comparison of the CCA to the average bid cost of new construction in Washington schools and a demonstration of the cumulative change over the past 25 years is illustrated in Exhibits 4 and 5.  

Exhibit 4 shows that it took nearly ten years for the CCA to rebound (in nominal dollars) from the 1986 reduction.  Prior to 1986, the CCA kept pace with actual costs of construction.  After the 1986 reduction, the CCA never recovered to reflect the actual cost of new construction and the gap has continued to widen over the years.

Exhibit 4:  CCA to New Construction (Actual Costs from FY 1985 – FY 2009)
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	CCA
	New Construction
	
	
	CCA
	New Construction

	FY 1985
	$83.63
	~$74.00
	
	FY 1999
	$98.78
	$134.01

	FY 1986
	$74.87
	$74.42
	
	FY 2000
	$100.55
	$140.35

	FY 1987
	$75.14
	$74.48
	
	FY 2001
	$103.64
	$138.27

	FY 1988
	$75.49
	$80.52
	
	FY 2002
	$106.72
	$139.98

	FY 1989
	$75.77
	$83.47
	
	FY 2003
	$110.32
	$152.92

	FY 1990
	$76.56
	$90.29
	
	FY 2004
	$125.32
	$172.27

	FY 1991
	$78.21
	$90.64
	
	FY 2005
	$129.81
	$184.41

	FY 1992
	$80.81
	$105.99
	
	FY 2006
	$141.95
	$204.69

	FY 1993
	$82.98
	$105.77
	
	FY 2007
	$154.22
	$261.83

	FY 1994
	$85.34
	$107.25
	
	FY 2008
	$162.43
	$264.46

	FY 1995
	$88.52
	$108.63
	
	FY 2009
	$168.79
	· 

	FY 1996
	$91.00
	$114.10
	
	FY 2010
	$174.26
	· 

	FY 1997
	$93.07
	$122.93
	
	FY 2011
	$180.17
	· 

	FY 1998
	$95.55
	$125.66
	
	
	
	


Exhibit 5:  25 Year Cumulative New Construction Actual Cost Increases (New) from FY 1985 – FY 2009
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In 2000, the Ad Hoc Facilities Study Committee to the State Board of Education recommended a change to the CCA inflation calculation method which was subsequently used in the 2001-03 biennial budget request.  Those routine inflationary increases calculated under the new methodology were funded that biennium.  In 2002, significant enhancements to the CCA were requested and funded in the 2003-05 biennium and the 2005-07 biennium.  These enhancements were in response to the State Board of Education’s Six Year Plan. 

The Six Year Plan, as described above, was the State Board of Education’s strategy for incrementally increasing the SCAP formula allocations.  A version of the Six Year Plan has been proposed in the last four biennial capital budget requests.  Two requests were made by the State Board of Education and two by OSPI after the 2006 SCAP governance changes.  Both agencies requested CCA increases based on reaching the goal or meeting the intent of the original Six Year Plan.  In 2007-09 and 2009-11, the expected gap between the CCA and the actual cost of new construction had grown so large, that OSPI did not propose a plan where the CCA would reach the actual cost of new construction.  Instead, “hybrid” requests were made which averaged new and modernized construction in one (2007-09) and which targeted a CCA to the 1990s level of within 26 percent of the actual cost of new construction in the other (2009-11).  

The information outlined in Exhibit 6 provides an overview of the legislatively approved CCA since the inception of the Six Year Plan.

Exhibit 6:  Overview of Funded CCA Inflationary Increases and CCA Enhancements  

	
	Prior Year CCA
	CCA Inflationary Increases
	CCA Enhancements
	Legislatively Approved CCA

	FY 2002
	$103.64
	$3.08
	$0.00
	$ 106.72

	FY 2003
	$106.72
	$3.60
	$0.00
	$ 110.32

	FY 2004
	$110.32
	$4.56
	$10.44
	$ 125.32

	FY 2005
	$125.32
	$4.11
	$0.38
	$ 129.81

	FY 2006
	$129.81
	$3.70
	$8.44
	$ 141.95

	FY 2007
	$141.95
	$3.40
	$8.87
	$ 154.22

	FY 2008
	$154.22
	$6.38
	$1.83
	$ 162.43

	FY 2009
	$162.43
	$6.11
	$0.25
	$ 168.79

	FY 2010
	$168.79
	$5.47
	$0.00
	$ 174.26

	FY 2011
	$174.26
	$5.91
	$0.00
	$ 180.17


CCA for Modernization Projects 

The 2000 Ad Hoc Facilities Study Committee to the State Board of Education also recommended a change to the CCA for modernization projects.  Prior to FY 2004, the rule established the maximum amount of state funding assistance at 80 percent of the replacement cost of the area to be modernized – or 80 percent of the CCA.  The Committee recommended increasing the maximum from 80 

percent to 100 percent if the CCA was not increased to the actual cost of construction. In the 2005-07 biennial budget, the Legislature increased the CCA for modernization projects to 100 percent.

A comparison of the CCA to the average bid cost of modernization construction in Washington schools and a demonstration of the cumulative change over time is shown in the following exhibits.  Exhibits 7 and 8 show that modernization bids were below the CCA until the period of cost escalation and the state’s policy changed to recognize 100 percent of the CCA.  Currently, the gap in costs has grown with modernization costs as 112 percent of the CCA. 

Exhibit 7:  CCA to Modernization Construction (Actual Costs from FY 1985 – FY 2009)
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	FY 1985
	$83.63
	~$43.00
	
	FY 1999
	$98.78
	$92.62

	FY 1986
	$74.87
	~$43.00
	
	FY 2000
	$100.55
	$99.59

	FY 1987
	$75.14
	~$43.00
	
	FY 2001
	$103.64
	$96.16

	FY 1988
	$75.49
	$43.09
	
	FY 2002
	$106.72
	$86.75

	FY 1989
	$75.77
	$46.35
	
	FY 2003
	$110.32
	$97.66

	FY 1990
	$76.56
	$57.33
	
	FY 2004
	$125.32
	$117.70

	FY 1991
	$78.21
	$61.32
	
	FY 2005
	$129.81
	$130.67

	FY 1992
	$80.81
	$59.37
	
	FY 2006
	$141.95
	$146.12

	FY 1993
	$82.98
	$63.53
	
	FY 2007
	$154.22
	$163.90

	FY 1994
	$85.34
	$73.98
	
	FY 2008
	$162.43
	$182.95

	FY 1995
	$88.52
	$80.23
	
	FY 2009
	$168.79
	· 

	FY 1996
	$91.00
	$79.46
	
	FY 2010
	$174.26
	· 

	FY 1997
	$93.07
	$79.20
	
	FY 2011
	$180.17
	· 

	FY 1998
	$95.55
	$87.27
	
	
	
	


Exhibit 8: 25 Year Cumulative Modernization Construction Actual Cost Increases (Mod) from FY 1985 – FY 2009
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Had the cost allocation been changed on schedule with the Six Year Plan and according to a 3-year rolling average of actual school construction bid data (2008 Work Group recommendation to the Joint Legislative Task Force on School Construction Funding), the possible impact to the capital budget over the past ten years is estimated to have been over $750 million as outlined in Exhibit 9.  

Exhibit 9: Estimated Increase Over 10 Years with Implementation of the CCA on a 3-year Rolling Average

	
	Eligible Area
	Authorized SSA
	CCA
	% 
	Actual Release
	CCA Increased
	Estimated  Increase 

	FY 00
	3,476,700
	40/80/110/120
	$100.55
	43%
	$178.1M
	$0
	$0

	FY 01
	3,196,300
	40/80/110/120
	$103.64
	43%
	$171.2M
	$0
	$0

	FY 02
	1,934,700
	80/110/120
	$106.72
	44%
	$106.8M
	$139.53
	$33.0M

	FY 03
	3,032,500
	80/110/120
	$110.32
	53%
	$210.8M
	$143.72
	$63.3M

	FY 04
	2,646,300
	80/110/120
	$125.32
	45%
	$178.6M
	$155.06
	$41.9M

	FY 05
	2,458,300
	80/110/120
	$129.81
	45%
	$170.8M
	$169.87
	$52.5M

	FY 06
	3,014,200
	80/110/120
	$141.95
	56%
	$281.9M
	$187.12
	$90.3M

	FY 07
	1,944,200
	90/117/130
	$154.22
	59%
	$210.5M
	$216.98
	$84.6M

	FY 08
	3,821,500
	90/117/130
	$162.43
	54%
	$396.4M
	$243.66
	$198.7M

	FY 09
	2,983,200
	90/117/130
	$168.79
	59%
	$352.2M
	$263.58
	$197.4M

	Estimated 10 Year Fiscal Impact
	$761.7M

	Source:  OSPI, 2009

Note: “%” represents a total estimate of the state funding assistance percentage for the projects in that year’s release.

Note:  The “Estimated Increase” in state funding assistance is calculated on the “Authorized SSA”.  If both allocations were increased, then the “Estimated Increase” in state funding assistance would be greater. 


K-12 Construction Compared to Various Institutes of Higher Education

As the previous information has shown, the CCA is lagging behind the actual costs of both new and modernized K-12 construction.  Exhibit 10 shows that funding per square foot for other 2009-11 state funded capital projects not only exceeds the state’s contribution to K-12, but also exceeds the actual cost of new construction for K-12 school facilities.

Exhibit 10:  Comparison of 2009-11 Funded K-12 CCA to Funded Higher Education (HE) Projects

Costs shown per square foot

	Institution
	Funded Projects
	HE Budget Requests
	% of Average
K-12 CCA

	Bates
	Mohler Communications Technology Center
	$363.00
	205%

	Bellevue
	Health Science Building
	$428.00
	242%

	Bellingham
	Instructional Resource Center
	$295.00
	166%

	Clark
	Health and Advanced Technologies Building
	$486.00
	274%

	Columbia Basin
	Vocational Building
	$245.00
	138%

	Everett
	Index Hall Replacement
	$384.00
	217%

	Grays Harbor
	Science and Math Building
	$428.00
	242%

	Green River
	Trades and Industries Building
	$298.00
	168%

	Lake Washington
	Allied Health Building
	$352.00
	199%

	Lower Columbia
	Health and Science Building
	$375.00
	212%

	Peninsula College
	Business and Humanities Center
	$402.00
	227%

	Pierce College
	Cascade Core Phase II
	$199.00
	112%

	Seattle – Central
	Wood Construction Center
	$332.00
	187%

	Seattle – North
	Employment Resource Center
	$395.00
	223%

	Skagit
	Academic and Student Services Building
	$333.00
	188%

	South Puget Sound
	Building 22 Renovation
	$160.00
	90%

	Spokane
	Technical Education Building
	$304.00
	172%

	Spokane
	Building 7 Renovation
	$218.00
	123%

	Spokane Falls
	Music Building Renovation
	$217.00
	122%

	Spokane Falls
	Chemistry and Life Sciences Building
	$301.00
	170%

	Tacoma
	Health Careers
	$369.00
	208%

	UW
	Anderson Hall
	$343.00
	194%

	UW
	House of Knowledge Longhouse
	$378.00
	213%

	UW
	UW Tacoma Phase 3
	$355.00
	200%

	Western
	Miller Hall
	$280.00
	158%

	Eastern
	Patterson Hall
	$289.00
	163%

	Avg. K-12 CCA ((+$174.26 ft2+$180.17 ft2)/2)=
	$177.22
	

	Avg. Higher Education Cost per ft2
	$328.04
	185%

	Source:  Escalated MACC per Higher Education 2009-11 CBS003 Submittals (8/2008)


Changes in Requirements for and Expectations of K-12 School Facilities

As the appropriate level for the space and cost components of the K-12 funding formula are considered, there should also be a review of requirements for and expectations of K-12 school facilities which have changed since the mid-1980s.  Inflation factors and incremental enhancements to the formula components made to “catch-up” have not adequately provided funding for new drivers of cost or for 

the space to support the current educational program. Some examples are outlined below.  

· Individuals with Disabilities in Education Act and Americans with Disabilities Act (1975 and 1990)

These federal policies mandated that school buildings be made accessible to students with special needs and/or made safe for children through such steps as asbestos removal.  The SSA and CCA did not change during that time period to recognize and assist school districts with the increased space needs and costs. In fact, that is the time period the allocations were originally reduced.

· Class Size Reduction 

Since 1989, class size reduction efforts have taken various forms – staffing ratio changes, targeted Kindergarten through Grade 4 class size reductions, voter approval of  Initiative 728 in 2000 and basic education changes in 2009 (ESHB 2261). The state has not explicitly recognized the impact of class size reduction as part of the budget – capital or operating.  The Student Achievement Fund, created under Initiative 728, provided school districts with the option to use state funding for making improvements or additions to facilities to support class size reduction or extended learning opportunities.   However, as Exhibit 11 shows, each year since 2002 less than 2 percent of the Student Achievement Funds have been deposited in the school districts’ capital project funds. 

Exhibit 11:  Student Achievement Fund Distribution to School District Capital Projects Fund (CPF) and General Fund (GF)
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Source:  OSPI, Apportionment and Financial Services Reports F-196

Note:  The Capital Projects Fund portion is so small it is barely visible on the bar chart.
· Technology

The Basic Education Act of 1993 created four common learning goals to help students achieve new academic standards.  Education technology for students was included in the 1993 legislation with the intent that students should be knowledgeable in the use of technologies and in support of promoting widespread public literacy in mathematics, science and technology.  In 2007, the Legislature reiterated educational technology as a state priority by expanding the Essential Academic Learning Requirements (EALRs) to include educational technology.   

Seventeen years have passed since education technology was included as part of Washington’s educational program.  Over the years, the space and cost of accommodating the advance of technology in school facilities has not been specifically recognized in either SCAP formula component (SSA or CCA).  Additional space for computer banks or labs, new and more expensive equipment, different wiring and communication infrastructure requirements in new buildings and adaptations to older buildings have added to school size and construction costs. School districts have had to pay the cost and make accommodations with little or no additional state assistance. 

· High-Performance Public Buildings Act of 2005 (RCW 39.35D)

In Washington, K-12 public school construction projects receiving state funding are required to meet a minimum level of high-performance, or green building standards.  A high-performance school building is one that achieves a high level of energy and resource efficiency, reduces its impact on the environment, and provides a healthy and comfortable learning space to support education. Schools may choose the Washington Sustainable Schools Protocol (WSSP) or the LEED® Silver standard. 

In December 2008, OSPI reported to the Legislature on the program and on information learned from 18 construction projects which received one-time grant funding to use the WSSP.  The report cites a number of challenges to drawing conclusive cost impacts.  However, building to a high-performance standard is generally expected to increase construction costs and only generate savings in operating budgets.

· Full-Day Kindergarten

With voluntary full-day Kindergarten (E2SSB 5841 in 2007) and now inclusion of full-day Kindergarten as part of basic education (ESHB 2261 in 2009), additional classroom space for kindergarten is and will continue to be needed.  The SSA was increased to recognize Kindergarten at the full elementary allocation in FY 2002.  This has benefitted school districts participating in the SCAP.  However, school districts constructing school facilities with their own resources or school districts which are unable to pass local bonds and participate in SCAP have to either find space or 

spend local dollars to provide adequate space for the basic education policy change.

· CORE 24 

CORE 24 is the proposed graduation requirements framework approved by the State Board of Education in 2008.  It includes increases in the required graduation credits for English, mathematics, social studies, arts, career concentration, world languages and science – including an additional lab science credit.  The 2009 Legislature included an expanded definition of basic education in ESHB 2261 which may allow for 24 high school graduation credits and an 8 percent increase in instructional hours for secondary students.  The Quality Education Council, charged with advising the phased-in implementation through 2018, will determine how basic educational requirements that may require more space or specialized space (e.g., science laboratories and the arts) will be funded. 

III. RECOMMENDATIONS

The SSA and CCA enhancements that were funded by the Legislature in the mid-2000s came after many years, after numerous advisory committee recommendations and after four biennial budget requests for increases by the State Board of Education/OSPI.  APPENDIX D summarizes the recommendations about the appropriate levels for the SSA and CCA which have formally been on the table for more than ten years.  Versions of them were likely considered soon after the State Board of Education reduced the allocations in the early 1980s. OSPI agrees that the allocations should be reviewed and increased.  Adjusting them to the targets of the State Board of Education’s original Six Year Plan and OSPI’s subsequent biennial budget requests is supported by the analysis of this report.  However, reviewing and increasing the allocations according to any methodology can only be offered as secondary recommendations.   The primary recommendation is:

PRIMARY RECOMMENDATION:  Review and confirm the existing policy goals or adopt new ones for the SCAP.
A work group, similar to the funding formula transparency Work Group that was an advisory group to the Task Force, should be assigned to review and make recommendations on a number of SCAP policy issues prior to proceeding with the secondary recommendations below.  Key questions should be considered that will guide and will provide context for establishing the appropriate levels of the Student Space Allocation and the Construction Cost Allocation.  Some of those questions are:

· Should raising formula allocations be a priority to achieve transparency?  If that is done without additional resources, then the consequences of that action must be considered such as eligible school construction projects being prioritized and experiencing a delay in state funding assistance.

· Should raising one allocation (space versus cost) be a priority over the other?

· Should the state raise the allocations to the appropriate level for new or unhoused construction only and then develop an entirely different state assistance program for modernization projects and other school facility needs?  

Specific to analysis of the appropriate levels of the allocations, OSPI offers secondary recommendations that should be completed after the work in the Primary Recommendation.  These recommendations were made by the funding formula transparency Work Group and stand out as the most current and relevant today.  

SECONDARY RECOMMENDATION 1:  Increase the allowable square footage per student to be based on actual educational needs.

OSPI should commission a study to determine the average square foot space needs for all spaces by grade span which would define the student square foot space allocation.  This base standard should include recent policy and educational requirements (e.g., all-day Kindergarten, expanded science labs).

SECONDARY RECOMMENDATION 2:  Increase the Construction Cost Allocation to be based on the true costs of construction.

OSPI should commission a study to determine the appropriate level of the construction cost allocation and to establish an appropriate methodology for adjusting the construction cost allocation over time.  Specific methodologies to be studied include:

· Use of a 3-year rolling average to determine the appropriate construction cost allocation.

· Base the 3-year rolling average on actual bid data for schools obtained statewide.

Source:  Berk & Associates and OSPI, 2008

IV. CONCLUSION

Without considering key questions such as those outlined in the Primary Recommendation, any recommendation that would result in SSA and CCA calculation methodologies which determine and then “set” appropriate allocation levels requires:

1) additional funding which is ample, sustainable and dedicated to paying the state funding assistance generated by those allocations for K-12 school construction projects; or

2) new SCAP formula components which recognize and document the appropriate SSA and CCA levels over time, but would somehow cap the state funding assistance available to K-12 school construction projects.

As this report demonstrated in Exhibits 3 and 9, if the space and cost allocations had been increased in the 2001-03 Biennium (original Six Year Plan proposal), then more than $1 billion may have been needed in state funding assistance over the last ten years.  That additional funding would have paid for an increase in the allocations to more appropriate levels and would have elevated the state’s obligation for constructing K-12 school facilities.   

	APPENDIX A

History of Major Events in School Construction Since 1951



	Pre-1951
	General Fund support for school construction

	1951-69
	Funding from bonds paid from cigarette and motor vehicle taxes.

	1967
	Amendment to the Constitution creating Common School Construction Fund and dedicating trust land revenues to school construction.

	1979
	Trust land revenues insufficient and Legislature approves $105 million in General Obligation bonds.

	1980
	$105 million bond bill flawed and instead $27.5 million provided as compensation for land transferred to Parks.

	1981
	Surplus forecast in Common School Construction Fund.  Legislature appropriates the surplus ($52.3 million) for operating purposes.

	1983
	Beginning of trust land revenue shortfalls.  State Board of Education reduces SSA by 20%.

	1985
	State Board of Education cancels “first-come, first served” policy, adopts a priority system and “resets” the CCA reducing it by approximately 11% (from $83.63 ft2 to $74.87 ft2).

	1987-89
	A backlog of unfunded school construction projects develops – reaches $410 million.

	1990
	Legislature considers various solutions:  candy tax, out-of-state catalog sales tax, state property tax, dedication of lottery revenues.

	1991
	Legislature directs State Board of Education to develop new priority system.

	1992
	New priority system is implemented.

	1994
	I-601 creates the Education Construction Account.

	1995-96
	Problems with the quality of school construction raised and investigated by the Attorney General results in recommendations and efforts to address construction problems.

	1997
	The Education Savings Account is created.

	1989-97
	Legislature supplements trust land revenues with $795 million of state bonds and cash to eliminate the backlog of unfunded school construction projects.

	2000
	The Legislature places excess Emergency Reserve Fund (ERF) balance in the Education Construction Account annually, rather than biennially.  I-728 eliminates the excess ERF balance going to the Education Construction Account and replaces them with a portion of the lottery proceeds.

	2001
	The Legislature proposed an increase in the CCA of $8 ft2 and of the SSA by 1.5 ft2 in Grades 1-12 if a bill expanding the lottery passed adding $30.5 million in available revenue.  The bill did not pass.

	2003
	The Legislature increased funding to enable the CCA to be increased from $110.32 ft2 to $125.32 ft2 in FY 2004 and to $129.81 ft2 in FY 2005.  In addition, the Legislature directed that Kindergarten student headcount shall not be reduced by 50% -- increased the Kindergarten SSA from 40 ft2 to 80 ft2.

	2005
	The Legislature increased funding to enable the CCA to be increased from $129.81 ft2 to $141.95 ft2 in FY 2006 and $154.22 ft2 in FY 2007.  In addition, the Legislature increased the SSA in all grade levels and provided for an increase in the amount paid for modernization projects – from 80% to 100% of the CCA.

	2007
	The Legislature increase funding to enable the CCA to be increased from $154.22 ft2 to $162.43 ft2 in FY 2008 and $168.79 ft2 in FY 2009.  

	2007
	The Legislature increase funding to enable the CCA to be increased from $168.79 ft2 to $174.26 ft2 in FY 2010 and $180.17 ft2 in FY 2011.  

	Source: 2007&2008 Joint Legislative Task Force on School Construction Funding; OSPI, 2009 


APPENDIX B

Exhibits 5 - 9 from 2008 K-12 School Construction Funding Formula Transparency Study

[image: image6.emf]$0

$500

$1,000

$1,500

$2,000

$2,500

1992-931993-941994-951995-961996-971997-981998-991999-20002000-012001-022002–032003–042004–052005–062006–07

Other

$2 $3 $4 $5 $5 $2 $4 $4 $2 $3 $7 $13 $17 $6 $17

Other Financing

$18 $17 $39 $16 $24 $16 $20 $17 $36 $29 $34 $32 $40 $53 $43

Federal

$1 $2 $1 $0 $0 $2 $11 $6 $9 $14 $10 $16 $13 $9 $3

State

$180 $167 $115 $163 $174 $118 $123 $136 $166 $133 $168 $175 $182 $202 $243

Local

$529 $602 $507 $539 $868 $881 $938 $667 $775 $1,275 $986 $947 $997 $1,737 $1,372

Exhibit 5
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[image: image7.emf]72.6%

76.1% 76.2%

74.5%

81.0%

86.4%

85.6%

80.4%

78.4%

87.7%

81.9%

80.1% 79.9%

86.5%

81.8%

24.7%

21.1%

17.2%

22.5%

16.2%

11.6%

11.2%

16.4%

16.8%

9.1%

13.9%

14.8%

14.6%

10.1%

14.5%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

1992-931993-941994-951995-961996-971997-981998-99 1999-

2000

2000-012001-022002–032003–042004–052005–062006–07

Exhibit 6
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Exhibit 9

Percentage of State and Local Fund Expenditures for SCAP Projects, FY 1985-2008

Local  State

 
Source Exhibits 5 - 9:  Berk & Associates and OSPI, 2008

APPENDIX C

Summary of New Projects Bid 2002 – 2007
	C.1:  Median Square Footage Per Student of Elementary School Projects Bid 2002 - 2007

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	School District
	Project
	Bid Date
	Eligible FT2
	Total FT2
	# of Students
	FT2 per Student

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Arlington
	President’s 
	Sep-03
	61,309 
	62,166 
	603 
	103 

	Bellevue
	Phantom Lake
	Apr-02
	41,150 
	71,575 
	394 
	182 

	Bellevue
	Somerset
	May-03
	40,576 
	72,411 
	605 
	120 

	Bellevue
	Lake Hills
	Mar-04
	48,565 
	70,134 
	495 
	142 

	Bellevue
	New Medina
	Mar-05
	64,807 
	69,025 
	545 
	127 

	Bellevue
	Woodridge 
	May-06
	39,919 
	65,922 
	431 
	153 

	Bellevue
	Sherwood Forest
	May-07
	40,644 
	65,773 
	359 
	183 

	Bellevue
	Newport Heights
	May-07
	43,920 
	75,637 
	507 
	149 

	Bellevue FT2 per Student Median
	149

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Bethel
	Kapowsin
	May-02
	41,405 
	41,750 
	461 
	91 

	Bethel
	Chester H. Thompson 
	Aug-04
	59,000 
	64,926 
	512 
	127 

	Bethel FT2 per Student Median
	109

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Burlington-Edison
	Lucille Umbarger 
	Aug-02
	39,961 
	89,500 
	741 
	121 

	Clover Park
	Lakeview
	Jan-07
	40,420 
	51,120 
	371 
	138 

	East Valley-Yak
	New Moxee
	Jun-06
	40,492 
	53,000 
	480 
	110 

	Evergreen-Clark
	New York
	Jul-02
	57,200 
	57,205 
	558 
	103 

	Evergreen-Clark
	New Columbia Valley
	Jul-03
	57,000 
	61,656 
	510 
	121 

	Evergreen-Clark
	Orchards 
	Sep-04
	57,000 
	61,656 
	586 
	105 

	Evergreen FT2 per Student Median
	105

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Franklin Pierce
	New Midland
	Mar-02
	46,311 
	46,311 
	463 
	100 

	Grandview
	McClure
	Jul-02
	40,077 
	61,311 
	570 
	108 

	Highline
	New Gregory Heights 
	May-03
	61,632 
	67,728 
	543 
	125 

	Highline
	Hazel Valley
	May-03
	62,946 
	67,346 
	617 
	109 

	Highline
	New White Center Heights 
	Jun-03
	62,686 
	67,404 
	479 
	141 

	Highline
	New Madrona  
	Jun-03
	62,073 
	70,990 
	640 
	111 

	Highline
	North Hill  
	Apr-04
	64,841 
	67,803 
	558 
	122 

	Highline
	Mount View
	May-04
	64,212 
	70,002 
	605 
	116 

	Highline
	Cedarhurst 
	May-06
	66,110 
	68,916 
	451 
	153 

	Highline
	New Bow Lake
	Jul-06
	60,293 
	76,935 
	407 
	189 

	Highline
	Midway
	May-07
	43,811 
	67,997 
	473 
	144 

	Highline
	Shorewood
	Jul-07
	41,481 
	62,075 
	361 
	172 

	Highline FT2 per Student Median
	133

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Lake Washington
	Rose Hill
	Apr-05
	44,686 
	54,468 
	356 
	153 

	Lake Washington
	Emily Dickinson
	May-05
	29,599 
	65,187 
	413 
	158 

	Lake Washington
	Thoreau
	Apr-02
	35,185 
	43,411 
	326 
	133 

	Lake Washington
	Horace Mann
	Jun-02
	35,642 
	52,358 
	439 
	119 

	Lake Washington
	Ben Franklin
	Apr-04
	27,441 
	55,506 
	504 
	110 

	Lake Washington
	Juanita
	Apr-04
	43,243 
	55,436 
	346 
	160 

	Lake Washington FT2 per Student Median
	143

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Lakewood
	Cougar Creek
	May-02
	32,847 
	44,205 
	408 
	108 

	Mead
	New Mead (Prairie View)^
	Jun-06
	54,508 
	57,713 
	545 
	106 

	Medical Lake
	Michael Anderson
	Jul-02
	56,384 
	76,871 
	548 
	140 

	Monroe
	New Fryelands
	Apr-04
	52,300 
	54,074 
	523 
	103 

	North Beach
	New Ocean Shores
	Apr-05
	26,003 
	51,883 
	285 
	182 

	Puyallup
	G. W. Edgerton^
	Mar-06
	68,820 
	71,400 
	650 
	110 

	Puyallup
	Emma L. Carson^
	Mar-06
	68,820 
	71,400 
	804 
	89 

	Puyallup FT2 per Student Median
	99

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Renton
	Highlands
	May-02
	57,413 
	57,681 
	585 
	99 

	Renton
	Hazelwood
	May-04
	50,424 
	61,990 
	469 
	132 

	Renton
	Benson Hill
	May-04
	47,155 
	63,262 
	489 
	129 

	Renton
	Renton Park
	May-05
	45,517 
	64,669 
	420 
	154 

	Renton
	Kennydale
	May-05
	47,432 
	63,263 
	477 
	133 

	Renton FT2 per Student Median
	132

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Richland
	White Bluff^
	May-06
	21,102 
	64,691 
	631 
	103 

	Richland
	Jason Lee 
	Jun-06
	60,270 
	64,175 
	669 
	96 

	Richland FT2 per Student Median
	99

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Seattle
	Brighton 
	Mar-03
	40,985 
	69,459 
	309 
	225 

	Shelton
	Evergreen 
	Jun-02
	32,920 
	53,601 
	468 
	115 

	Snohomish
	New #10 (Little Cedars)^
	Apr-06
	33,088 
	69,178 
	698 
	99 

	Spokane
	Lidgerwood
	Apr-05
	28,904 
	46,212 
	300 
	154 

	Spokane
	Ridgeview
	Apr-05
	33,515 
	48,864 
	393 
	124 

	Spokane
	Lincoln Heights
	May-05
	28,781 
	56,460 
	411 
	137 

	Spokane FT2 per Student Median
	137

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Tacoma
	Jefferson 
	Jun-03
	60,440 
	60,440 
	195 
	310 

	Toppenish
	New Valley View
	Aug-03
	16,139 
	47,520 
	375 
	127 

	University Place
	University Place Primary
	Apr-07
	45,526 
	51,893 
	452 
	115 

	Vancouver
	Hazel Dell
	May-02
	53,627 
	56,571 
	487 
	116 

	Vancouver
	Ben Franklin
	Jun-02
	29,025 
	38,350 
	235 
	163 

	Vancouver
	Washington
	Jul-02
	32,786 
	49,337 
	387 
	127
 

	Vancouver
	Salmon Creek
	Mar-03
	46,967 
	62,645 
	524 
	120 

	Vancouver
	Sarah J Anderson
	Apr-03
	47,858 
	66,032 
	665 
	99 

	Vancouver
	Eisenhower 
	Mar-05
	41,685 
	68,150 
	488 
	140 

	Vancouver FT2 per Student Median
	124


	C.2:  Median Square Footage Per Student of Middle/Jr. High School Projects Bid 2002 - 2007

	

	School District
	Project
	Bid Date
	Eligible FT2
	Total FT2
	# of Students
	FT2 per Student

	Battle Ground
	Amboy 
	Sep-06
	55,918 
	55,918 
	567 
	99 

	Battle Ground
	Lewisville 
	May-07
	82,010 
	82,010 
	810 
	101 

	Battle Ground FT2 per Student Median
	100

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Bethel
	New Cougar Mountain
	Jul-02
	85,000 
	85,622 
	816 
	105 

	Bethel
	New Spanaway
	Oct-05
	100,400 
	100,899 
	799 
	126 

	Bethel FT2 per Student Median
	116

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Evergreen – Clark
	Cascade
	Aug-03
	105,000 
	114,600 
	891 
	129 

	Evergreen – Clark 
	Covington
	Sep-04
	105,000 
	113,361 
	995 
	114 

	Evergreen-Clark FT2 per Student Median
	121

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Longview
	New Mount Solo
	Apr-02
	15,076 
	82,070 
	540 
	152 

	Mead
	Mead
	Sep-06
	101,271 
	115,260 
	641 
	180 

	Orting
	Orting
	Apr-07
	70,918 
	83,650 
	519 
	161 

	Peninsula
	Harbor Ridge
	May-02
	41,657 
	50,989 
	512 
	100 

	Puyallup
	Kalles
	Dec-05
	98,306 
	100,597 
	942 
	107 

	Puyallup
	Aylen
	Nov-06
	100,597 
	100,597 
	791 
	127 

	Puyallup FT2 per Student Median
	117

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Shelton
	New Olympic Middle
	Jun-03
	31,949 
	78,137 
	530 
	147 

	Steilacoom
	Pioneer 
	Dec-06
	49,680 
	104,707 
	548 
	191 

	Sunnyside
	New Sierra Vista
	Aug-05
	77,801 
	77,801 
	656 
	119 

	Tacoma
	New Mason Mid
	Jan-02
	113,260 
	114,869 
	794 
	145 

	Tacoma
	Angelo Giaudrone
	Apr-02
	44,185 
	119,042 
	635 
	187 

	Tacoma
	Gray
	Mar-07
	116,872 
	116,872 
	615 
	190 

	Tacoma FT2 per Student Median
	187

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Yelm
	New Ridgeline
	May-05
	84,986 
	84,986 
	573 
	148 


	C.3:  Square Footage Per Student of High School Projects Bid 2002 - 2007

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	School District
	Project
	Bid Date
	Eligible FT2
	Total FT2
	# of Students
	FT2 per Student

	Aberdeen
	Aberdeen
	Aug-05
	169,800 
	173,011 
	1,100 
	157 

	Arlington
	New High
	Jan-02
	221,502 
	221,502 
	1,681 
	132 

	Auburn
	New Mountain View 
	May-03
	91,071 
	186,076 
	1,367 
	136 

	Bethel
	New Graham-Kapowsin
	Sep-03
	161,716 
	173,489 
	1,340 
	129 

	Edmonds
	New Lynnwood
	Apr-07
	202,185 
	217,597 
	1,440 
	151 

	Ellensburg
	Ellensburg
	Apr-03
	106,119 
	169,555 
	950 
	178 

	Evergreen
	New Union
	Jul-05
	234,900 
	234,900 
	1,600 
	147 

	Federal Way
	Truman
	Apr-02
	22,435 
	22,435 
	138 
	163 

	Franklin Pierce
	New Gates Alternative
	Sep-02
	7,755 
	7,755 
	318 
	24 

	Granite Falls
	New Granite Falls
	Aug-06
	98,448 
	132,716 
	729 
	182 

	Highline
	Mount Rainier
	Jun-05
	205,424 
	207,159 
	1,370 
	151 

	Hockinson
	New Hockinson
	Feb-02
	112,080 
	135,284 
	713 
	190 

	Issaquah
	New 9th Grade Campus
	Apr-04
	49,982 
	107,557 
	1,007 
	107 

	Moses Lake
	Columbia Basin Alternative
	Aug-02
	31,173 
	31,173 
	256 
	122 

	North Kitsap
	New Kingston^ 
	May-05
	93,721 
	112,784 
	894 
	126 

	Seattle
	New South Lake
	Mar-07
	28,879 
	29,879 
	99 
	302 

	Sumner
	New Bonney Lake
	May-03
	138,010 
	173,900 
	1,438 
	121 

	Tacoma
	Mt.  Tahoma
	Dec-02
	215,215 
	277,912 
	1,794 
	155 

	Wahluke
	New High School
	2005 (GC/CM)
	69,960 
	114,274 
	449 
	255 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Notes on Appendix B:

	1) Data reflects new buildings only.

	2) “Eligible FT2” is the square footage recognized for state assistance.

	3) “Total FT2” is the square footage designed and built by the school district.

	4) “# of Students” is from the OSPI School Report Card website for 2006 enrollment or, where noted as ^, 2007 enrollment.  It may not be reflective of total student count or the design capacity of the building.

	5) “FT2 per Student” is the “Total FT2”/”# of Students”.  This is an approximation and may not be reflective of actual FT2 per student.


	APPENDIX D 

Summary of Recommendations on Student Space Allocation
	09-11 OSPI Budget Request
	
	X
	
	Funded in SCAP Formula by Legislature in 2001-03 Biennium
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X

	
	07-08 Task Force & Work Group
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	X
	X

	
	07-09 OSPI Budget Request
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X

	
	05-07 SBE Budget Request
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X

	
	03-05 SBE Budget Request
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X

	
	2002 Interim Work Group
	
	X
	
	
	
	X
	
	X
	X
	X
	
	

	
	01-03 SBE Budget Request
	
	X
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	X

	
	2000 Ad Hoc Facilities Study Committee 
	
	X
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	X

	
	1998 Task Force
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Restore SSA to pre-1985 level
	Increase  SSA to national avgs
	Study and/or accommodate:

· actual space usage

· education reform needs

· specialized program space

· average ft2  needs by grade span
	all-day Kindergarten
	special education
	technology
	Americans with Disabilities Act
	regional/climatic differences
	early learning/child care
	community use
	science labs, other new program  requirements
	Develop methods to adjust and periodically review the SSA over time.


	APPENDIX D

Summary of Recommendations on Construction Cost Allocation
	09-11 OSPI Budget Request
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	X

	
	07-08 Task Force & Work Group
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	X

	
	07-09 OSPI Budget Request
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	X

	
	05-07 SBE Budget Request
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	X

	
	03-05 SBE Budget Request
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	X

	
	2002 Interim Work Group
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	
	01-03 SBE Budget Request
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	X

	
	2000 Ad Hoc Facilities Study Committee 
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	X

	
	1998 Task Force
	X
	
	X
	X
	
	
	

	
	
	Restore the CCA to pre-1985 level
	Increase the CCA to the actual cost of new schools in Washington
	Address new mandates within the funded CCA:
	Fire safety, air quality and technology changes
	High Performance School Building Law of 2005
	State Board of Health Rule changes of 2009
	Develop methods to adjust and periodically review the CCA over time.
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