Report to the Legislature: 

School Facility Impacts of Implementing 
Full Day Kindergarten Programs
The 2007 Legislature provided state funding for full day kindergarten (FDK) programs in Washington State targeted to our highest poverty schools.  It also recognized that the lack of school facilities to house kindergartners full-day may be a barrier to the success of the program.  The Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI) was directed to review the issue and report back on September 1, 2007.
Legislative Direction

School Facilities Citizen’s Advisory Panel

The Legislature asked that OSPI consult with its School Facilities Citizen’s Advisory Panel when identifying the options for providing FDK school facilities and the feasibility and cost of those options.  OSPI met with the School Facilities Citizen’s Advisory Panel in May 2007 and introduced the legislative assignment.  Staff sought feedback from the members again in September 2007.  Their counsel was incorporated into the process for completing this report. 

Issues to Examine
OSPI was directed to examine the following school facilities needs for FDK:
· Adapting existing unused space

· Creating innovative public-private partnerships

· Partnerships with early learning providers

· Shifting the location of current programs within a district or school

· Temporary, limited use of portables
Survey Results and Analysis
In response, OSPI conducted a survey of school districts in July and August 2007 to gather specific information on FDK impacts to school facilities:

· Statistics on kindergarten classes

· Current ways school districts have accommodated FDK classroom space

· Barriers school districts face in providing FDK programs

· School districts phase-in plans for future, broader implementation of FDK
The survey was an informational request to all 295 school districts through OSPI’s iGrants System.  Over one-half of the school districts responded; representing 54 percent of school districts and 69 percent of kindergarten enrollment in Washington.  Responding to the survey were school districts of varying sizes, from different locations and of different poverty levels. 

Details of the survey can be found:

· Attachment A:   Full Day Kindergarten End of Year Report Survey Instrument
· Attachment B:  Fiscal Note E2SSB 5841
· Attachment C:  Selected Survey Results, divided into four tables:
· Table 1:  General

· Table 2:  Current Facility Use and Capacity

· Table 3:  Barriers to Expanding FDK

· Tables 4.1 and 4.2:  Phase-In Plans/Timing and Classrooms & Cost

· Full results on the internet at http://www.k12.wa.us/SchFacilities/default.aspx
The following summarize survey results with implications for additional data analysis and policy-making.

	TABLE 1:
General
	Total Number
	Percent
	

	Washington’s School Districts
	295
	
	

	Responding School Districts
	159
	54%
	

	Washington’s K Enrollment
	72,530
	
	

	Responding K Enrollment
	50,181
	69%
	Of Kindergarten Enrollment

	
	19,346
	39%
	Full Day

	
	30,835
	61%
	Half or Extended Day

	Responding Average Students / Class
	22
	
	

	Responding Average Sq Ft / Classroom
	950
	
	


	Table 2:

Current Facility Use and Capacity
	Total Number
	Percent
	

	Washington’s Elementary Schools
	1,165
	
	*Derived from OSPI Report 4

	Responding Elementary Schools
	768
	66%
	Of all Elementary Schools

	Elementary Schools Offering FDK
	428
	56%
	Of Responding Elementary Schools

	Responding K Classes
	2,610
	
	

	
	1,022
	39%
	Full Day

	
	1,588
	61%
	Half or Extended Day

	SY 2006-07 FDK Classrooms
	1,109
	
	

	
	1,055
	95%
	Classrooms within Elementary School Buildings

	
	50
	5%
	Portable Classrooms

	
	0
	0%
	Other District Owned Facility

	
	3
	0%
	Off-Site/Rented Facility / Other

	Classrooms Leased-Out
	69
	
	In 19 School Districts

	Classrooms Empty/FDK Ready
	306
	
	In 53 School Districts

	Classrooms Closed/FDK Ready
	70
	
	In 5 School Districts

	Responding Half or Extended Day K Classes
	1,588
	
	

	Less Sub-Total of Classrooms Empty/Closed/Leased
	(445)
	
	

	Responding Need for FDK Classrooms
	1,143
	
	


Tables 1 and 2 describe basic information on survey respondents and current capacity to provide FDK.

Two-thirds or 66 percent of all elementary schools were represented in the survey.  In those schools, about 39 percent of the kindergarten classes were FDK housed in 1,109 classrooms.  The classrooms were located almost entirely within elementary school buildings – 95 percent.   The remaining five percent of school districts reported using portables for housing FDK and only one school district chose other school facility options as identified by the Legislature for housing three of its FDK classrooms.  
The remaining 61 percent of kindergarten classes were offered as half or extended day programs.  According to that measure, another 1,500 to 1,600 classrooms would need to be dedicated to FDK in reporting school districts in order to extend FDK as an option for all students.  Twenty to 25 percent of that need may be met with the 300-450 elementary classrooms reported as FDK ready, but empty or under lease to third parties which leaves a remaining need of approximately 1,100 to 1,200 classrooms.  Extrapolating 1,200 classrooms to elementary schools in all 295 school districts could mean a total need of approximately 2,000 classrooms to support a FDK program statewide.  This is the high range estimate of classroom need indicated by the survey response.
	TABLE 3:

Barriers to Expanding FDK
	Not at all
	Minor
	Moderate
	Significant
	Show Stopper

	School Facilities
	57%
	9%
	8%
	12%
	15%

	Materials and Supplies
	44%
	21%
	18%
	17%
	1%

	Staffing
	66%
	11%
	7%
	11%
	4%

	Transportation
	72%
	13%
	8%
	5%
	1%

	Parental Interest
	90%
	7%
	2%
	1%
	0%

	Other 
	state funding, NERC funding, concerns with kindergarteners attending all day


Table 3 describes barriers to expanding FDK.

Of school districts responding to the survey, 42 school districts rated school facilities in the categories of either a “significant” or a “show stopper” barrier to offering a FDK program.  This represents school districts with an enrollment of 22,400 kindergartners – 45 percent of the enrollment in the survey.  
Twelve of those 42 districts also reported having opportunities available to mitigate classroom shortages.  They cited fluctuating enrollment, spending I-728 money and moving pre-school programs as issues they will deal with and decisions they will make when fully implementing the FDK program.
Also in this category of 42 school districts, 17 have completed 48 elementary school construction projects in partnership with the state since 2001.  The school districts will have a tool to mitigate the school facility barrier using the School Construction Assistance Grant Program (SCAGP).  Two “show stopper” districts responded in the survey that they are construction and bond planning now for new elementary schools.  These upcoming school projects will receive, and those completed since 2001 did receive, matching funds through the SCAGP where the kindergarten enrollment was counted as 1.0 student – not reduced by half according to the former policy.  Yet, despite the change, there is reporting by these school districts as a whole that there are space needs for accommodating FDK programs. 
Geographically, ten counties are home to two or more school districts reporting “significant” or “show-stopper” school facility barriers.  Eight of them represent all of the I-5 corridor counties from Whatcom to Clark; save Cowlitz.  There are only two eastern Washington counties with multiple school districts in this situation – Douglas and Grant.
Finally, in this category of 42 school districts, 13 had at least one school eligible to receive Engrossed Second Substitute Senate Bill (E2SSB) 5841 funds in SY 2007-08 to offer FDK programs.   These funds were made available for voluntary, FDK programs.  Of the 13, eleven applied and two did not.  Of the two, the first district reported two kindergarten students and no explanatory information about self-selecting a “significant” facility barrier was offered.  The second has 1,033 kindergarten students and provided the following information about their “show stopper” response:
“We currently do not have a specific plan beyond the 2007-08 school year without full state funding for All Day Kindergarten. To implement FDK for all students, the state would need to fund 18 to 20 additional classrooms (not portables).  Our estimates to construct a complete classroom would be $500,000. This would not include the cost for staff or materials.”
The needs of this district highlight some important points.  One, unless school districts know when they will have the opportunity to offer state-paid FDK and when they will certainly need more classroom space, they will be pushed to operate from one school year to the next.  They must carefully weigh the options they currently have about offering FDK with the resources they can count on from the state.  Two, portables are generally not a preferred option.  Three, constructing the space needed can mount to building entire, new elementary schools – 20 classrooms X $500,000 = $10,000,000 (district figures).
	TABLE 4: 

Phase-In Plans
	
	
	
	
	

	Average Number of Years to Phase-In
	3.4
	Years
	
	
	

	
	SY 
2007-08
	SY 

2008-09
	SY 

2009-10
	SY 

2010-11
	SY

2011-12

	Existing/Modified/New Space in Classroom or Portable
	184
	190
	125
	106
	75

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Off-Site Facility Rental/Partnership & Other
	2
	11
	8
	1
	7

	Responding Five-Year Classroom Phase-In (Estimated Low Range)
	709
	
	
	

	Less School Districts Reporting  Facility Barrier “Not At All”
	(198)
	
	
	
	

	Adjusted Number of Classrooms
	511
	
	
	
	

	School Districts Responding to Survey
	54%
	
	
	
	 

	Estimated Mid-Range Need for Classrooms – All School Districts
	1,313
	OR
	946
	*Derived Estimate
	

	Average Cost per Classroom – All Polled Options
	$124,000
	Per Classroom
	
	
	


School districts were also polled about their plans for phasing in FDK over the next five years, and the cost they expect to incur.
Depending on the number of responses and the variation in the response, the high and low cost in each category was excluded from the average.

Conclusions and Comparisons
Based on this school district survey, applicants for E2SSB 5841 funds and the March 2007 Washington State Institute for Public Policy (Institute) in its Benefits and Costs of K-12 Educational Policies Initial Report, school facility needs are generally reported as and identified as a barrier to successful implementation of FDK programs. 
Depending on the measure, there is a range of needed classrooms to serve our current kindergartners in FDK programs:  low range equals 700 classrooms, mid-range equals 1,300 classrooms and high range equals 2,000 classrooms.  In terms of new elementary schools, those numbers add up to between 35 and 100 brand new schools.

The Institute’s 2007 report estimated needing an additional 3.2 million square feet, statewide to provide adequate space.  That falls within the mid to high range of need indicated by this survey.  If new elementary schools are calculated at 42,500 square feet per school (2007 state assistance project average), then that equates to adding another 2.7 to 4.2 million square feet.  If just classroom square footages are estimated at an average of 950 square feet, then the need could equal between 700,000 and 1.9 million new square feet.
The responding school districts estimated the unit cost of providing that space.  While the reported average is included in this report as $124,000 per classroom, the responses varied widely and in some cases it was not clear that a unit cost was reported.
Fiscal Note E2SSB 5841

OSPI researched portable and actual construction costs while preparing the fiscal note for E2SSB 5841 and found classroom costs to range much higher – between $200,000 and $470,000.  While the classroom costs ranged higher, the total fiscal impact of E2SSB 5841 reported by OSPI during the 2007 legislative session was lower than the cost estimates presented later in this report.  Details of that analysis are located in Attachment B.
School District Perspective

OSPI presented the initial draft of this report to school district facility managers in early September 2007.   The feedback from that presentation confirmed many of the survey findings and provided local views on the questions asked by the Legislature.
· Creating innovative public-private partnerships or partnerships with early learning providers

Each of the school districts discussed examples of partnerships already in place where school district facilities are used to provide early learning opportunities; but entirely with publicly funded programs.   One district has a public-private partnership program, but it involves the district coordinating with and sharing curriculum with private pre-school and day care providers.

Other private facility options, like leasing space, have serious local level challenges.  First, regulations (building and fire codes) for school buildings are more rigorous than for other buildings.  Making changes to a space seeming to “fit” for school space is not always simple.  
Second, these agreements bring another managing party into the equation.  A property management firm’s or another organization’s mission for its property and the management of it are likely different than the partnering objectives the school board would have for its kindergarten classroom.  One district recently used church space during a construction project.  The church was adjacent to the school and was occupied for a finite time. There were additional concerns to manage at that facility:  parents concerned with using church space for schooling and church concerns with increasing wear and tear on their building. 
Finally, the cost of renting or leasing space comes from a school district’s general fund.  There generally is not a source of funds to pay for these additional operating costs.

· Adapting existing, unused space or shifting the location of  current programs within a district or school
These are options the school districts interviewed would and do use.  To make space for FDK, they may relocate programs or stop providing space to existing pre-school programs housed within their buildings.
School districts said they would not want kindergarten provided off-site away from the elementary schools.  This was considered an option, but the last choice and a poor one. They felt there could be challenges with management, with various support services (transportation and food service), with teacher support and with no continuity for the kindergartners moving through to first, second and third grades.     
· Temporary, limited use of portables

Portables are often thought to be temporary, but in reality many are placed permanently.  The cost of leasing a “temporary” portable is cost prohibitive because of transportation and siting costs.  When school districts decide that portables are the only feasible alternative to make school facility space available, it is not usually the preferred alternative and usually not considered a short-term solution.   The school districts believed state funding for school facilities should be provided in support of the state FDK program.  But, how school districts provide the facilities should be a local decision based on the local situation and needs. 
· Validity of the OSPI survey results
The school district representatives thought the information and results generated by the survey seemed reasonable.  They thought the numbers of additional classrooms needed statewide are likely in the mid-range of 700 and 2,000.  Average kindergarten classroom size is almost always built between 1,000 and 1,400 square feet – larger than the average of 950 reported in survey response.  The OSPI survey response seemed to be an appropriate starting point for discussing and weighing the alternatives for providing state funding. 
Alternatives for State Support

School Construction Assistance Grant Program
The School Construction Assistance Grant Program, established in the late 1940s by the Legislature, assists local school districts with their school facilities rather than appropriating funding to each individual school district.  Currently, the program provides funding for facility planning and matching funds for school construction and renovations.  These matching funds, based on district specific matching ratios, attempt to equalize the burden of financing school facilities in recognition of variations in wealth among districts.  

· Alternative(s)
Adjust the state grant formula to provide more state funding for FDK.
The state grant formula includes two variables – the eligible area and the school district matching ratio – either could be increased to recognize FDK facility needs in new construction or renovation projects. 
Basic Grant Formula:

Eligible Area X Matching Ratio X Area Cost Allowance = Maximum Allowable State Match

Eligible Area – This is the square footage of instructional space for which the state will provide matching funds.  It compares the district’s current inventory of instructional space to its projected enrollment multiplied by the student space allocation.  In this calculation, kindergartners have been recognized as one student (1.0) needing space all day long since 2001.  Prior to that time, they were recognized as having one-half the need of other elementary students.  An increase to this variable for school districts seeking state assistance for a school construction project is an option for providing enhanced funding for FDK programs. 
School District Matching Ratio – This equalizes the state’s wealth by providing a greater percentage of state matching funds to economically disadvantaged districts.  Providing a percentage increase or “supermatch” under certain criteria (such as highest poverty schools) is an option for providing enhanced funding for FDK programs.
Area Cost Allowance (ACA) – Costs per square foot of construction the state will match, depending on the type of project.  Adjusting this portion of the formula is not a method for providing additional, targeted funding for FDK programs. 
· Cost   
	School Construction Assistance Program
	Low Range
	Mid-Range
	High Range

	Number of Classrooms Needed
	700
	1,300
	2,000

	Estimated Sq Ft/Classroom
	950
	950
	950

	Total Sq Ft
	665,000
	1,235,000
	1,900,000

	Total Statewide Estimate of New Classrooms
	$202.6 M
	$376.1 M
	$578.7 M

	Estimated State Share (60% Match Ratio, ACA of $162.43, Eligible Area of 90 square feet K- Grade 6)
	$75.6 M
	$140.5 M
	$216.1 M

	

	Increase of 10 Square Feet in Eligible Area at Mid-Range Equals Approximately $6.0 M

	Increase of 10% in Match Ratio at Mid-Range Equals Approximately $23.0 M


· Feasibility of Alternative(s)

The School Construction Assistance Grant Program already does provide, and has for seven years to 154 elementary school projects, “full-funding” for FDK through its grant formulas.  Implementation of this alternative is relatively simple.  State level adjustments to the grant formula are possible; local school district understanding of the current process and requirements are widespread.   However, the program and funding formula will only reach and provide resources to school districts undertaking a school construction project and participating in the program.  Some districts construct school facilities without state matching funds.  Others are unable to pass a bond making them unable to participate without a local share.  
The survey results report 340 elementary schools offering less than FDK.  The survey represents 54 percent of school districts; extrapolated to all school districts there could be 630 elementary schools statewide offering less than FDK.  The survey represents 69 percent of the kindergarten enrollment; extrapolated to all enrollment there could be nearly 500 elementary schools statewide offering less than FDK.  According to those measures, it could take as many as twenty to thirty years at the current pace to reach all of the elementary schools with state school construction grant assistance.
Per Student Allocation
Generally, state funding is distributed to school districts through numerous formulas and grants to ensure equitable funding that recognizes the variable costs of school districts and the special needs of disadvantaged students.  This approach is being used by OSPI beginning  SY 2007-08 to distribute funding for FDK programs authorized by the Legislature in E2SSB 5841. Operating funds are being provided for voluntary FDK programs, beginning with the state’s highest poverty schools.  
· Alternative(s)
Provide a new, standard per student allocation supporting the school facilities needs of FDK.
OSPI has adopted a methodology for determining highest school poverty levels when phasing in the voluntary FDK program.  This same phase-in approach could be used for school facilities funding.  Eligibility was determined by the Free and Reduced Lunch Count (FRLC) from the prior year.  OSPI decided to use a ranking of school Free/Reduced Price Lunch eligibility percentages using a combination of both the Child Nutrition Services October 2006 data and October 2006 Core Student Record System (CSRS) data.  The ranking was based on the higher of the two rates.
 A per kindergarten student allocation is an option for providing funding for FDK programs. It could be allocated considering different state policy objectives and accommodating diverse school district needs:
a) One-time, lump sum – either for deposit to their general fund or capital projects fund; or
b) Over a five-year period, provide school districts with resources to lease temporary space while making modifications to existing buildings, planning (financial/bond/physical) for new construction or purchasing and placing portables. 
· Cost 
	Per Pupil Allocation


	Low Range
	Mid-Range
	High Range

	Needed Classrooms
	700
	1,300
	2,000

	Estimated Sq Ft/Classroom
	950
	950
	950

	Total Sq Ft
	665,000
	1,235,000
	1,900,000

	Cost of New Construction per Sq Ft
	$264
	$264
	$264

	Total Cost
	$175.6 M
	$326.0 M
	$501.6 M

	# Students
	72,530
	72,530
	72,530

	Per Student/Lump Sum
	$2,421
	$4,495
	$6,916

	Five Year Annual Allocation 
	$484
	$899
	$1,383

	
	
	
	

	Cost of Mod Construction per Sq Ft
	$164
	$164
	$164

	Total Cost
	$109.1 M
	$202.5 M
	$311.6 M

	Per Student/Lump Sum
	$1,504
	$2,793
	$4,296

	Five Year Annual Allocation
	$301
	$559
	$859


· Feasibility of Alternative(s)
This alternative is equitable, follows the allocation methodology adopted by OSPI for FDK operating funds, and provides school districts with the resources and the time envisioned by the Legislature when it directed OSPI to review adaptation of existing unused space and temporary, limited use of portables.  It also respects the owner role of the local school district by providing state resources in response to a new, state program without mandating a one-size fits all school facility solution.  Each district will have unique opportunities to explore and challenges to face when finding adequate space.  Providing them with the flexibility to make the best management decisions is an important part of the state support OSPI can provide.  

The drawback to this alternative is it allocates funding per kindergarten student to all school districts – even to school districts that already offer FDK in facilities they have made available within existing resources and inventories.
New Competitive Grant Program
OSPI currently operates one school facility competitive grant program – the Small Repair Grant Program.  In her 2007-09 biennial budget proposal, Governor Gregoire proposed a similar program for school districts participating in state-funded FDK programs.  Her alternative proposed $10 million for competitive grants for portables.   This alternative would offer a new, competitive grant program based on criteria measuring the need for adequate school facilities to support FDK programs.  

· Alternative(s)

Create a new, competitive grant program to provide a maximum grant amount per new classroom for FDK programs.  

· Cost
	New Competitive Grant
	
	
	
	

	
	Cost Per Classroom Space

	
	$124,000
	$199,600
	$363,600
	$470,200

	Estimated Classrooms 
	
	
	
	

	Low Range – 700
	$86.8 M
	$139.7 M
	$254.5 M
	$329.1 M

	Mid-Range – 1,300
	$161.2 M
	$259.5 M
	$472.7 M
	$611.3 M

	High Range – 2,000
	$248.0 M
	$399.2 M
	$727.2 M
	$940.4 M


· Feasibility of Alternative(s)

OSPI has experience developing solid grant programs using strong grant screening and selection criteria.  This alternative would require criteria for making eligibility choices.  Depending on policy choices, OSPI could make a determination of need by school district as it does in the SCAGP comparing facility capacity versus future enrollment (unhoused).  State funding could then be targeted to only those schools qualifying for the state operating funds under E2SSB 5841 (highest poverty schools).

This alternative would provide state support to a number of school districts.  But, those that have brought FDK facilities on-line with their own resources and those that have unused space available could be left out.  For example, the district that has already made FDK a priority might have moved out of their science labs or music rooms to make space.  This option could remove their ability to recoup that space with state assistance.

This alternative would make targeted use of state support to the neediest school districts – in terms of school facilities.  It is less inclusive than the other alternatives and would target school districts demonstrating the most urgent lack of facilities, at this particular point in time, in response to this particular state-level FDK policy change.  This would be the most labor intensive option for OSPI and will require additional staff.
Recommendation 
OSPI believes any of these alternatives or a combination of them is feasible; all have issues to resolve.  The proposed alternatives assume local school district ownership and operation of the school facilities with the state in an assistance role.   As the Legislature considers offering state capital support for FDK programs, a consideration under any alternative is whether a recovery or penalty is appropriate in cases where FDK programs are started, receive capital facilities funding and then at a later time FDK is no longer offered.

In summary:

· School Construction Assistance Grant Program

PRO – Changes to the funding formulas would be relatively simple.

CON - Requires local funding to participate.  It will take decades to reach many of the state’s elementary schools and it may never serve some school districts. 
· Per Student Allocation

PRO – Follows the same methodology as the E2SSB 5841 operating funds currently flowing through OSPI to the school districts.

CON – Spreads state funding throughout the system providing funds to those school districts that may not need it and providing inadequate funds to those that do.

· New Competitive Grant

PRO – Uses similar eligibility determination as the SCAGP and would target funds to needy school districts.

CON – Funds school districts with the most facility need (unhoused), without compensating school districts that have made investments and shuffled space in order to offer FDK.

CON – Starts a new program and requires more, long-term state oversight.

Attachment A:  Full Day Kindergarten End of Year Report Survey
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	iGrants System: 2007-08

	iGrants Form Package 362
Full Day Kindergarten End of Year Report 
(State Funds)
Profile of This Form Package

	OSPI Program Area:  Learning and Teaching

	Purpose: The 2007 Washington State Legislature has made a commitment to phase in full day kindergarten programs beginning with the 2007-08 school year for the highest poverty school in the state; however the legislature understands that one potential barrier may be a lack of facilities that meet the requirements of a full day kindergarten program.  

We understand that you are busy at this time of year, but it is critical that you take the time to fill out the survey and provide accurate estimates.  The legislature has requested that the results of the survey be presented to them so they are able to truly understand all obstacles and costs associated with this transition to full day kindergarten and can make decisions about future capital investments.

Please complete the survey on or before July 31. You may want to involve your district facilities manager, other knowledgeable staff, or consultants to help complete this survey.

Thank you, for your continued support and for taking the time to fill out this very important survey. 

	Report Due Date:
	7/31/07
	Report Year:
	2006-07

	Program Contact:

	Scott Black
(360) 725-6268
scott.black@k12.wa.us
	 


Top of Form
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	362 Full Day Kindergarten Report 
Fiscal Year:  07-08 

Milestone: Draft (Printed 7/9/2007) 

Organization:  Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction 
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Scale: Current Status
1. How many occupied elementary schools did you have in your district in 2006-07?

XX
2. Of the total number of elementary schools in your district, how many elementary schools offered a Full Day Kindergarten program in 2006-07 (one or more FDK classes)?

XX
3. How many kindergarten *classes did you have in your district in 2006-07?

a. Full Day Kindergarten (FDK) Classes

X
b. Half Day Kindergarten Classes

X
c. **Extended Day Kindergarten Classes

X
4. Approximately how many kindergarten students did you have enrolled in the district in 2006-07?

a. Students enrolled in Full Day Kindergarten
XXX
b. Students enrolled in Half Day Kindergarten
XXX
c. Students enrolled in Extended Day Kindergarten

XX
5. If your district offered FDK in 2006-07, what facilities did the current FDK classes use? (select all that apply)

 

Option
Total Number
of Classrooms
Number of
Classrooms
Meeting Ed.
Specifications
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Classroom within existing elementary school building 

XX
XX
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Portable being used as classroom

XX
XX
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Other district-owned facility

XX
XX
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Off-site facility (e.g. rented community center space, etc.)

XX
XX
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Other (please specify) other

XX
XX
6. How many elementary school classrooms are currently being leased to third parties within your district?

XX
7. How many elementary school classrooms are empty, but still usable as an FDK facility with little or no remodeling?

XX
8. Do you have any elementary schools that are closed but that could be used to house a full-day kindergarten program?

XX
a. If yes, how many full-day Kindergarten classes could the closed facilities accommodate with moderate remodeling or less?

XX
9. Any additional comments regarding 6, 7 or 8 that you feel are important: Comments that are important.



*
A class is a group of students that meets together. In a half day program, the morning session would be a class and the afternoon session would be a separate class, even if they shared the same classroom and teacher.
**
Extended day kindergarten is an hour or two longer than half day kindergarten, but does not meet the requirements for full day status.
Scale: Barriers
10. What general operating or capital barriers prevent schools from providing full-day kindergarten in your district? (select all that apply) 

Materials and Supplies
(Lack of funds to buy books, art supplies, and other educational material) 

Not At All

Staffing Resources
(Lack of availability of highly qualified teachers, educational assistants, etc.) 

Minor Barrier

Facilities Resources
(Lack of sufficient facilities or space to house a full-day kindergarten program) 

Moderate Barrier

Transportation
Significant Barrier

Parent Interest
(Not enough parent interest in full-day kindergarten to justify offering it) 

Show Stopper

Other (Please Specify) Other here

Not At All

11. Any additional comments regarding question 10 that you feel are important: 

More important comments here... 

Kindergarten Classroom Specifications
12. Maximum number of students per kindergarten classroom:

XX
13. Square footage needed per kindergarten classroom and related spaces:

X,XXX
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Scale: Future Plans
Directions for this section: 

· Many school districts plan a multi-year phase in for full day kindergarten. Fill out questions 15-19 based on your phased plan. For example, if you are a small school district that plans to offer full day kindergarten in all elementary schools starting in 2010 and you plan to retrofit classrooms in 2008-2009, fill out the 2008-2009 box only and leave the rest blank. If you plan to phase in full day kindergarten over more than a 5-year period, fill out the boxes that correspond to the years that you will be phasing in FDK.
  

· Estimate costs to bring planned classrooms into compliance with your district’s educational specifications for kindergarten classes.
  

· Use 2007 dollars without escalation to answer all cost projections.
  

· Use total project costs; include design and all “soft” costs.
  

· Include classrooms needed for other grades when an FDK class will force a relocation of an existing class to alternate facilities. 

14. Full day kindergarten district-wide phase in plan:

a. When did you (or do you plan to) start offering at least one full day kindergarten class in your district? (specify academic year)?

XX
b. How many years do you expect it will take to complete your transition to full day kindergarten for all schools in your district?

XX 

15. For the 2007-08 school year, how many additional FDK classrooms will be required for your entire district? 

Option

Number of
Classrooms

Estimated
Average
Unit Cost
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Existing classroom within permanent or portable school building

X
X
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Modified classroom within permanent or portable school building

X
X
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New portable classroom

X
X
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Off-site facility (e.g. library, community center, church, etc.)

X
X
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Other (please specify) Other here...

X
X
16. For the 2008-09 school year, how many additional FDK classrooms do you estimate you will need for your entire district? 

Option

Number of
Classrooms

Estimated
Average
Unit Cost
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Existing classroom within permanent or portable school building

XX
XX
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Modified classroom within permanent or portable school building

XX
XX
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New portable classroom

XX
XX
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Off-site facility (e.g. library, community center, church, etc.)

XX
XX
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Other (please specify) Other here...

XX
XX
17. For the 2009-10 school year, how many additional FDK classrooms do you estimate you will need for your entire district? 

Option

Number of
Classrooms

Estimated
Average
Unit Cost
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Existing classroom within permanent or portable school building

XX
XX
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Modified classroom within permanent or portable school building

XX
XX
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New portable classroom

XX
XX
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Off-site facility (e.g. library, community center, church, etc.)

XX
XX
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Other (please specify) Other here...

XX
XX
18. For the 2010-11 school year, how many additional FDK classrooms do you estimate you will need for your entire district? 

Option

Number of
Classrooms

Estimated
Average
Unit Cost
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Existing classroom within permanent or portable school building

XX
XX
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Modified classroom within permanent or portable school building

XX
XX
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New portable classroom

XX
XX
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Off-site facility (e.g. library, community center, church, etc.)

XX
XX
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Other (please specify) Other here...

XX
XX
19. For the 2011-12 school year, how many additional FDK classrooms do you estimate you will need for your entire district? 

Option

Number of
Classrooms

Estimated
Average
Unit Cost
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Existing classroom within permanent or portable school building

XX
XX
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Modified classroom within permanent or portable school building

XX
XX
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New portable classroom

XX
XX
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Off-site facility (e.g. library, community center, church, etc.)

XX
XX
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Other (please specify) Other here...

XX
XX
20. Any Comments regarding questions 14-19 that you feel are important: Comments... 
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Bottom of Form

Attachment B:  Fiscal Note E2SSB 5841

OSPI researched portable and actual construction costs while preparing the fiscal note for E2SSB 5841 and found classroom costs to range much higher – between $200,000 and $470,000.  While the classroom costs ranged higher, the total fiscal impact of E2SSB 5841 reported by OSPI during the 2007 legislative session was much lower than the cost estimates presented later in this report.  The primary difference is due to using assumptions which resulted in a need for only 192 new classrooms.

The costs were developed under a broad, general assumption that limited state funding would be available for the most critically needed classrooms.  The following methodology was presented under quick time constraints and with little school district input.

	Methodology of Fiscal Note E2SSB 5841
	
	
	

	
	A. Estimated School Districts Requiring Space for FDK

	
	Multiplied by a ratio to
	

	
	B. Approximate the Number of Classrooms Needed

	
	Multiplied by
	

	
	C. Estimated Cost of Construction for a Kindergarten Classroom

	
	Inflated by 
	

	
	D. Construction Inflation Factors


· School Districts Requiring Space for FDK and Estimated New Classrooms
The assumptions began with a review of a 2004 study prepared by the Economic Opportunity Institute, Beyond the Mandate:  An Analysis of a Survey of School District Early Learning Programs in Washington State.  The study reported that 54 percent or 160 school districts offered more than the state mandated kindergarten program.  The fiscal note assumed that the remainder – 46 percent or 136 school districts – would need school facilities for FDK.
(Note:  There were 296 school districts at that time.)

Further, OSPI reviewed school districts with surplus space in their district (OSPI Report 3 for Projected Unhoused Students).   In that review, there were approximately 1,100 school buildings with kindergarten classrooms in them.  420 of those buildings or 38 percent were in school districts which were either growing or out of space.  OSPI assumed that of the 136 school districts needing to offer FDK, 52 school districts (or 38 percent) were in a growth mode or lacked space.   
After arriving at 52 school districts needing space, the proportion to all school districts (52/296 = 17.5 percent) was applied to total elementary school buildings with kindergarten classrooms.  This derived a need of 192 additional classrooms (0.175 * 1,100 = 192).
· Assumptions for Portable Construction Costs

Portable classroom costs were based on price lists provided by three vendors under the KCDA contract (a school district purchasing cooperative).  Kindergarten classroom costs were estimated on 1,800 square foot rooms with dedicated restroom facilities at approximately $200,000 each.
Portable classrooms approximated the cost of construction for a classroom only.  The risk to the approach was that the average cost per square foot estimated was and continues to be much lower than the average cost per square foot being experienced in actual construction costs for entire schools (including administrative, kitchen areas, etc. – other than just classroom space).  

· Assumptions for Actual Building Construction Costs

Input from three school districts guided estimates of actual construction costs for building new classrooms.   Classrooms were assumed at 1,200 square feet per room with dedicated restroom facilities and teacher’s room.  The cost ranged between $290 per square foot and $375 per square foot including costs for items like permits, soil sampling, surveys, architect and engineering fees, furniture, etc.  This equated to a cost of between $363,600 and $470,200 per new classroom when adjusted for inflation.

	
	$200,000
	$363,600
	$470,200

	192 New Classrooms
(no inflation)
	$38.4 M
	$69.7 M
	$90.3 M

	192 New Classrooms

(w/ inflation in fiscal note)
	$39.9 M
	$72.7 M
	$94.0 M


This analysis probably under reported the actual space requirements and cost estimates of providing adequate classroom space for providing FDK programs across Washington.  The July and August 2007 school district survey likely gives a better, more realistic range of variables for use in assessing the costs and feasibility of possible state funding alternatives. 
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