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APPLICATION OF LCRA TRANSMISSION § BEFORE THE STATE OFFICE
SERVICES CORPORATION TO AMEND ITS §
CERTIFICATE OF CONVENIENCE AND §

NECESSITY FOR THE PROPOSED EC § OF
MORNHINWEG TO PARKWAY 138-KV §

TRANSMISSION LINE IN COMAL AND §

GUADALUPE COUNTIES § ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS

SCHERTZ-CIBOLO-UNIVERSAL CITY INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT’S
RESPONSE TO MORTELLARO’S NURSERY, ET AL’S FIRST SET OF
INFORMATION TO INTERVENOR SCHERTZ-CIBOLO-UNIVERSAL CITY
INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

COMES NOW Schertz-Cibolo-Universal City Independent School District (“District™)
and files this, its Response to Mr. and Mrs. James and Joanne M. Harden, Acres, Agua & Ag,
Ltd., Mortellaro’s Nursery, Ltd. (“Mortellaro’s Nursery, et al.” or “Mortellaro’s Nursery”) First
Request For Information to Intervenor Schertz-Cibolo-Universal City Independent School
District, which was filed with the PUC and served on the District on February 28, 2013. This
Response is timely filed. The District agrees and stipulates that all parties may treat these
responses as if the answers were filed under oath. Dr. Greg Gibson is the sponsoring witness for
every response.

Respectfully submitted,

‘George Eriffies —

State Bar No. 240 7

Melva Perez

State Bar No. 24083649

Walsh, Anderson, Gallegos, Green and Trevifio, P.C.
Telephone: (210) 979-6633

Facsimile: (210) 979-7024
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that I have served a true and correct copy of the foregoing document on the
parties indic@gd—beiow in accordance with SOAH Order No. 2 issued November 12, 2012 on

this the 7o ' day of March, 2013 on all partj rycord,

4 — e
Georgs E. Grifr@s, Jr.
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SCHERTZ-CIBOLO-UNIVERSAL CITY INDEPENDENT SCHOOL PISTRICT’S
RESPONSE TO SAN ANTONIO LIMITED PARTNERSHIPS’ FIRST REQUEST FOR
INFORMATION TO INTERVENOR SCHERTZ-CIBOLO-UNIVERSAL CITY
INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

Question 1-1:

In Dr. Greg Gibson’s direct testimony located at page 7, lines 22-23, “The District searched for
property in the north-central area of the District for several years; the 101 Acre Tract was one of
only a few undeveloped tracts of this size available.”

a. Please describe with specific detail any and all factors that influenced and/or
determined the District’s decision to purchase the 101-Acre Tract as opposed to
the other undeveloped tracts of this size that were available in the north-central
area of the district’s area, including but not limited to factors that rendered the
101-acre tract more desirable or ideal, such as aesthetics, price of the property per
square foot, the presence or lack of existing utilities, seller incentives, access to
major roads, and thorough fares, etc.

b. Please describe with specific detail any and all factors that influenced and/or
determined the District’s decision not to purchase the other undeveloped tracts of
this size in the north-central area of the district, including but not limited to
factors that rendered the other tracts less desirable or ideal, such as aesthetics,

price per square foot, the presence or lack of existing utilities, seller incentives,
access to major roads and thorough fares, etc.

Response 1-1:
a. The District considered price, presence of utilities, and access.
b. The District considered price, presence of utilities, and access.
Question 1-2:

On page 8, line 1 of Dr. Gibson’s testimony, he states, “A conceptual plan for ‘possible’ future
use of the 101 Acre Tract is attached as Exhibit C”.

a. Specifically clarify in detail whether the use of the word “possible” refers to a
possible configuration, layout or design of the proposed high school.

b. Is it possible that the District may consider another use or uses for the 101-acre

tract? Ifso, please explain those uses in detail, including whether the District may
consider the use as an investment.
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Response 1-2:
a.

b.

Question 1-3:

Has the District ever considered, discussed or planned, whether by written,
electronic or verbal communication, any other possible use for the 101-acre tract?
If so, please describe in detail those instances. In addition, please provide copies
of all such documents.

If the answer to subpart (c) in this RFI is “yes”, what are any and all factors that
would lead the District to that decision?

Please explain whether or not the District has ever considered or discussed,
whether by written, electronic, or verbal communication, constructing the new
high school on a tract other than the 101-acre tract for the construction of a new
high school, and describe with specific detail what factors would lead the District
to that decision.

“possible” refers to configuration, layout and design of the future high school.

The District’s current plan for the property is for use as the site of a future high
school. If circumstances change, the District may consider another use for the
property. The District does not consider the use as an investment.

No.
Not applicable.

The District has not considered constructing the future high school on another
tract of land.

On page 7, line 21 of direct testimony of Dr. Gibson, e states “... the District will need to build a
new 3000-student high school in the north-central area of the District by 2021”.

a.

Please explain in detail the District’s proposed schedule, i.e., the specific year, by
which it hopes to commence construction of a new high school on the property.
Please include in your description any and all factors that may contribute to the
District’s ability and/or inability to meet said schedule.

Please provide all documentation regarding the District’s schedule regarding the
high school and all the phases, including issuing RFPs for contractors, response
date(s) of each RFP, ground breaking, etc.

If the District does not currently have a proposed schedule for the commencement

of construction of a new high school on the 101-acre tract, please give a detailed
explanation of why the District does not currently have a proposed schedule for
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the commencement of construction, and when it hopes to set a date for
construction. Please include in your description any and all factors that may
contribute to the District’s ability and/or inability to set a commencement
schedule for the new high school.

Response 1-3:

a.  The schedule for the construction of the future high school is set out in the
SCUCISD Facilities Master Plan Update 2012, attached as Exhibit A.
b. The schedule for the construction of the future high school is set out in the
SCUCISD Facilities Master Plan Update 2012, attached as Exhibit A.
c. The schedule for the construction of the future high school is set out in the
SCUCISD Facilities Master Plan Update 2012, attached as Exhibit A.
Question 1-4:

Please clarify the statements on page 10, line 22 through page 11, line 1 of Dr. Gibson’s direct
testimony that state “If the P.U.C. selects Segment ‘L’ the District requests that the segment be
adjusted so that it is parallel to a planned relocation of a CPS Energy easement and transmission

line.”

Specifically, please clarify if the use of the phrase “planned relocation” of the
transmission line refers to continuing negotiations and discussions by and
between the District and CPS Energy for the relocation of the CPS transmission
line that have not been finalized as of today’s date, or if the use of the phrase
“planned relocation” refers to a finalized, existing agreement between the District
and CPS Energy for the relocation of the transmission line at a future date.

If a current agreement exists between the District and CPS Energy for the
relocation of the transmission line, please describe in specific detail the existence
of any provision in the agreement for a termination and/or completion date for the
relocation of the transmission line.

Please provide all documentation, including the agreement and notes, relating to
the “planned relocation”.

Response 1-4:

a.

The “planned relocation” has not been finalized. There is no agreement for the
relocation between the District and CPS Energy. Also refer to the District’s
response to LCRA TSC Request for Information, question 2-4.

Not applicable.

Not applicable.
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Question 1-5:

In relation to the statement of Dr. Gibson’s testimony at page 10, line 22 through page 11, line 1
referenced in Question 1-4 above, please clarify his testimony on page 9, lines 15-16, “The
proposed relocation of the CPS Energy transmission line and easement is shown on Exhibit D”.
Specifically, please explain the difference between the “planned relocation” and “proposed
relocation” of the CPS Energy transmission line.

Response 1-5:

There is no difference between the “planned relocation” and the “proposed relocation”.

Question 1-6:

Please provide copies of all documents that relate to RFI 1-5 above.

Response 1-6:

The only document responsive to question 1-5 is the drawing attached to Dr. Gibson’s direct
testimony.
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EXHIBIT A
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SCUCISD
Facility Master Plan
Update 2012
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* High Achievement For All Students
High-Performing and Engaged Workforce
Effective and Efficient District and Campus Operations

Introduction

Periodically reassessing
demographics, timing, and
applying new projections to
the master plan is essential.
The Facility Master Plan was
created to adapt to changing
conditions in the District

Following the conclusion of the master
planning process, the facility master plan
was approved and adopted by the Board
of Trustees. At the same time, it was
clear that subsequent updates would be
needed to address the changing housing
matket, enrollment, and other District
criteria.

The district’s leadership looked at several
key issues for 2011/2012 as they relate to
the master plan’s demographic
updates,and corresponding timing for
future schools, This update provides a
synopsis of the findings in each of these
areas. The data presented is current as of
the 3" quarter 2011.

Demographics

Accurate demographic information is
critical to the overall success of the
facility master planning process. Schertz-
Cibolo-Universal City Independent
School District (SCUCISD) contracted
School District Strategies to petform a
demographic study in order to keep the
master plan applicable to current
conditions. The results allow the District
to respond appropriately to changing
conditions in housing, population, and
student growth. The areas addressed this
update include;

Demographics Update

U.S. Census Bureau released results
from the 2010 Census for Texas.
These results are briefly discussed as
pertains to the overall picture of
District’s fast growth in comparison
to the rest of the State.

Schertz-Cibolo-Universal
City ISD Enrollment
Trends

The information here pictures out
enrollment history, and annual growth.

District Housing Activity

Household growth and projections
have been updated to reflect the current
matket and conditions within the District.
Data includes New Home Activity, and
both Vacant Developed Lots, and Future
and Preliminary Developed Lots by
Campus. Vacant Developed Lots are
those developments where a street is in
front of the lot while Future and
Preliminaty Developed Lots are those
which have an approved platted lot ot
preliminary plat on file or in conceptual
stage of development. Most preliminary
lots have plats on file.

Enrollment Projections
Along with housing growth comes
growth in student enrollment. The
district’s enrollment is expected to
continue growing at a faidy rapid pace.
These long-term projections will depend
on pace of volatile new home market.

District Projections and
Facility Capacity

Demographic projections lead to the
question of how this will impact our
current campus facilities. District

Projections and Facility
Capacity are shown under the
moderate growth scenatio.
These are provided in a
chronological by campus and -
by;

3 Elementary Campuses.

4 Intermediate Campuses

O Junior High Campuses

21 High School Campuses

This update cubminates in a
Facility Needs Timeline.
Budget and Bonding capacity
determines what is affordable
and the when. Based on
advice from our financial
advisors, with the exception
of an elementary campus all
new construction has been
pushed out to the far right of
the time line. Ultimately
finances will determine what
the district can build.

..............................................................

| "Weare alI faced with a series |
i of great opportunities - :
: brilliantly disguised as
insoluble problems.”

John W. Gardner
i Former Secretary of Health,
i Education, and Welfare




Greater San Antonio School District
Rankings by New Home Activity

1 Northside 2,603
2 Comal 840
3 Schertz-Cibolo-U.C. 807
4 North East 728
5 Judson 630
6 Southwest 352
7 New Braunfels 276
8 Boerne 257
9 East Central 215
10 |Medina Valley 120
11 San Marcos Con. 114
12 Navarro 44

SCUCISD’s new home
market moves up to the
3rd largest among all
Greater San Antonio
school districts




Demographics Update

In February and August of 2011, the U.S. Census Bureau released results from the 2010
Census for Texas. The state results show that the overall population in Texas increased by 21%
from 2000 to 2010 (2.1% average annually). In Bexar County, the overall population grew at
similar pace. From 2000 to 2010 Bexar County’s total resident population increased from 1.39
million to 1,71 million residents. The addition of nearly 322,000 new residents represents an
increase of 23.1% during the 10-year period and an average annual growth rate of 2.3%. Ona
percentage basis, Guadalupe County grew at a faster rate than Bexar County and the state. The
2010 Census counted 131,533 residents in Guadalupe County, which represents an increase of
42,510 people and 47.8% growth since 2000.

The 2010 Census counted a total population of 58,437 for all residents in SCUCISD. The
2010 total represents an increase of 87% from the 2000 total of 31,217 and the addition of
27,220 new residents. Compared to the state, Bexar County, and Guadalupe County
population growth rates, the population within the district boundary grew at a much faster rate
during the last decade.

in 2000, 28% of the total resident population in SCUC ISD was under age 18 (8,862 total
residents). The 2010 Census once again found that 28% of the district’s population was under

age 18. However, the total number of people under age 18 had increased to 16,787.

Schertz-Cibolo-Universal City 1SD Enroliment Trends

The district’s overall student enrollment continues to increase. Over the past seven
years, the district has grown at an average annual rate of 8.0%, which represents the addition
of 769 new students per year. Although the pace of growth has slowed over the past three
years, the district is still averaging 608 per year since 2009. As of October 2011, district

enrollment was 12,995.




Schertz-Cibolo-Universal City ISD - Enroliment History (PK-12}
Fall 2004-Fali 2011
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$.C.U.C. ISD - Annual Growth (PK-12)
Fall 2004-Fall 2011
1,200
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7.008'09
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vear {Fall)

ELEMENTARY

768 | 10.1%
2006 192 646 653 689 658 702 673 740 725 739 902 834 687 656 1,116 | 13.3%
2007 188 704 732 777 784 724 773 758 823 818 929 835 801 651 862 9.1%
2008 230 734 795 769 881 842 820 837 807 877 1,08% 872 881 770 812 7.8%
2009 259 788 838 853 809 921 906 861 904 867 1,057 | 1,008 883 814 598 5.4%
2010 246 853 902 853 899 875 1,012 930 953 367 1,031 | 1,011 973 824 621 5.3%
2011 234 827 943 928 894 945 930 1,066 | 1,105 | 1,008 | 1,130 | 1,035 j 1,001 949, 606 4,9%

Source: SCUC ISD/TEA AEIS Repots




Student Age Distribution

SCUCISD Share of Overall Enrollment by Attendance Level
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SCUC 1SD - Annual Growth by Attendance Level
A0 e Fall 2004-Fall 2011

Annual student growth at the elementary {K-4) and high school (Grades 9-12) levels have been
the main drivers of district enrollment growth over the past several years. Since 2004, the
district has added an average of 269 elementary students and 242 high school students per
year. Atthe same time intermediate grades (5-6) and junior high grades (7-8} have added an
average of 120 new students per year.




District Housing Activity

New Home Market Subdivision Location Map




SCUC ISD New Home Activity

Schertz-Cibolo-Universal City ISD - Quarterly New Home Construction Totals

TR

| e Starts == CloSings

Source: Residential Strategies, Inc.

New Home Activity by Elementary School Zone
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New Home Activity by Intermediate School Zone
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New Home Activity by Junior High/High School Zone

Annual Starts & Closings {4010-3Q11)
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Vacant Developed Lot inventory

Vacant Developed Lots by Elementary Zone
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Vacant Developed Lots by JH/High School Zone

Future Lot Inventory

Future & Prelim Lots by Elementary Zone Paschal
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Green Valley
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Future & Prelim Lots by Intermediate Zone
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Existing Home Market

Yotal Sales

Schertz-Cibolo-Universal City ISD - Annual Existing Home Sales

2007 2008 2009 2010 1Qi1 2011 3Q11




Enroliment Projections

District enrollment projections have been created using a combination of cohort survival
rates by grade level, historical PEIMS data provided by the district, historical birth rate data for
the zip codes within the district boundary, new home construction activity, and future new
home lot inventory. Over the next ten-year period, Fall 2012 through Fall 2021, the district’s
enrollment is expected to continue growing at a fairly rapid pace.

The chart below shows three projection scenarios - High (Red), Moderate (Blue), and
Low (Green). The high scenario is based strictly on historical data and 3-year cohort survival
rates by grade. Under the high growth rate, the district would average 4.5% annual growth
over the next decade, which represents the addition of over 7,200 new students over the next
ten years {or 725 new students per year). The moderate scenario blends the historical
survival rates with the rate of new home construction and the remaining new home lot
inventory. At the moderate growth pace, the district is projected to average 500 new students
over the next ten years. The moderate scenario represents a cumulative total of 5,002 new
students and an average annual growth rate of 3.3% over the projection period. The low
scenario is similar to moderate projection methodology but reflects a slower rate of new home
construction and a lower student yield per new home constructed. Under the low scenario,
the district would add 3,700 new students by Fall 2021, which represents an average annual
growth rate of 2.5% (370 new students per year). SDS believes that the district is most likely to
follow the moderate projection path, which means that the district’s total enroliment would

increase from at 13,000 in the fall of 2011 to nearly 18,000 by Fall 2021.




Total Enroliment

Schertz-Cibolo-Universal City ISD 10-Year Fall Enroliment Projections {3Q11)
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District Projections and Facility Capacity (Moderate Scenario)

Elementary Campuses
5.CUC. ISD october
Moderate Scenario 3011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
[ o) an iTe g P
Totsl Ensoiment]__ 713 721 733 747 758 767 7 787 797 803 303
Fumctional Capachy Utfzstion] _ 106% 17% 109% 1% 113% 114% 115% 117% 118% 119% i19%
Functlona) Space Rersaining] 40 8 &0 34 % 54 106 Tid T 150 A%
e Capocity Utilitation] __ 05% 6% 58% 100% 101% 103% 104% 105% 107% 07% 107%
Mo Spoce Remeioirg] 35 27 15 1 10 19 -29 39 49 .55 55
Totsl Enrolment] 685 701 713 717 717 717 727
Fumctions! Copachy Utlization]  102% 1. 104% 106% 107% 107% 107% 107%
spoce 16 28 -0 44 4 a4 s
Max Cagacity Utilizatic
Functiona] Cagechy Ut 91% 99% 103% 107% 113% 121% 181% 142% 152% 162% 165%
 Space Remaining] 38 s a1 29 8 o2 136 182 236 260 277
Max Capachy Utifzation] 8236 85% 52% 96% 102% 109% T18% 128% 137% Tae% 147%
Mo Space Remaining] 86 53 37 19 10 24 88 134 178 221 229
£ & qQpu &
Total Encofiment] 790 829 861 875 892 907 917 923 929 934 934
Fanctions] Capacity Utl W% | 125% 128% 130% 132% 134% 136% 137% 138% 138% 138%
Fomctional Space 115 154 186 200 217 232 242 ~243 254 -259 259
Max Capacity Utfization] __105% | 112% 115% Tur% 119% 121% 122% 123% 124% 125% 125%
M Srce Repnsinieg] 40 75 411 125 142 157 -167 173 479 184 184
54 2 il aod & {1 200 0
Total Encolimont] 810 898 986 1,088 1,199 1,321 1428 1,540 1,638 1,720 1,753
FonctionslCapacity Utlkzation]___120% | 133% 146% 161% 178% 196% 210% 228% 245% 255% 260%
Functions! Spece Remaining] 135 223 T 213 524 646 753 865 963 085 | 1,078
Max Capacity Ullzation] _108% | 120% 132% 145% 160% 176% 190% 205% 218% 225% 234%
Max Space Remalnicg] __-60 248 236 338 449 571 678 790 388 970 1,003
5 = ; :
Total Enroliment] 620 620 620 620 520 620 620 620 620 620 620
Funcional Capacky UG 92% 2% 2% 97% 2% 9% 92% 92% 92% b2% 92%
Functions! Space femal 53 53 53 53 53 53 53 53 53 53 53
Wisx Capacity uam.uonl 83% 3% 83% 3% B3% 3% 33% 33% §3% 83% 83%
sax Spvce Remainiva] 128 128 128 128 128 128 128 128 128 128 128
Totsl Emvolment|___ 751 790 828 884 923 952 979 1,007 1,035 1,059 1,059
Functionsl Capocity Uiizatio 111% | 117% 125% 131% 137% 141% 145% 149% 153% 157% 157%
Functions! Space Romalning| __-76 118 153 209 248 27 304 332 360 384 384
Mot Copacity Utlization] _ 100% 108% 110% 118% 125% 127% 131% 134% 138% Ta1% 1a1%
Man Spoce Femalning] -1 40 78 134 73 202 223 257 285 308 305
Tots] 4771 | 43% | 5,188 5,395 5,602 5,812 6,011 6,213 6,398 6,558 6,598
Fumctional Capacity Utlaation] 206% | _ 111% 116% 120% 125% 130% 134% 135% 143% 246% 147%
1 Spoce Remalning] 291 530 708 -916 a2z | 1332 | 1831 1 1733 | 1918 | 2078 | 218
thax Capalty Uthization] __ 96% 100% 104% 108% 113% 117% 121% 125% 125% 132% 133%
WuxSpaca emainiog] 207 2 20 418 624 -834 2035 | 1285 | 1420 | 1580 | 363




intermediate Campuses

S.CU.C.ISD Profected Fall Enroliment
Moderate Scenario
b 1) a (o 9
Total Enrolime: 509 633 647 £61 877 691 708 727 745 764 767
Functional Capaciy Utilizati 75% 78% 80% 82% 84% 85% 87% S0% 92% 24% 95%
Funclional Space Remaining 201 177 163 145 133 119 102 83 64 46 43
Max Capacity Utliization, 68% 70% 72% 73% 5% 7% 79% 81% 83% 85% 85%
Max Space Remaini 291 267 253 239 228 209 192 173 154 136 133
B apo 8 '+ 9g
Tosl Enrotiment 767 808 853 910 967 1,025 1,079 1,137 1,189 1,284 1,248
Functionsl Capacity Utiizatio: 95% - 100% 105% 112% 119% 127% 133% 140% 147% 152% 154%
Functional Space Remnining| 43 2 -43 -100 ~157 -213 -269 -327 -379 -424 -438
Max Copacity Utilization 85% S0% 5% 101% 107% 114% 120% 126% i32% 137% 139%
Max Space Ramalning 133 92 47 -10 57 -125 ~179 -237 -289 -334 -348
edia 5 5 D &
Totat Enrolh 564 586 605 616 626 €36 644 650 657 661 661
Furctional CapacRy Ubilization]  100% 104% 107% 109% 111% 112% 114% 115% 116% 117% 117%
Functional Space Remaining 2 -20 -39 -50 -60 70 78 -84 91 -95 95
Max Capacity Utiizatior 50% 3% 96% 98% 100% 101% 102% 103% 104% 105% 108%
Max Space Remaining, 65 43 24 13 3 -7 <15 -21 ~28 -32 -32
Total Evzollment| 1,940 2,027 2,105 2,187 2,270 2,352 2,431 2515 2,592 2,659 2,676
Functional Capacity Usllization| 89% 93% 96% 100% 104% 108% 111% 115% 119% 122% 122%
Functional Space Remaining 246 159 81 -1 -84 -166 -245 ~328 406 473 490
o Capacity Utllhlﬁon{ 80% 83% 87% 90% 93% 87% 100% 104% 107% 109% 110%
| Mex Space me 489 402 324 242 159 77 -2 -86 -163 -230_ -247

Junior High Campuses
S.CU.C.iSD Projected Fall Enraliment
Moderate Scenario

arp 1210 2] G0
Tota! Enroliment] 1,006 1,047 1,076 1,095 1,119 1,144 1,171 1,198 1,223 1,248 1.251
Functional Capacity Utlization] __ 93% 7% 100% 101% 104% 106% 108% 111% 113% 116% 116%
Spuce Remaln 74 33 4 15 39 64 901 118 143 -168 71
Max Capacity Utilzatl 84% 87% 20% 91% 93% 95% 98% 100% 102% 104% 104%
Max Space Remat 194 153 124 105 81 56 29 2 23 43 51

3 ) SHYY g 058
Totsl Enrolment] 1,107 1,168 1,225 1,294 1,357 1,420 1,476 1,530 1,577 1,617 1,632
Functional Capacity Usilzat 116% 123% 129% 136% 142% 149% 155% 161% 165% 170% 171%
Functions! Space Remaining] 154 215 272 341 -404 -a67 523 577 624 664 -679
Max Copachty Utiization}  105% 130% 116% 122% 128% 134% 139% 145% 149% 153% 154%
Max Space Rematving] 49 -110 -167 236 299 362 418 472 -519 559 574

o 8
Total Enroltment] 2,118 2,215 2,302 2,389 2.476 2,564 2,647 2,721 2,800 2,865 2.883
Eunctional Utltization! _ 104% 109% 113% 118% 122% 126% 130% 134% 138% 141% 142%
Functionsl Space Remuiniag] __ -B0 182 269 356 443 531 514 693 767 832 -850
Max Copacity Utilization] _ 94% 98% 102% 106% 110% 114% 117% 121% 124% 127% 128%
Mexsace Remalving| 15 43 43 2231 218 306 389 459 542 507 625




High School Campuses

S.CU.C.1SD october .
Moderate Scenario 577 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
Total gurokmant] 2,833 | 1,563 1,788 2,008 2,196 2,248 2,305 2,359 2412 2,461 2,468
Functional Capacy Ulhzation] 915 8% 89% 100% 100% 112% 115% 118% 120% 123% 123%
Functional Sgace Remaining] 174 444 219 2 89 242 298 352 205 54 %61
o Capacity Utization]  82% 70% 0% 50% 28% To1% 103% 106% 108% 120% 111%
Max Spore Re 397 667 442 225 34 ET) 75 .129 182 231 238
0
Total Bwolment] 2,202 | 2,658 2,603 2,572 2,566 2,701 2,820 2,942 3,054 3,149 3,179
Functions! Coacity Udllaotion] _ 163% | 297% 199% 191% 150% 700% 209% 218% 226% 733% 236%
Functionsl Space & 52 | a8 | 4253 | 1222 | 1216 | ass1 | aav0 | aser | arod | azes | asrs
Max Capaciry Utltzation]_ 47% | 177% 174% 171% 172% 180% 188% 196% 204% 210% 212%
Wiox Space e T S 1103 L 3072 1206611201 | 1320 | aaz | isse | abes | iers
TolalEnratimant] 4,035 | 4,220 4,391 4577 4,762 4,950 5,125 5,302 5467 5,611 5,647
Functionsl Capaclty Uslastion] _ 120% | 126% 131% 135% 142% 147% 153% 158% 163% 157% 165%
Functional Space Rewalring] 678 -863 2034 | 3220 | 1405 73503 | 3768 | a9as | 2110 | z2se | 2290
08% | i13% 118% 123% 128% 1383% 137% 147% 187% 150% 151%
-305 230 561 847 2032 | 220 | “a3es | asia | agsr | aest | i




Facility Needs Timeline

School Type 2011/12 | 2012/13 ] 2013/14 | 2014/15 | 2015/16 | 2016f17 | 2017/18 , 2018/1% } 2018/20 | 2020/21 | 2021/22
Elementary Plori &Cons - an g Con
Intermediate o
Junior High
High Schoo! 3
N Nov. of May
Bond Election sand
Dollars Available 25M
P e
Dt October
iﬂ S Ty 2012 2013 2024 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
Total Envoll 4,771 4,990 5,188 |EREEa0R 3,602 5,812 6,011 6,213 6,398 i 6,598
Eunctions! Capeclty Utilization]  106% 111% 116% 98% 102% 106% 109% 123% 116% 101% 102%
Functional Space Rexmsil 201 510 708 108 98 -308 507 -709 894 -64 104
Max Capacity Ul 96% 100% 1048 90% 93% 97% 200% 103% 107% 94% 94%
Max Space Remakain; 207 -1z -236 510 404 194 -5 207 -392 438 358
Total 1,940 2,027 2,105 2,187 2,270 2,352 2432 2,515 2,592 PRSI 2,678
Functional Capacity Utifizationl  39% 93% 96% 100% 104% 108% 1M1% 115% 119% 78% 79%
ional i 245 159 81 1 -84 166 245 329 406 748 729
Mex Capacity Utdization]  80% 83% 87% 90% 3% 7% 100% 104% 107% 73% 73%
Max Space Remalning] 289 402 324 242 159 77 -2 -86 -163 593 976
c [#) Py { 20
Totat 2,113 2,215 2,302 2,389 2476 2,564 2,607 2,722 2,800 B 2,883
£ ) Capacity Utilhation]  104% 105% 113% 118% 122% 126% 130% 138% 138% 89% 85%
Space Remaini -80 182 -268 356 443 531 614 594 767 368 350
Max Capacity Utitization]  94% 83% 102% 106% 110% 114% 117% 121% 124% 83% 83%
Max Space Remalri 245 43 -34 -131 218 -306 -39 -468 542 593 575
Total neel 4,038 4,220 4,391 4,577 4,762 4,950 5,125 5,302 5,467 5,647
Functional Capacity Utilizath 120% 126% 131% 136% 142% 147% 153% 158% 163% 98% 99%
Functions] Space Remalning] 678 -863 -1,034 -1,220 -1,405 1,593 1,768 -1,845 2,210 122 26
Max Copacity Wtilization! _ 108% 113% 118% 123% 128% 133% 137% 142% 147% 92% 92%
Max Space Remalning| __-305 480 661 -847 -1,032 1,220 -1,395 1,572 1,737 495 459
mugmmﬂ” @&w&mtmmﬂubmwnmugu

Disciaimer - Although School District Strategies (SDS) has used commercially reasonable efforts to abtain information from sources in a manner
that SDS believes to be reliable, we do not guarantee its accuracy and such information may be incomplete, condensed or interpolated.
Information presented in this report represents our estimates as of the date of the publication and is subject to change without notice. This
report is not intended as a recommendation or endorsement for any action taken by others. In no event will School District Strategies be liable
for direct, indirect, incidental or consequential lost profits, lost savings, damages or other hiabilities resulting from any information provided
herein.




	page 1
	page 2
	page 3
	page 4
	page 5
	page 6
	page 7
	page 8
	page 9
	page 10
	page 11
	page 12
	page 13
	page 14
	page 15
	page 16
	page 17
	page 18
	page 19
	page 20
	page 21
	page 22
	page 23
	page 24
	page 25
	page 26

