
 
  Long Range Facilities Study 

Prepared by the Student Growth and Population Task Force 
February 12, 2018  

 

 
 



 
 
 

Page 1 
 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
 
Board of Education 

 
Steve Zach, President 
Barbara Feeney, Vice President* 
Jeff Ramin, Treasurer* 
Krista Flanagan, Clerk 
Dan Krause 
Courtney Odorico* 
Tim LeBrun  

*Also serves on Vision Steering Committee 
 

Administration 
 

Dr. Brian Busler, Superintendent 
Leslie Bergstrom, Dir. of Instruction and 
Student Achievement 
Andrew Weiland, Business Manager 
Katie Heitz, Administrative Assistant  
Jayne Wick, Administrative Assistant 
Sarah Cooper, Receptionist 
 

 
School District Student  
Population & Growth Task Force 

 
Courtney Odorico, Co-chair 
Leslie Bergstrom, Co-chair 
Kerri Modjeski 
Jim Hagstrom 
Carlene Bechen 
Phil Van Kampen 
Bob Eveland 
Julie Eisele 
Tracey Leider  
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Consultants 

 
MDRoffers Consulting  
Project Management and Planning  
www.mdroffers.com 
 
Bray Architects 
Feasibility and Cost Analysis 
www.brayarch.com 
 
Photos courtesy of Mike Rebholz 
Architectural Photography 
 
Map prepared with assistance of UW-
Madison Applied Population Laboratory 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
Introduction .......................................................................................................................... 2 

Task Force Charge .............................................................................................................. 2 

Study Scope ....................................................................................................................... 2 

Process Overview ............................................................................................................... 2 

Values, Goals, and Parameters.............................................................................................. 3 

Values ................................................................................................................................ 3 

Goals .................................................................................................................................. 3 

Parameters ........................................................................................................................ 4 

Projections ............................................................................................................................ 6 

Projected OSD Student Enrollment .................................................................................... 7 

Existing School Building Evaluation ....................................................................................... 9 

Generally ........................................................................................................................... 9 

Elementary Schools ........................................................................................................... 9 

Intermediate School ........................................................................................................ 10 

Middle School .................................................................................................................. 10 

High School ...................................................................................................................... 10 

Alternative Paths ................................................................................................................ 11 

Overview ......................................................................................................................... 11 

Presentation and Analysis ................................................................................................ 11 

Quantitative Evaluation — Long Range Facilities Paths .................................................... 22 

Goal Evaluation — Long Range Facilities Paths ................................................................ 23 

Pros and Cons — Long Range Facilities Paths .................................................................. 24 

 
 

http://www.mdroffers.com/
http://www.brayarch.com/


 
 
 

Page 2 
 

Introduction 
Task Force Charge 
In early 2017, the Oregon School District (OSD) established the Student Growth and 
Population Task Force to complete a study to examine: 

• The long-term population and student census in the Oregon School District; 
• The long-term capacity of District facilities to support that census; and 
• Whether additional facilities are needed, and, if so, the grades served by such 

facilities and the impact on the grade configuration of current facilities.  
 
The Task Force has been comprised of OSD residents and other stakeholders. The Task 
Force has operated under the supervision and guidance of the OSD School Board's Vision 
Steering Committee, and with the support of OSD staff and consultants. 
 

Study Scope 
This Study is intended to assist the Vision Steering Committee, School Board, and OSD 
community make future facility expansion, remodeling, and construction decisions in the 
context of a thoughtful long range facilities plan. 
 
In its completion of this Study, the Task Force analyzed numerous factors.  These included 
student enrollment projections versus the capacities and conditions of existing schools.  
This projection/capacity analysis is documented in the separate Community Growth & 
Projections Report and summarized in this Study. The Task Force analysis was also based on 
its suggested goals and parameters for school facility planning, such as desired school and 
class sizes and a host of others.  These goals and parameters are also included in this Study. 
 
This Study focuses attention on the Task Force’s main product:  four alternative paths that 
address anticipated school facility needs through around 2030.  The paths vary in the type, 
timing, and sequence of school facility investment decisions.  The Task Force also 
anticipated longer-term impacts and the flexibility of each alternative path beyond 2030.    
 

 
Through this Study, the Task Force analyzed the pros and cons of each alternative path, and 
compared the paths to one another and several key goals and parameters.  The OSD could 
choose to follow any of the paths described in this Study.  Further, the OSD could pursue 
variations to a path, or a hybrid including components of more than one path.   
 
The Task Force did not select any particular path as its suggested long range facilities plan 
for the OSD.  Instead, the Task Force advises further deliberation from the Vision Steering 
Committee and full School Board to arrive at the OSD’s preferred path.  Community input 
may also be a factor; the Task Force has not directly solicited such input.  
 

Process Overview 
The Task Force undertook a rigorous process that led to this Study. That process included 
11 Task Force meetings between February 2017 and January 2018.   
 
Over the course of its early meetings, the Task Force toured each existing school, oversaw 
the consultant’s preparation of student enrollment projections and the resultant 
Community Growth & Projections Report, developed preliminary goals and parameters for 
facility planning, and interacted with the Vision Steering Committee at transitional times.  
  
Once that early work was substantially complete, the Task Force prepared 12 different 
preliminary options for addressing projected school facility needs through 2030.  Those 12 
options were reduced to 9 based on redundancy and fatal flaws with a few options.  The 
Task Force then refined the 9 options and evaluated them against the goals and 
parameters.  The Task Force’s evaluation of these 9 options is available upon request. 
 
At its October meeting, the Task Force voted on which of the 9 options warranted further 
consideration and evaluation.  By November 2017, the options had been narrowed down to 
3 alternative paths.  Path 1 has two variations (1-A and 1-B).  Through a January 2018 draft 
of this Study, the Task Force also suggested a hybrid of Paths 1-B and 3.  Later in January, 
the Vision Steering Committee advised that this hybrid be developed further into Path 4. 
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Values, Goals, and Parameters 
The Task Force developed values, goals, and parameters related to long range facilities 
planning.  These values, goals, and parameters contributed to the development of different 
options for addressing projected school facility needs, and later the Task Force’s evaluation 
of the different options and alternative paths.  They are not intended as hard and fast rules.  
Further, the Task Force did not weight the goals or parameters against each other, except 
to the extent implied by its evaluation of alternative paths presented later in this Study. 
 

Values 
1. Academics 

a. High standards  
b. High-quality, equitable  
c. Responsive to changing trends in education and instruction 
d. Sharing of best practices, ideas, and innovations 
e. Experiences and options for all students regardless of post high school plans 
f. Strong performing arts, environmental education, co-curricular, and other 

programmatic opportunities 
 

2. Relationships 
a. The ability to relate to all-district needs 
b. Strong sense of community 
c. Welcoming to all, recognizing the changing nature of children/families 
d. A district that sustains and attracts excellent staff and students 
e. Staff and educators that know students 
f. An environment that supports staff collaboration 
g. Relationships among staff, students, and families 

 
 
 
 

 

 
 

3. Students and Equity 
a. Students at the forefront of decision-making 
b. Ability to offer and sustain unique learning options for kids 
c. All students have opportunities to succeed 
d. Strong support for students of all academic needs and learning styles 

4. Facilities/Space 
a. Nimble, flexible, and sustainable 
b. Clean and safe 
c. Conducive to learning 
d. Trending toward modern facilities 
e. Larger schools are configured to retain smaller school feel 
f. Community access to facilities when school is not in session 

 

Goals 
1. Advance the Oregon School District’s five core values of…  

…whole child emphasis  
…educational equity  
…relevant and empowering learning experiences  
…caring and professional educators  
…strong family and community partnerships  

 
2. Contribute to a school district that continues to… 

…remain a leader in education  
…remain a desired school district in the region 
…anticipate and participate in evolving educational practices 
…welcome an increasingly diverse student population and family structures 
…maintain a community feel even while growing  
…employ technology as a tool to help students learn and prepare for tomorrow 
…support environmental education 
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3. Provide school facilities that… 
…enhance learning 
…support teacher collaboration 
…help retain and recruit quality educators 
…are neither overcrowded nor underutilized 
…are sized in a manner that fosters relationships 
…provide a thoughtful progression of students through the system 
…have flexible designs and can be adapted for different uses over time 
…have innovative designs and uses of space 
…are sustainably designed 

 
4. Provide for accessibility and transportation to schools that… 

…takes a districtwide perspective 
…maximize access for all district students and residents 
…minimize time that younger students spend on the bus 
…provide for efficient traffic movement around schools 

 
5. Develop a facilities plan and planning process that… 

…are the results of good data and informed decision making 
…prioritize the good of the district as a whole 
…keep student welfare at the forefront of decisions 
…are learner focused 
…are fiscally responsible 
…are truly long-range in scope and provide future flexibility 
…garner community understanding and support  
…prioritize the positive aspects of change  
…reach out to all residents, including those without school children 

Parameters 
1. Class Sizes 

• Maintain current guidelines (K-3: 20-24 per class; 4-12: 24-28 per class) 
• Moderate class sizes especially important at K-3 grades 
• Maintain some flexibility to address factors like bubbles and actual classroom 

capacity 
• Moderate class sizes are better for all students, help support special need 

students, are a differentiator for many families in selecting a school district, and 
are important for recruiting staff and maintaining morale 
 

2. New and Expanded Schools 
• Whether to expand a school, or to build a new school, should relate to future 

student distribution—schools should be provided close to future students 
• Locate schools in neighborhoods and growth areas, but with regional accessibility 

too, to address changes in student locations over time 
• Support for campus opportunities, based on economies in construction and 

busing, sharing staff and other resources, mentoring possibilities 
• A campus could evolve over time (e.g., sufficient land acquired for both 

intermediate and middle schools, built at different times based on need)  
 

3. Elementary Attendance Areas/Elementary School Choice 
• Accommodating family preferences has been important 
• Transportation is a challenge, which may increase as growth spreads 
• May become more challenging to maintain choice with 4th elementary school 
• District should manage demographic equity among elementary schools 

 
4. Ideal School Sizes/Maximums 

• Research on best practices for maximums indicate that school configuration is 
more important than school size 

• Community feeling can be a challenge with larger school sizes 
• Consider sizes that enable principals to know all of their students  
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5. Grade Groupings/Transitions 
• Task Force acknowledges support for current grade groupings in the community 
• Differing opinions among Task Force members for possibility of combining 

intermediate/middle school; may be parent concerns if 5th graders in same school 
building as 8th graders 

• Design flexible spaces to enable grade group changes over time, if desired or 
necessary 

• 3+ year grade groupings may aid in minimizing transitions and developing 
modeling and mentoring roles 

• The location of future student growth could have an impact on desirable grade 
groupings (e.g., if larger percentage of students live in Fitchburg) 

• Desire to maintain similar school experiences for all students; different grade 
configurations in different parts of district should be minimized, or at least limited 
in duration 

• Could think about alternate means of organizing students (e.g., more so by 
subject than grade level) 

• Work to maintain or reduce the current number of transitions between schools 
 

6. Accommodating Four Year Old Kindergarten (4K) Students 
• Assume maintenance of current policy of partnering with community sites for 4K 

students 
• 4K challenge may emerge if a future school is provided in Fitchburg, especially 

given relative shortage of wrap-around care in that immediate area (but OSD 
could cultivate new partnerships) 

• Could consider providing 4K in a new OSD school, particularly in a Fitchburg-based 
school, at least temporarily, but it is hard to discontinue services after they are 
introduced  

 
7. Other Parameters and Considerations 

• Bring all OSD students together as soon as practical 
• Important to keep high school in Village of Oregon 
• Online and blended learning needs to be considered  
• Consider subject-based, charter, and/or magnet schools (e.g., environmental) 
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Projections 
The Community Growth & Projections Report helped the Task Force understand the impact 
of future residential development and demographic change on future student enrollment, 
where in the OSD area that enrollment change is projected to occur, and how enrollment 
projections compare with the capacities of existing schools. 
 
That Report features housing unit and OSD student enrollment projections in three periods: 
through 2020, from 2021 to 2025, and from 2026 to 2030.  The projections were broken 
down by 63 different small areas, or “neighborhoods,” depicted on the map to the right.  
Projections through 2030 were then compared to existing OSD school capacities.   
 
Through the Community Growth & Projections Report, the Task Force found that: 

• The OSD area will become an increasingly popular location for new housing, mainly 
near its northern edge (Fitchburg) and on the west side of the Village of Oregon. 

• The OSD is appealing to families.  The ratio of OSD students per new housing unit in 
the Village is among the highest in Dane County. 

• Between January 2017 and 2030, the consultant projects an increase of 1,923 K-12 
students enrolled in OSD schools.  See the next pages for details. 

• As depicted on the map to the right, the consultant projects significant enrollment 
increases in high growth neighborhoods in Fitchburg and on the Village’s west side. 

• Elementary school (grades K-4) enrollment is projected to increase by 543 students, 
which would result in current schools being 400 students over capacity by 2030. 

• Capacity issues appear to be the greatest and most immediate at the intermediate 
school level.  The consultant projects that grade 5-6 enrollment will increase by 340 
students between 2017 and 2030.  This would result in Rome Corners Intermediate 
School building being over its maximum capacity by 2020. 

• Middle and high school capacity issues will emerge somewhat later, based on the 
larger current school sizes and recent improvements at those schools.  Still, at a 
minimum, expansion may be required at each of these existing schools in the 2020s.  
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Projected OSD Student Enrollment  

School 
Actual 

Enrollment1 
MDRoffers Consulting’s 

Projected Resident Enrollment2 
Projected 
Change, 

2017-2030 

Building 
Capacity 
Range3 Jan. 2017 2020-21 2025-26 2030-31 

Brooklyn Elementary4  487   483   497   498  +11 456-544 
Netherwood Knoll Elementary4  541   576   674   773   +232  500-596 
Prairie View Elementary4  473   576   674   773  +300 440-524 

GRADE K-4 TOTALS   1,501   1,635   1,845   2,044  +543 1,396-1,664 
Rome Corners Intermediate  574   744   840   914  +340 576-672 
Oregon Middle  563   728   822   908  +345 699-843 
Oregon High5  1,117   1,336   1,664   1,812  +695 1,441-1,710 

GRADES 5-12 TOTALS 2,254 2,808 3,326 3,634 +1,380 2,716-3,225 
K-12 GRAND TOTALS  3,755   4,443   5,171   5,678  +1,923 4,112-4,889 

Notes: 
1 From Oregon School District. Includes both resident enrollees plus non-residents enrolled in OSD schools (open enrollment in, tuition waiver).  The Task Force notes 

that, by January 2018, enrollment at all schools has increased.  January 2017 numbers are still presented here to maintain continuity with what was presented in the 
September 2017 Community Growth & Projections Report.  

2 Projections in this table do not include any 4K or Early Childhood students or open enrollment of non-OSD residents into schools in the District.  Projected enrollment 
also is based on an assumption of constant rates of open enrollment out, private school enrollment, and home schooling of OSD residents.   

3 From August 2017 School Capacity Study by Bray Associates Architects, Inc. 
4 Projections for individual elementary schools are based on the 2016-17 advisory Oregon-Brooklyn elementary attendance area boundary, plus consultant’s 

assumption that ½ of the “Oregon schools” projected enrollment would attend Netherwood Knoll and ½ Prairie View.  Projections do not include open enrollment in. 
5  For Oregon High School, building capacity includes finishing the 1st story “shell” space constructed in 2017 with three additional classrooms, but does not include 

completion of a 2nd story expansion that was enabled by the 2016-17 construction project.  Such 2nd story expansion would add capacity for 114 to 132 additional 
students in the high school building.  
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Existing School Building Evaluation 
With assistance from Bray Architects, the Task Force evaluated the current capacities and 
conditions of each of the OSD’s existing schools and sites. 
 
The capacity analysis, summarized in the table and charts on the previous pages, is 
documented in a separate capacity study completed in August 2017.  The existing capacity 
of each school is presented in terms of a range.  “Capacity range” indicates the zone in 
which a building functions optimally as an educational facility.  Once a building exceeds the 
lower limit of the “capacity range,” Bray Architects advise that the OSD should be planning 
and preparing for future changes to address capacity before the upper limit of the 
“capacity range” is reached or exceeded. 
 
The Task Force also toured each existing school with OSD administrative staff and 
principals.  These guided tours provided improved understanding of the condition, 
opportunities for expansion, and limitations of each school and its site. 
 
The Task Force used the following summary evaluation to guide whether and how it 
considered the utilization, remodeling, expansion, and repurposing of each school in the 
long range facilities options/paths. 
 

Generally 
The Task Force concluded that all existing school buildings are suitable as educational 
facilities through 2030 and beyond.  All have been kept in good repair and have received 
technology and other upgrades over the past several years, particularly as a result of the 
successful 2014 building referendum.  This being said, school buildings may require 
expansion or remodeling to accommodate additional enrollment or address their potential 
adjusted purpose in the alternative paths presented later in this Study. 
 

Elementary Schools 
The Task Force elected not to suggest expansion of either Netherwood Knoll or Prairie View 
Elementary School as part of its alternative facility paths.  These schools are uniquely 
positioned on a single, 25-acre site near the center of the Village of Oregon.  This site 
already accommodates over 1,000 elementary students.  Further, Netherwood Knoll is the 
OSD’s oldest building, initially built in 1950.  Together, the two schools are well outside of 
walking distance from neighborhoods anticipated to have significant enrollment growth. 
   
The Task Force instead believes that it would be reasonable for the OSD to consider slightly 
reducing the capacity of Netherwood Knoll to accommodate administrative space needs of 
an expanding district.  This should be considered only once new elementary student 
capacity is expanded elsewhere.  
  
Brooklyn Elementary School has the greatest expansion potential of any of the three 
existing elementary schools.  Still, the Task Force does not recommend expansion of 
Brooklyn Elementary School, for three reasons.  First, most projected enrollment growth 
will not be at the south end of the OSD area, but rather on its north end.  Second, at a 
current capacity of between 456 and 544 students, Brooklyn Elementary is already within 
the Task Force’s recommended size range for elementary schools.  Third, access to and site 
circulation at the school could become an issue with more students. 
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Intermediate School 
The Task Force explored the potential to expand the Rome Corners building to address 
projected intermediate school enrollment growth.  After such exploration, the Task Force 
does not recommend Rome Corners’ expansion in any of the alternative paths included in 
this Study for the following reasons: 

• Capacity expansion would require expansions of paved, stormwater, classroom, and 
building core areas (e.g., cafeteria, gym). 

• The site has limited area (16.5 acres) to accommodate such expansion while 
maintaining outdoor recreational space.   

• Increased traffic congestion in a site and neighborhood that is already congested. 
• Unique school design with four classroom pods may be compromised. 
• Contrary to goal of moderate school sizes, especially for younger students. 
• Contrary to goal of minimizing busing times, especially for younger students.  Most 

projected grade 5-6 enrollment growth will be fairly distant from Rome Corners. 
 
The Task Force acknowledges the OSD in its foresight in designing Rome Corners to serve a 
variety of younger students.  Three of the four alternative paths presented later in this 
Study include at least a slight grade reconfiguration at Rome Corners.     
 

Middle School 
Two of the four alterative paths include the addition of a gym station, remodeling of the 
cafeteria for more seating, an eight-classroom expansion, and associated land acquisition 
and site improvements for Oregon Middle School (OMS).  OMS expansion would 
accommodate the Task Force’s goal of bringing all students together as soon as practical, 
and maximize recent investments at that school.  Still, expanding OMS would increase its 
capacity to 900+ students and may lead to a later, further expansion there.  
 
The Task Force and its consultants assessed the capacity of the OMS building and site to 
accommodate such an expansion.  Bray Architects considered potential future OMS 
 

building expansion in the program for the 2014 referendum project, and determined such 
expansion to be technically feasible.  The OSD should investigate whether the site is large 
enough and whether some access should be directed to Highway MM (Wolfe Street), if it 
selects a path that requires classroom expansion at OMS.  Achieving a driveway access 
along Highway MM appears feasible from a regulatory standpoint.   
 
Finally, related to addressing future middle school needs, the Task Force determined that it 
will be challenging to build a second middle school to address capacity issues unless a third 
grade is added to the middle school grouping.  Otherwise, for many years, either the two 
middle schools would have significantly different attendance numbers from one another, 
or attendance at OMS would be significantly reduced below its current total.  
  

High School 
The Task Force also acknowledges the 
OSD’s foresight in the design of the new 
high school expansion and remodeling.  
That project includes a shelled first-story 
space, currently used for storage, but 
convertible to up to three classrooms 
when needed.  That project was also 
designed to enable additional second 
story expansion at a later date.  Such an 
expansion could accommodate six 
additional classrooms. 
 
Based on enrollment projections, the 
OSD may need to undertake both 
anticipated infill projects by 2030.  The 
Task Force believes that such projects 
would be an effective way to address 
high school facility needs through 2030.  
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Alternative Paths 
 

Overview 
As described earlier in this Study, the Task Force developed and evaluated a multitude of 
different options for addressing the OSD’s long range school facility needs.   
 
From this evaluation, the Task Force initially detailed three main alternative paths in a draft 
of this Study, plus one hybrid of two of these paths.  The Vision Steering Committee later 
suggested that this hybrid be presented as its own path.  The Task Force believes following 
any of these four paths would reasonably and appropriately address the OSD’s projected 
school facility needs. 
   
The alternative long range facility paths are named 1-A, 1-B, and 2, 3, and 4.  The paths 
typically (but not always) vary by grade configuration, set of early construction and other 
steps, and school building outcomes by around 2030.  Each path was also intentionally 
designed and refined to perform fairly well against the Task Force’s goals and parameters, 
as a result of the winnowing process this past fall.   
 

Presentation and Analysis 
The remainder of this Study includes the Task Force’s presentation and evaluation of the 
alternative paths.   

The next five pages include a page-long description of each path.  In the case of Path 1 
there is a page for each of its variations A and B.  Each page includes: 

• An overview of the grade configuration and early steps along that path. 
• An illustration of how OSD school facilities will look around the year 2030, featuring 

each existing, new, and expanded school that would result from following that path. 
• A matrix including a step-by-step tour along the path, for each grade group/school 

type and for each of three time periods.  The periods are short term (2018 to ~2023), 
mid term (~2023 to ~2030), and long term (~2030 to 2040+). 

 
Bray Architects prepared a cost analysis for each path, which follows the path descriptions.  
Each page again covers a different path, and features descriptions of what happens to each 
existing and proposed school in that path through 2030.  Each of these pages also includes 
a comparison between the capacity of each school and enrollment projections.  
 
The last section of the Study includes the Task Force’s evaluation and comparison of all of 
the paths in three different ways, including: 

• A matrix comparing the paths “by the numbers” and by projected curriculum and 
instructional impacts.    

• A graphic showing how well each path performs against eight of the Task Force’s key 
goals/parameters and against other paths.  Not surprisingly, each remaining path 
performs fairly well against the goals.  The poorer performers had been sifted out 
earlier in the process.  A more detailed justification for how and where paths were 
placed in this graphic is available upon request. 

• A summary matrix indicating the Task Force’s pros (particular strengths) and cons 
(particular weaknesses) of each path, as a means to sum up its evaluation.   

 
The Task Force considered variations to the paths that included a capacity increase for 
Oregon Middle School (OMS) to better reflect Task Force goals.  The first variation, on 
which the Task Force took no position, could apply to Paths 1-A and 1-B.  Instead of 
building the new grade 5-6 school suggested under those paths, OSD could convert OMS to 
become the District’s second grade 5-6 school, build new middle school, and retain Rome 
Corners as a grade 5-6 school.  This variation would still require a larger middle school, but 
in a new building on a larger site, intentionally designed for more students.  However, this 
variation would place both grade 5-6 schools within one mile of each other and neither in 
OSD’s northern growth area—contrary to other Task Force goals.  The second variation 
could apply to Paths 1-A, 1-B, and 2.  This variation would involve converting OMS to a 
grade 7-9 school and constructing a second grade 7-9 school between 2024 and 2030. In 
addition to not requiring OMS expansion, this second variation would allow the High School 
to operate as a grade 10-12 school without expansion for many years.  The Task Force does 
not support this second variation because it would significantly diminish the high school 
experience for 9th graders. 



 
 
 

Page 12 
 

PATH 1-A  
Retain Current K-4, 5-6, 7-8, 9-12 Grade Groupings 

Early Steps  
• Acquire land for new school or campus 
• Build a new grade K-4 elementary school 
• Build a new grade 5-6 intermediate school 

 
OSD School Configuration by ~2030 (same as 1-B) 

 
 

BKE 
K-4 

PVE 
K-4 

NKE 
K-4 

NEW 
K-4 

RCI 
5-6 

NEW 
5-6 

OMS 
7-8 

OHS 
9-12 

SCHOOL TYPE 
(grades) 

ACTION STEPS 
Short Term  

(2018 to 2023) 
Mid Term  

(~2024 to ~2030) 
Long Term  

(~2030 to 2040+) 

Elementary 
(K-4) 

Acquire land for new 
school building(s).  Could 
be two sites, or one larger 
site for a potential campus.  

Build a new K-4 
elementary school, with 
~600 student capacity. 

No action anticipated. 
 
 
 

Build a new 
elementary school.  

Intermediate 
(5-6) 

Build a new intermediate 
school, with initial ~300 
student capacity and future 
expandability to match 
current RCI capacity. 

No action anticipated. Expand grade 5-6 
capacity by expanding 
short term intermediate 
school to “full” size (e.g., 
to match RCI capacity). 

Middle 
(7-8) 

Acquire more land around 
OMS to improve traffic 
circulation and/or add 
classrooms later. 

At OMS, add gym station 
and remodel for more 
cafeteria seating. 

Expand OMS, with likely 
need early in mid term. 
OMS expansion would 
bring capacity to ~930 
students. 
Consider long term middle 
school options.  Acquire 
land for new middle 
school if that option is 
selected for long term 
construction.  

Build a new middle 
school, perhaps with 
initial capacity less than 
OMS (but see long term 
high school options 
below), OR further 
expand OMS.  Such 
further expansion would 
bring middle school to an 
over 1,000 student 
capacity. 

High 
(9-12) 

No significant action 
anticipated.  New 1st floor 
shell space subdivided into 
three classrooms when 
necessary. 

Build classroom 
expansion to OHS, in the 
already-anticipated 2nd 
floor location. 

Explore a variety of 
options.  May include 
further OHS expansion, 
shifting 9th graders to be 
with grades 7-8 along 
with new middle school 
build, or other options. 
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PATH 1-B  
Retain Current K-4, 5-6, 7-8, 9-12 Grade Groupings 

Early Steps  
• Acquire land for new school or campus 
• Build a new grade K-6 elementary school 
• Later, based on growth, convert K-6 to K-4 

 
OSD School Configuration by ~2030 (same as 1-A) 

 
* Initially built as a K-6 school 

 

BKE 
K-4 

PVE 
K-4 

NKE 
K-4 

NEW 
K-4* 

RCI 
5-6 

NEW 
5-6 

OMS 
7-8 

OHS 
9-12 

SCHOOL 
TYPE 

(grades) 

ACTION STEPS 
Short Term  

(2018 to 2023) 
Mid Term  

(~2024 to ~2030) 
Long Term  

(~2030 to 2040+) 

Elementary 
(K-4, with 

initial 
variation) 

Acquire land for new school 
building(s).  Could be two 
sites, or one larger site for a 
potential campus.  
Build a new K-6 
elementary school, with 
~600 student capacity. 
 

Convert new K-6 school to 
a K-4 school as part of the 
plan to expand grade 5-6 
capacity. 
 

Build a new 
elementary school. 

Intermediate 
(5-6) 

New K-6 school would 
address projected grade 5-
6 enrollment through short 
term. 

Build a new 
intermediate school, with 
initial ~300 student 
capacity and future 
expandability to match 
current RCI capacity. 

Expand grade 5-6 
capacity by expanding 
mid term intermediate 
school to “full” size (e.g., 
to match RCI capacity). 

Middle 
(7-8) 

Acquire more land around 
OMS to improve traffic 
circulation and/or add 
classrooms later. 

At OMS, add gym station 
and remodel for more 
cafeteria seating. 

Expand OMS, with likely 
need early in mid term. 
OMS expansion would 
bring capacity to ~930 
students. 
Consider long term middle 
school options.  Acquire 
land for new middle school 
if that option is selected 
for long term construction. 

Build a new middle 
school, perhaps with 
initial capacity less than 
OMS (but see long term 
high school options 
below), OR further 
expand OMS.  Such 
further expansion would 
bring middle school to an 
over 1,000 student 
capacity. 

High 
(9-12) 

No significant action 
anticipated.  New 1st floor 
shell space subdivided into 
three classrooms when 
necessary. 

Build classroom 
expansion to OHS, in the 
already-anticipated 2nd 
floor location. 

Explore a variety of 
options.  May include 
further OHS expansion, 
shifting 9th graders to be 
with grades 7-8 along 
with new middle school 
build, or other options. 
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PATH 2 
Shift to K-3, 4-6, 7-8, 9-12 Grade Groupings 

Early Steps  
• Acquire land for elementary or intermediate 
• Build a new grade 4-6 intermediate school 
• Convert RCI to serve grades 4-6 
• Convert existing elementary schools to K-3  

 
OSD School Configuration by ~2030 

 
 

 

 

BKE 
K-3 

PVE 
K-3 

NKE 
K-3 

NEW 
K-3 

RCI 
4-6 

NEW 
4-6 

OMS 
7-8 

OHS 
9-12 

SCHOOL 
TYPE 

(grades) 

ACTION STEPS 
Short Term 

(2018 to ~2023) 
Mid Term 

(~2024 to ~2030) 
Long Term 

(~2030 to 2040+) 

Elementary 
(K-3) 

Acquire land for new 
school building(s).  
Could be two sites, or 
one larger site for a 
potential campus. 
When new grade 4-6 
school opens, convert 
elementary schools to 
grades K-3. Add one K 
classroom at BKE/PVE. 

Build a new K-3 
elementary school, 
with initial ~300 
student capacity and 
future expandability. 
 

Expand K-3 capacity 
by expanding mid term 
K-3 school to ~550 
students. 
 

Intermediate 
(4-6) 

Convert RCI to serve 
grades 4-6.   

Build a new grade 4-6 
intermediate school, 
with ~700 student 
capacity. 

No action anticipated. Expand 4-6 capacity.  
Options: (1) 4th graders 
back to elementary 
schools (speeds need 
for next ES), (2) expand 
one/both intermediate 
schools, or (3) build 3rd 
intermediate school.  

Middle 
(7-8) 

Acquire more land 
around OMS to improve 
traffic circulation 
and/or add classrooms 
later. 

At OMS, add gym 
station and remodel 
for more cafeteria 
seating. 

Expand OMS, with 
likely need early in mid 
term.  OMS expansion 
would bring capacity to 
~930 students. 
Consider long term 
middle school options. 
Acquire land for future 
middle school if that 
option is selected. 

Build a new middle 
school, perhaps with 
initial capacity less than 
OMS (but see long term 
high school options 
below), OR further 
expand OMS.  Further 
expansion would bring 
middle school to over 
1,000 student capacity. 

High 
(9-12) 

No significant action 
anticipated.  New 1st 
floor shell space 
subdivided into three 
classrooms when 
necessary. 

Build classroom 
expansion to OHS, in 
the already-anticipated 
2nd floor location. 

Explore a variety of 
options.  May include 
further OHS expansion, 
shifting 9th graders to 
be with 7-8 along with 
new middle school 
build, or other options. 
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PATH 3 
Shift to K-5, 6-8, 9-12 Grade Groupings 

Early Steps  
• Convert elementary schools and RCI to serve grades 

K-5 and OMS to serve grades 6-8 
• Build a new grade 6-8 middle school  
• Acquire land for future K-5 school building 

 
OSD School Configuration by ~2030 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SCHOOL 
TYPE 

(grades) 

ACTION STEPS 
Short Term 

(2018 to ~2023) 
Mid Term 

(~2024 to ~2030) 
Long Term 

(~2030 to 2040+) 

Elementary 
(K-5) 

When new grade 6-8 
school opens, convert 
RCI, BKE, NKE, and PVE 
to all serve grades K-5.  
Add band rooms to BKE 
and PVE.  Remodel 
space for band room at 
NKE and for 
kindergarten rooms at 
RCI. 
Acquire land for new 
school building(s).   

Build a new grade K-5 
school, with ~550 
student capacity.  
Acquire land for future 
elementary school. 
 

Build a new 
elementary school. 

Middle 
(6-8) 

Build a new grade 6-8 
school, with ~600 
student capacity and 
future expandability. 
Convert OMS to serve 
grades 6-8.  Explore 
traffic circulation 
improvements. 

No action anticipated. 
 

Expand 6-8 capacity.  
Options: (1) expand one 
or both middle schools, 
and/or (2) build 3rd 
middle school. 

High 
(9-12) 

No significant action 
anticipated.  New 1st 
floor shell space 
subdivided into three 
classrooms when 
necessary. 

Build classroom 
expansion to OHS, in 
the already-anticipated 
2nd floor location. 

Explore a variety of 
options.  May include 
further OHS expansion, 
shifting 9th graders to 
be with 6-8 along with 
new middle school 
build, or other options. 

BKE 
K-5 

NKE 
K-5 

PVE 
K-5 

RCI 
K-5 

NEW 
K-5 

OMS 
6-8 

NEW 
6-8 

OHS 
9-12 
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PATH 4 
Hybrid of Path 1-B and Path 3  

Early Steps (Same as Path 1-B) 
• Acquire land for new school or campus 
• Build a new grade K-6 elementary school 
• Later, based on growth, convert K-6 to K-5 

 
OSD School Configuration by ~2030 (Same as Path 3) 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 

 

 SCHOOL 
TYPE 

(grades) 

ACTION STEPS 
Short Term 

(2018 to ~2023) 
Mid Term 

(~2024 to ~2030) 
Long Term 

(~2030 to 2040+) 

Elementary 
and 

Intermediate 
(transition 
in mid term 

to K-5) 

Acquire land for new 
school building(s).  Could 
be two sites, or one 
larger site for a campus.  
Build a new K-6 
elementary school, 
with ~600 student 
capacity.  
RCI remains a grade 5-6 
school through short 
term.  That, plus the new 
K-6 school, addresses 
projected grade 5-6 
enrollment through 
short term.  

When new grade 6-8 
school opens, convert 
RCI, BKE, NKE, PVE, 
and short term K-6 
school to all serve 
grades K-5.  
Add band rooms to 
BKE and PVE.  Remodel 
space for band room at 
NKE and kindergarten 
rooms at RCI. 
Acquire land for future 
elementary school. 
 

Build a new 
elementary school.  

Middle 
(transition 
in mid term 

to 6-8) 

No action anticipated, 
except for potential 
traffic circulation 
improvements.   
OMS remains a grade 7-8 
school in the short term. 

Build a new grade 6-8 
school, with ~600 
student capacity and 
future expandability. 
Convert OMS to serve 
grades 6-8.   

Expand 6-8 capacity.  
Options: (1) expand 
one or both middle 
schools, and/or (2) 
build 3rd middle 
school. 

High 
(9-12) 

No significant action 
anticipated.  New 1st 
floor shell space 
subdivided into three 
classrooms when 
necessary. 

Build classroom 
expansion to OHS, in 
the already-anticipated 
2nd floor location. 

Explore a variety of 
options.  May include 
further OHS expansion, 
shifting 9th graders to 
be with 6-8 along with 
new middle school 
build, or other options. 

BKE 
K-5 

NKE 
K-5 

PVE 
K-5 

RCI 
K-5 

NEW 
K-5* 

OMS 
6-8 

NEW 
6-8 

OHS 
9-12 

* Initially built as a K-6 school 
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Preliminary Cost Analysis — Path 1-A (Retain Current K-4, 5-6, 7-8, 9-12 Grade Groupings) 
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Preliminary Cost Analysis — Path 1-B (Retain Current K-4, 5-6, 7-8, 9-12 Grade Groupings) 
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Preliminary Cost Analysis — Path 2 (Shift to K-3, 4-6, 7-8, 9-12 Grade Groupings) 
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Preliminary Cost Analysis — Path 3 (Shift to K-5, 6-8, 9-12 Grade Groupings) 
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Preliminary Cost Analysis — Path 4 (Hybrid of Path 1-B and Path 3)
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Quantitative Evaluation — Long Range Facilities Paths  

Path 
Grade 

Configuration 

Early Major 
School 

Construction  

# of Transitions 
to Different 

Schools 

Grade in Which 
All OSD Students 

First Come 
Together 

Total # of OSD 
Schools by ~2030 

Projected Capital 
Cost before 

~2023  
(in 2020 $) 

Projected Capital 
Cost between 

~2023 and ~2030 
(in 2026 $) 

Major Curriculum and Instructional Impacts 

1-A Same as today New K-4 
New 5-6 3 7th 8 $69-74 million $8-9 million 

Maintenance of the existing grade configuration leads to an 
extension of the same curricular programming.  However, as 
the 7-8 building takes on more capacity, it will become 
important to consider whether features such as the new 
greenhouse remain accessible given the increase in students.  
Same impacts apply to paths 1-B and 2. 

1-B 

Similar to today, 
but new building 

would initially 
be K-6; convert 

to K-4 later 

New K-6, 
converted later 

to K-4 
3 7th 8 $44-47 million $39-42 million 

Initially no significant curricular impact. K-6 building will be 
built to meet the curricular programming needs of those 
grades.  However, when building becomes a K-4 school, the 
band and choir rooms will no longer have any programmatic 
function. 

2 K-3, 4-6, 7-8, 9-
12 New 4-6  3 7th 8 $49-52 million $38-41 million 

Impact on a K-4 building becoming K-3 is minimal, but leads 
to one grade 4 orchestra room at each school without a 
specific programmatic purpose. 

3 K-5, 6-8, 9-12 New 6-8  2 9th 8 $47-50 million $45-48 million 

The addition of grade 5 programming at each existing K-4 
building requires band and choir space. Also, OSD currently 
requires General Music as part of its grade 6 programming; 
classroom availability at OMS would be needed to continue 
this offering. 

4 

Starts similar to 
today, with 

building initially 
as K-6; convert 

system later to K-
5, 6-8, 9-12 

New K-6, 
converted later 

to K-5 

Starting in mid 
term, reduced to 

2 transitions 

7th in short term, 
9th by mid term 8 $39-41 million $58-62 million 

Initially no significant curricular impact.  K-6 building will be 
built to meet the curricular programming needs of those 
grades.  The later addition of grade 5 programming at each 
existing K-4 building requires band and choir space.  Also, 
OSD currently requires General Music as part of its grade 6 
programming; classroom availability at OMS would be 
needed to continue this offering. 

NOTES:  Paths 1-A, 1-B, & 2 also include a new gym station and more cafeteria seating at Oregon Middle School.  Paths 2-4 also include minor addition or remodeling to existing elementary schools, given different grades served. 
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Goal Evaluation — Long Range Facilities Paths 
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Pros and Cons — Long Range Facilities Paths 
Path Pros Cons 

1-A 

• Lowest total capital costs of the paths through ~2030 
• May best allow for school campus opportunities 
• Manageable busing times for younger students 
 

• Expanded Oregon Middle School 
• No clear path to a 2nd middle school after 2030 
• Highest capital cost through ~2023 
• Least flexibility for future changes 

1-B 
• Better performance against most goals than 1-A  
• Much lower capital costs than Path 1-A through ~2023 
• Manageable busing times for younger students 

• Expanded Oregon Middle School 
• No clear path to a 2nd middle school after 2030 
• Dissimilar school experiences for 5-6 graders in short term 

2 

• Good (but not great) performer against most goals   
• K-3/4-6 grouping provides good opportunity for locating 

schools closest to students 

• Expanded Oregon Middle School 
• No clear path to a 2nd middle school after 2030 
• Includes grade group shift without reduction in school 

transitions 

3 
• Best performer against school size and traffic movement goals 
• Combines a grade group shift with a reduction in number of 

transitions between schools 

• 2nd highest total capital costs of the paths through ~2030 (in 
part because many projects deferred) 

• Mediocre performer against a few of the Task Force’s key 
goals 

4 
• Lowest capital costs of the paths through ~2023 
• Highest performer against the most key Task Force goals 
• Most flexible; provides opportunity for mid-course shift 

• Highest total capital costs of the paths through ~2030 (in part 
because many projects deferred) 

• Might be the most challenging path to explain 
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