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Facilities Master Plan
Community Forum
June 3, 2004

Notes by Kathy Johnson

Attendees:

Chris Jackins (CJ) Seattle Committee to Save Schools
Peter Evans (PE) West Seattle parent

Nancy Bernard (NB) Washington State Dept. of Health
Peter Dobrovoiny (PD) Possible FAC member

Peter Maier (PM) Schools First

Shellise Montgomery (SM) Garfield Community Coalition
Don Alexander (DA) Save Our South End Schools - SOS

Translators:

Mohamed Roble (MR)
Phong Sang (PS)
Luis Heredia (LH)

Comments:

(CJ) SSD has become good at saving the exteriors of historic schools, but
I am worried about saving the inside. Lots of work is going into ripping up
the insides of the buildings, and the new School Board has not said the
new plans are workable. SSD is spending a lot of dollars on questionable
planning. The current planning process (regarding schools) is
questionable and uncertain.

(CJ) Classroom sizes tend to be larger. Sizes have varied over the years
and can be just as good.

(DA) 1 would prefer that we start identifying race better. Words like
“minority” has negative connotations, it appears it is presented backwards.
Would prefer terms such as “Non-European” “ African-American”.

(DA) Children are treated like there are not important. Minority give the
connotation that they are not suitable, has political and economic
connotations.

(MR) | work with low-income families in the south and southeast areas,
families average about 4 or 5 students. Parents prefer to send the young
kids close to home but the schools are crowded with too many students in
the elementary and middle schools, they think the north schools are
better. At high schools, they prefer going north to Ingraham. Why do they
want to send their kids north? Something is not right, we need to have
proper facilities and programs but families do not want to go to the local
schools. Need to have programs attractive to keep kids at the
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neighborhood schools. Is “bilingual” a race? Or is it a program and
language? It is not necessarily the same as “minority” since not every
bilingual is a minority; we have Russians. How do we help in getting and
keeping attractive programs locally?

(PM) Concerns with the Joint Use agreement — the decisions on rental
rates were made under different fiscal era, it should not be open ended, it
needs to have review. Maybe the discussions that happened were made
under a different economic climate and the policies should be examined.

Questions (answers by John V):

(CJ) What is the Study and Survey? Planning document required for state
funding for construction. The state gives highest priority to new
construction needed to house students. SSD falls usually into the second
level priority since it is modemization.

(CJ) Is it (Study and Survey vs. FMP) a separate document? Yes, the
Study and Survey is a more detailed and specific. The FMP is more policy
and demographics.

(CJ) When are the new projections and demographics available?
Enrollment will be doing the 10-year “look ahead” projections this summer
and should have a full assessment ready this fall.

(CJ) How about preliminarily — do the look different? No real difference
since 1999. Numbers from the 1992 did not hold up. The assumption in
1992 was that by 2004, there would be 56,000 students. Right now we
are at about 47,000. Projections are pretty flat, +/- 1% annually, which
amounts to a few hundred students a year. Housing prices seem to affect
enrollment and birth rate. Addition of a lot of downtown housing units
(primarily condos) does not add a lot of kids to the system.

(CJ) Since seismic standards change, are the buildings safe? Virtually all
of the SSD buildings have been updated or replaced and meet current
seismic codes. BTA upgrades focus on keeping the building from
collapsing and the floors “pancaking”, and providing a safe exit out of the
building.

(PM) Can you do more? It would be very difficult to do additional
upgrades without replacing the building.

(CJ) Where did the goals (Facilities guidelines in the current FMP) come
from? SSD developed them in 1992 as part of the of the FMP but has
done minimal site acquisition in the BEX | & Il programs. The state size
goals are greater than SSD'’s.

(PM) With school size, are the planning capacities used to determine the
“academic” capacities? It needs to be made explicit to the schools if they
are not the same? Planning capacities is a tool. The intent of the
planning capacities is to determine the physical limits of the building; it
does not take into account specific specialized program space needs.
(DA) | am suspicious that SSD (staff) is not communicating, it was elitist
on South Lake meeting, and the Board didn’t have a clue. The report to
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