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1 INTRODUCTION 

FLO Analytics (FLO) conducted a baseline assessment of Portland Public Schools’ (the District) enrollment, 
programs, and facilities in order to develop a district-wide framework to guide both short- and long-term 
decision making, as it relates to enrollment and program balancing. 

1.1 Background 

In January 2019, FLO was retained by the District to lead the development of a multiyear enrollment and 
program balancing project. FLO has assisted dozens of school districts with long-range planning needs in 
the Pacific Northwest and on the East Coast. Key expertise and services provided to districts include long-
range strategic planning; student enrollment forecasting; enrollment and program balancing; community 
engagement planning; facilitating committee processes; and providing technical capacity and support to 
assess baseline data and modeling options related to school enrollment and program balancing. 

In 2019, a number of significant milestones were reached in order to successfully plan and launch the 
District’s enrollment and program balancing effort. Figure 1-1 below provides a summary of the work 
completed to date. District staff and leadership have been key stakeholders in refining the enrollment and 
program balancing work plan (see Section 2) and include:   

• Board of Education 
• Budget Office  
• Communications 
• Department of Dual Language 
• Enrollment and Transfer 
• Facilities and Asset Management  
• Kindergarten and Early Learning 
• Office of School Performance 
• Office of Strategic Partnerships and Engagement 
• Office of Student Support Services 
• Operations 
• Racial Equity and Social Justice (RESJ) 
• Research, Assessment, and Accountability 
• Special Education 
• System Planning and Performance 

Figure 1-1. FLO Work Completed to Date 
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1.2 Purpose 

The purpose of this report is to develop a common understanding and district-wide framework to guide both 
short- and long-term decision making throughout the enrollment and program balancing process. In order to 
achieve this, this report will focus primarily on analyzing district-wide information necessary to understand 
the complexities around enrollment, programs, facilities, and student demographics—the baseline data 
required for a system-wide lens. Key observations from the baseline assessment will then be converted to 
findings and recommendations to guide the development and sequencing of study area design over 
subsequent years of enrollment and program balancing.  

This report provides understanding of the District’s data so that recommendations on a phased approach to 
the enrollment and program balancing work, including recommendations for sub-setting the District into 
regional study areas, can be done with thoughtful intent. The District’s schools, grade configurations, feeder 
patterns, attendance areas, participation in programs, and rates of transfer between schools and programs 
result in a complex and interconnected system that makes it challenging to subset the District by individual 
high school clusters and achieve the goals of the enrollment and program balancing project. Therefore, it’s 
essential to have a comprehensive understanding of the District’s baseline data in order to have foresight for 
cause and effect within and across high school clusters and the District as a whole.  

The report is organized as follows:  

• A brief review of the District’s Resolution No. 6059 passed by the Board of Directors in late 
February 2020 on the enrollment and program balancing process scope of work (see Section 2).  

• A baseline data assessment to evaluate the District’s feeder patterns, current enrollment 
(2019/2020), five-year forecasted enrollment, facility capacities and utilization, program 
placement and enrollment, and key socioeconomic and demographic indicators of the student 
body. Key findings for each of these topics have also been provided (see Section 3). 

• A discussion on the solutions that best match the issues identified in the baseline data 
assessment section. For example: a given K-8 school that has a co-located dual language 
immersion (DLI) program is overcrowded. Grade reconfiguration (i.e., kindergarten through 5th 
grade [K-5]); relocation of DLI program; and boundary adjustments are all viable solutions that 
can be matched to help alleviate the identified issue. A discussion on where cross-regional 
coordination may be required to address issues is also provided (see Section 4).  

• A review of the District’s past enrollment and program balancing efforts, with a primary focus on 
the District’s prior District-wide Boundary Review Advisory Committee (DBRAC). A summary of 
lessons learned from that process are provided (see Section 5).  

• A findings and recommendations section that highlights our key findings and provides 
recommendations on how best to approach the District’s phased enrollment and program 
balancing process, including identifying the study area extent and sequencing and the timing of 
future study areas (see Section 6). 
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There are limitations to our analysis and reporting. The intent of this report is not to provide “what if” scenarios 
for solving the District’s enrollment and program balancing challenges. That is, the outcome of this report will 
not include scenarios for kindergarten through 8th grade (K-8) reconfiguration, relocation options for 
focus/alternative programs, what possible boundary adjustments might look like, or predictions for specific 
locations for pre-kindergarten (Pre-K) expansion. Additionally, recommendations on changes to District policy 
or post-enrollment and program balancing transition recommendations are not the focus of this report or 
FLO’s approved work plan. 

Another significant limitation and source of uncertainty, the COVID-19 pandemic, is emerging as we write 
this report. We are entering what is expected to be a prolonged economic recession that could reduce state 
and local tax revenue the District relies upon. To now be anticipating budget shortfalls represents a dramatic 
turn of events after the passage of Oregon’s Student Success Act in 2019, which would have provided a 
significant funding boost for the District. It is unclear what the impacts will be specific to the program and 
enrollment balancing effort. In general terms, we expect that student enrollment forecasts will be impacted. 
In past recessions we have seen drops in enrollment and increased student mobility in disadvantaged 
communities, however, the underlying causes here are quite different than those driving earlier recessions. 
We also expect the timing of efforts to engage the community in guiding rebalancing decisions will be 
postponed (relative to our recommendations) and, at least in part, moved to virtual venues. 

2 RESOLUTION NO. 6059 

2.1 Board Resolution 

In late February 2020, the District Board of Education (Board) passed Resolution No. 6059 (Board Resolution; 
see Appendix A), approving the enrollment and program balancing process scope of work. The resolution is 
in response to the District having several system-wide issues related to the use of its physical facilities that 
impact student success, as further described in Subsection 2.2 below. As stated in the Board Resolution, 
“The Enrollment and Program Balancing Scope of Work provides overarching guidance for the project, 
including district-wide rationale, core values, outcome goals, and approach and sequence of work.” 

2.2 Drivers 

The Board Resolution identifies a number of drivers (i.e., issues or inequalities) that the enrollment and 
program balancing project aim to address, including:  

• Under or over enrollment is prevalent across the District, resulting in schools not having 
adequate space; having too few strands to provide robust programming; or having programs co-
located, which can lead to programmatic inequities.  

• High school enrollment is imbalanced across the District and should be adjusted where possible 
to ensure equitable course offerings and student opportunities. 
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• Kellogg Middle School is opening in the fall of 2021 and an appropriate feeder pattern needs to 
be established. As a result of Kellogg Middle School opening, one or more existing K-8 schools 
located in southeast Portland may need to be reconfigured to K-5. The need for an additional 
comprehensive middle school (grades 6 through 8) should also be evaluated.  

• The ACCESS program is currently split across two school campuses and should be reunited at 
a new undetermined location in the District.  

• Special education services should be adjusted to ensure a continuum of offerings within all high 
school clusters.  

2.3 Core Values 

As stated in the Board Resolution No. 6059, the enrollment and program process are grounded in core values 
and ethical principles articulated in the PPS vision that include (PPS, 2019a):  

• Students at the Center 
• RESJ 
• Honesty and Integrity 
• Excellence 
• Respect 

• Relationships 
• Creativity and Innovation 
• Partnerships and Collaboration 
• Grounded in the Spirit of Portland 
• Joyful Learning and Leadership

2.4 Outcome Goals 

The scope of work points to the following three primary outcome goals from the enrollment and programming 
balancing process:  

• Optimizing the use of the District’s facilities and working to phase out or eliminate portable 
classrooms. 

• Supporting equitable programming through program redesign at the middle grades, including 
reconfiguring identified K-8 schools to K-5 elementary schools. It’s recognized that some regional 
K-8 schools may need to be maintained in order to provide program pathway continuity.  

• Fewer co-located programs across the District and at all grade groups (K-5, K-8, grades 6 
through 8) in an effort to reduce isolation (i.e., schools within a school) and program inequities. 

2.5 Work Plan Approach and Sequencing 

The Board-approved work plan identifies key components of the enrollment and program balancing project 
that will ultimately result in a thoughtful, transparent, and engaging process. These core concepts include:  

• Comprehensive analysis and development of a phased district-wide enrollment balancing 
plan—The scope of work will be informed by a comprehensive analysis that takes into 
consideration all the necessary data inputs (e.g., enrollment, facility information, student 
demographics). Data sources will be transparent, including the analysis and use of the RESJ 



 

PAGE 5 

lens to inform decision making (PPS, 2019b). The comprehensive analysis will result in the 
development of a district-wide plan (i.e., this report) for how to approach the subsequent work. 

• Phased implementation plan using regional approach/focus—Based upon the findings and 
recommendations from this report, the work will be addressed through the identification, proper 
sequencing, and timing of regionally phased work over the next several years.  

• Community engagement—A comprehensive community engagement plan has been 
developed and will ensure that, as reconfiguration options are being considered, the process will 
be conducted transparently and the broader community will be engaged for awareness and 
feedback throughout (e.g., open houses and surveys). Regional study area community 
participation will include the development of advisory groups that are made up of school 
principals, parents, students, and community members. Targeted engagement will also focus on 
the District’s students and historically underserved parents and community members and will 
take place within the context of the District’s core values, emphasizing racial equity. 

• Continuous improvement—The District recognizes that the administration of a phased 
approach to the scope of work, feedback obtained, and lessons learned along the way will result 
in opportunities to make key adjustments during and across the multiyear study area processes. 

3 BASELINE DATA ASSESSMENT 

The baseline data assessment is an analysis of fundamental district-wide information that will explore 
underlying drivers (i.e., issues) and will inform solutions for achieving the goals and outcomes of the 
enrollment and program balancing effort. These data include current enrollment and student residence, 
enrollment and residence forecasts, focus/alternative program locations, facility capacities and grade 
configurations, and socioeconomic indicators. Combining these datasets, we examine factors such as school 
capacity utilization, capture and transfer rates, school feeder structures, and focus/alternative program 
transfer rates. These factors form the basis of our recommendations for future phasing and priority of 
enrollment and program balancing beyond the initial southeast study area (see Section 6), which is a priority 
due to the scheduled opening of Kellogg Middle School in 2021. 

This analysis is limited to K-12 neighborhood schools and special programs administered directly by the 
District and housed in District facilities during traditional school hours. While the District offers a wide array 
of programs and services beyond this definition, this narrowing of scope is necessary to devote adequate 
attention to factors that have the greatest impact on enrollment and program balancing. 

District-Wide Reference Materials 

We begin by taking a district-wide view of schools, programs, and catchments. Throughout this assessment, 
we will reference a district-wide overview map (Appendix B—Figure B-1), a map series of each high school 
“cluster” (Appendix B—Figures B-2 through B-11), and two tables (Appendix C—Tables C-1 and C-2). A 
quick reference for the contents of Tables C-1 and C-2 is below, in Table 3-1. Our approach for forecasts, 
capture rates, transfers, functional capacity, and utilization are described later in this section. 
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Table 3-1: Key Reference Tables 
Appendix C—Table C-1 
Inventory of School Programs 

Appendix C—Table C-2 
Inventory of School Facilities 

Program type Grade Configuration 
Grade Configuration Region 
Region High School Feeder 
High School Feeder 2019-2020 Enrollment 
2019-2020 Enrollment 2019-2020 Underserved Student Enrollment 
2024-2025 Forecasted Enrollment 2024-2025 Forecasted Enrollment 
2019-2020 Students by Residence Functional Capacity 
2024-2025 Forecasted Students by Residence Number of Classrooms 
Capture Rates Modular Functional Capacity and Classrooms 
Transfers In and Out Capacity Utilization 
Net Transfers  

3.1 District Overview 

In our baseline data assessment, we examine the District’s 82 schools that are housed in 85 facilities. Table 
3-2 is a complete list of the 82 schools, organized by grade configuration and the high school cluster in which 
they are located. Figure 3-1 is a schematic of how the subset of 73 schools with neighborhood catchments 
feed upward to a neighborhood high school. The remaining ten schools are home to programs that do not 
have a neighborhood catchment and are instead a special education program or enrolled through a lottery 
or application process. In Table 3-2, these nine schools are listed separately from any high school cluster. 
Four catchment schools (Lane Middle, Beaumont Middle, Faubion K-8, and Bridlemile Elementary) are split 
across high school feeder patterns, depicted in Figure 3-1. 
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Table 3-2. Schools and Grade Configuration by Location within High School Cluster 
Cleveland Grades Grant Grades Madison Grades No Cluster Grades 
Abernethy K-5 Alameda K-5 Lee K-5 Richmond K-5 

Buckman K-5 Beverly Cleary K-8 Rigler K-5 ACCESS 
Academy K-8 

Duniway K-5 Laurelhurst K-8 Rose City Park K-5 Creative 
Science K-8 

Grout K-5 Beaumont 6-8 Scott K-5 Odyssey K-8 
Lewis K-5 Grant 9-12 Vestal K-5 Winterhaven K-8 

Llewellyn K-5 Jefferson/Grant Grades Harrison Park K-8 da Vinci 6-8 

Whitman K-5 Boise-Eliot/Humboldt K-5 Roseway 
Heights 6-8 Pioneer K-12 

Woodmere K-5 Irvington K-5 Madison 9-12 Benson 9-12 

Woodstock K-5 Martin Luther King Jr. K-5 Roosevelt Grades Metro. 
Learn. Ctr. K-12 

Hosford 6-8 Sabin K-5 James John K-5 Alliance 9-12 

Sellwood 6-8 Harriet Tubman 6-8 Rosa Parks K-5   

Cleveland 9-12 Jefferson 9-12 Sitton K-5   

Franklin Grades Jefferson/Madison Grades Astor K-8   

Atkinson K-5 Faubion K-8 
César Chávez K-8 

  

Glencoe K-5 Vernon K-8   

Kelly K-5 
Jefferson/Roosevelt Grades George 6-8   

Beach K-5 Roosevelt 9-12   

Arleta K-8 Chief Joseph K-5 Wilson Grades   

Bridger K-8 Peninsula K-5 Bridlemile* K-5  Key 

Creston K-8 
Woodlawn K-5 Capitol Hill K-5  Cluster 

Ockley Green 6-8 Hayhurst K-5  Elemen
tary 

Lent K-8 Lincoln Grades Maplewood K-5  K-8 
Marysville K-8 Ainsworth K-5 Markham K-5  Middle 

Sunnyside K-8 
Chapman K-5 Rieke K-5  High 

Forest Park K-5 Stephenson K-5   

Lane 6-8 Skyline K-8 Gray 6-8   

Mt. Tabor 6-8 West Sylvan 6-8 Jackson 6-8   

Franklin 9-12 Lincoln 9-12 Wilson 9-12   

NOTES: 
*Physically within Wilson cluster, but administratively within Lincoln cluster. 
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Figure 3-1. High School Feeder Paths Based on 2019 Neighborhood Catchments 

 
 
Before diving into the analysis, a final note on the geographies we use to categorize and summarize results. 
The District uses a high school cluster concept to broadly group its schools together. However, all schools 
do not fit neatly into this concept. Within every high school cluster there is an exception, either due to 
catchments that are split between clusters or the dual assignment zones (DAZs) instituted around Jefferson 
High School. Additionally, the identified outcome goals for this enrollment and program balancing effort aren’t 
confined to a single high school cluster and will take cross-cluster analysis and coordination to achieve. For 
this reason, we are grouping schools into four regions defined as north, northeast, southeast, and west, 
loosely corresponding to Portland city quadrants (Figure 3-2). Although catchment boundaries may cross into 
multiple regions, a school's region is defined by its physical location. 
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Figure 3-2. Regions Used in this Baseline Data Assessment 

 

3.2 Student Enrollment 

3.2.1 Enrollment for 2019-2020 School Year 

Enrollment data is the foundation for calculating a host of important indicators used to compare potential 
solutions for achieving the goals and outcomes of the enrollment and program balancing effort, including 
capture rates, transfer rates, and capacity utilization. Here we explore an October 2019 snapshot of district-
wide enrollment data (PPS, 2019c).  
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Kindergarten through grade 12 enrollment is 45,841 students across the 82 schools assessed. This 
enrollment value is different than the complete count of 48,653 due to the exclusion of some K-12 special 
programs and pre-K students attending early learning programs. Table 3-3 summarizes 2019-2020 
enrollment by grade group and region, where elementary school is K-5, middle school is 6-8, and high school 
is 9-12. For enrollment by individual program and facility, see Tables C-1 and C-2, Appendix C. 

 
Table 3-3. 2019-2020 Enrollment for 82 Assessed Schools  

by Grade Group and Region 
Region ES MS HS Total 
North 2,990 1,712 1,836 6,538 

Northeast 5,733 2,576 4,161 12,470 
Southeast 8,683 4,041 3,496 16,220 

West 4,852 2,530 3,231 10,613 

Total 22,258 10,859 12,724 45,841 
NOTES: 
ES = elementary school. 
HS = high school. 
MS = middle school. 

 
Complete district-wide enrollment (82 schools assessed here, plus the special programs we have excluded) 
has increased 8.2 percent from the 2008-2009 school year to the 2018-2019 school year, with growth slowing 
to 3.4 percent in the past five years (Table 3-4). Enrollment at the middle school level increased the most 
over this ten-year period, at 11.0 percent, followed by elementary at 8.6 percent and high school at 5.4 
percent. While the overall trend was upward, each grade group saw annual losses—in the 2017-2018 and 
2018-2019 school years for elementary; in the 2009-2010 and 2016-2017 school years for middle school; 
and in the 2010-2011, 2011-2012, 2012-2013, and 2013-2014 school years for high school (Portland State 
University Population Research Center, 2019). 

Table 3-4. District-Wide Enrollment Trends by Grade Group 
School Year Grades K-5 Grades 6-8 Grades 9-12 Total 
2008-2009 22,053 9,880 13,091 45,024 
2009-2010 22,630 9,825 13,137 45,592 
2010-2011 22,868 9,845 13,028 45,741 
2011-2012 23,346 9,936 12,924 46,206 
2012-2013 23,751 10,020 12,746 46,517 
2013-2014 24,240 10,303 12,584 47,127 
2014-2015 24,486 10,371 12,722 47,579 
2015-2016 24,607 10,747 12,798 48,152 
2016-2017 24,629 10,696 12,984 48,309 
2017-2018 24,481 10,780 13,423 48,684 
2018-2019 23,953 10,963 13,792 48,708 
Percent Change 
2008-2019 8.6% 11.0% 5.4% 8.2% 

Adapted from Portland State University Population Research Center, 2019. 
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3.2.2 Socioeconomic Indicators for 2019-2020 School Year 

As the District considers enrollment and program balancing, the overarching priority is to create and preserve 
equitable access to programming for students by approaching this work through the lens of RESJ (PPS, 
2019b). To provide context for the inequalities that exist in the District, Figure 3-3 through Figure 3-9 map a 
series of socioeconomic characteristics provided through the U.S. Census American Community Survey 
(ACS).  

Figure 3-3. Percent Population of Black, Indigenous, and People of Color 
(BIPOC), by U.S. Census Tract (2018 ACS Five-Year Estimates) 
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Figure 3-4. Percent of Homeowners Who Are Black, Indigenous, and People of 
Color (BIPOC), by U.S. Census Tract (2018 ACS Five-Year Estimates) 
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Figure 3-5. Median Household Income, by U.S. Census Tract (2018 ACS Five-Year 
Estimates) 
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Figure 3-6. Population in Poverty Who Are Younger than 18-Years-Old, by U.S. 
Census Tract (2018 ACS Five-Year Estimates) 

 



 

PAGE 15 

Figure 3-7. Percent of Cost-Burdened Households, by U.S. Census Tract (2018 
ACS Five-Year Estimates) 
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Figure 3-8. Percent of Households with No Internet Access, by U.S. Census Tract 
(2018 ACS Five-Year Estimates) 
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Figure 3-9. Percent of Households with No Computer Access, by U.S. Census 
Tract (2018 ACS Five-Year Estimates) 

 

Specific to enrollment, the District uses a set of characteristics to identify “combined historically underserved” 
(CHU) students. Per the District, “these students meet one of the following criteria: special education 
eligibility; limited English proficiency; free meal eligibility by Direct Certification; or, identification as any of 
African-American, Latino, Native American, or Pacific Islander,” including students self-identifying as 
multiracial including any of the aforementioned. 

Table 3-5 summarizes historically underserved (HU) racial and ethnic groups per region. Figure 3-10 maps 
the distribution of HU racial and ethnic groups. Figure 3-11 maps the percent enrollment of CHU students by 
school facility.   
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Table 3-5. Historically Underserved Groups by Region of Residence 
Region Native 

American 
Pacific 

Islander Black Asian Latino Multiple 
HU 

Total 
Non-HU Total HU Percent 

HU 

North 63 94 1,081 187 1,918 549 2,559 3,892 60.3% 
Northeast 59 81 1,548 549 2,114 821 7,391 5,172 41.2% 
Southeast 79 127 707 1,554 2,251 813 9,924 5,531 35.8% 

West 37 36 374 625 930 483 7,888 2,485 24.0% 
Total 238 338 3,710 2,915 7,213 2,666 27,762 17,080 38.1% 

NOTES: 
% = percent. 
HU = historically underserved. 

 
 

 



 

PAGE 19 

Figure 3-10. Race/Ethnicity of Historically Underserved Students 
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Figure 3-11. Combined Historically Underserved 2019-2020 Enrollment by School 
Facility 

 
 
Dual language immersion is the District’s largest focus/alternative program (see Section 3.3.2 for more 
details). As the District considers potential re-location and consolidation of these programs an important factor 
will be the location of native speakers. Figure 3-12 maps the distribution of students living in households that 
speak the top ten languages (by student count) other than English. 
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Figure 3-12. Map of Student Residence for Top Ten Non-English Native 
Household Languages 

 
 

3.2.3 Enrollment by Residence for 2019-2020 School Year 

Here we analyze where students reside relative to school catchments to determine capture rates. Capture 
rates are the percentage of students who attend their neighborhood school. District students are considered 
“captured” when they attend the neighborhood school of the catchment in which they reside. Note that school-
age students who attend private schools, public charters, or are home-schooled are not part of this analysis. 
For example, 549 K-5 students reside within the Abernethy Elementary School attendance area, and of those 
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students, 470 are enrolled at Abernethy Elementary (as shown in Appendix C—Table C-1). Therefore, 
dividing 470 by 549 yields a capture rate of 85.6 percent. 

Capture rates may be an indication of student mobility, access to focus/alternative programs, or the 
desirability of a neighborhood program. We summarize capture rates by grade group and regions in Table 3-
6. 

Table 3-6. Capture Rates for Neighborhood Programs  
by Grade Group and Region 

Region Total 
Residence 

Reside and 
Attend 

Capture 
Rate 

North 
ES 3,123 2,149 68.8% 
MS 2,126 1,332 62.7% 
HS 2,212 1,622 73.3% 
Total 7,461 5,103 68.4% 

Northeast 
ES 6,112 4,556 74.5% 
MS 2,337 1,754 75.1% 
HS 3,165 2,411 76.2% 
Total 11,614 8,721 75.1% 

Southeast 
ES 7,744 5,675 73.3% 
MS 3,793 2,724 71.8% 
HS 3,857 3,179 82.4% 
Total 15,394 11,578 75.2% 

West 
ES 4,791 3,994 83.4% 
MS 2,425 2,100 86.6% 
HS 3,157 2,849 90.2% 
Total 10,373 8,943 86.2% 
Grand Total 44,842 34,345 76.59% 
NOTES: 
ES = elementary school. 
HS = high school. 
MS = middle school. 

 
The DAZs for Jefferson High create challenges in clearly comparing residence and attendance and therefore 
capture rates. We have summarized residence by DAZ (e.g., Jefferson/Roosevelt) and broken out the 
number of students who choose to attend Jefferson High versus the corresponding DAZ high school (Table 
3-7). To facilitate the comparison of residence and enrollment per school (e.g., Jefferson High enrollment vs. 
Jefferson High residence), a key assumption is made in assigning residence to individual high schools that 
are part of the DAZs, which is reflected in Appendix C—Table C-1. We assign residence based on enrollment 
at Jefferson High or the corresponding DAZ high school (Grant, Madison, or Roosevelt) and evenly split the 
remaining residing students (who attend a high school outside their respective DAZ) between the two schools. 
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Table 3-7. Capture Rates for Jefferson High Dual Assignment Zones 

  
Reside & Attend 

DAZ Breakdown of Total Residence 

DAZ Total 
Residence 

To DAZ 
School 

DAZ 
Capture 

Rate 

To Non-
Jefferson 

DAZ School 

Percent to 
Non-Jefferson 

DAZ School 

To 
Jefferson 

Percent 
to 

Jefferson 

To Non-
DAZ 

School 

Percent to 
Non-DAZ 
School 

J/G 890 713 80.1% 584 65.6% 129 14.5% 177 19.9% 
J/M 274 162 59.1% 78 28.5% 84 30.7% 112 40.9% 
J/R 818 571 69.8% 315 38.5% 256 31.3% 247 30.2% 
NOTES: 
% = percent. 
DAZ = dual assignment zones. 
G = Grant. 
J = Jefferson. 
M = Madison. 
R = Roosevelt. 

3.2.4 Residence vs. Enrollment (Transfers) 

Here we analyze enrollment and residence together to determine transfers between neighborhood programs 
per catchment. In contrast to capture rates, transfers control for the draw of focus/alternative programs, 
showing movement between neighborhood programs only. Transfers between neighborhood programs 
reflect transfer petitions, availability of special education focus classrooms, and students who no longer live 
in the catchment but elect to remain enrolled. These may be indications of student mobility and program 
desirability. In Figures 3-13 through 3-18, we summarize the number of neighborhood transfers in and out of 
catchments for each grade group. Transfers in, transfers out, and net transfers are provided for each 
neighborhood program in Appendix C—Table C-1. 

As described in subsection 3.2.2, DAZs pose challenges to comparing residence and enrollment in the same 
way as other catchments. In Figures 3-17 and 3-18, all three of the DAZs are represented by Jefferson High 
transfers. For instance, Figure 3-17 transfer-in values are as expected—the number of students transferring 
into Jefferson's neighborhood program. In Figure 3-18, the values represent the number of neighborhood 
transfers out of the combined DAZ region to non-DAZ schools.  
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Figure 3-13. Catchment Transfers-In Between Neighborhood Programs for the 
Elementary School Grade Group (K-5) 
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Figure 3-14. Catchment Transfers-Out Between Neighborhood Programs for the 
Elementary School Grade Group (K-5) 
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Figure 3-15. Catchment Transfers-In Between Neighborhood Programs for the 
Middle School Grade Group (6-8)  

 
 
 



 

PAGE 27 

Figure 3-16. Catchment Transfers-Out Between Neighborhood Programs for the 
Middle School Grade Group (6-8) 
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Figure 3-17. Catchment Transfers-In Between Neighborhood Programs for the 
High School Grade Groups (9-12) 
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Figure 3-18. Catchment Transfers-Out Between Neighborhood Programs for the 
High School Grade Group (9-12) 
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3.3 Programs 

The District offers a variety of special programming. In this assessment, we highlight focus/alternative 
programs, special education, and Pre-K due to their potential impact on utilization of District-owned facilities. 

3.3.1 Focus/Alternative 

Focus/alternative programs include programs for arts, science, talented and gifted students, and DLI. 
Appendix C—Table C-1 provides a comprehensive list of the focus/alternative programs considered in the 
assessment. Table 3-8 breaks down enrollment in neighborhood and focus/alternative programs by region. 
Table 3-9 provides an overview of focus/alternative programs, showing the number of programs and grade 
configuration by region. For locations of focus/alternative programs, see Appendix B—Figure B-1. 

Table 3-8. Neighborhood Versus Focus/Alternative Program Enrollment  
by Grade Group and Region 

Grade 
Group  

Neighborhood 
Program 

Focus/ 
Alternative 

Program 

Total 
Enrollment 

Percent 
Focus/ 

Alternative 
Program 

North 
ES 2,224 766 2,990 25.6% 
MS 1,501 211 1,712 12.3% 
HS 1,657 179 1,836 9.7% 

Total 5,382 1,156 6,538 17.7% 
Northeast 

ES 5,160 573 5,733 10.0% 
MS 1,920  656 2,576 25.5% 
HS 2,600 1,561 4,161 37.6% 

Total 9,680 2,790 12,470 22.4% 
Southeast 

ES 6,239 2,444 8,683 28.1% 
MS 2,890 1,151 4,041 28.5% 
HS 3,196 300 3,496 8.6% 

Total 12,325 3,895 16,220 24.0% 
West 

ES 4,235 617 4,852 12.7% 
MS 2,147 383 2,530 15.1% 
HS 2,987 244 3,231 7.6% 

Total 9,369 1,244 10,613 11.7% 
Grand Total 36,756 9,085 45,841 19.8% 

NOTES: 
ES = elementary school. 
HS = high school. 
MS = middle school. 
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Table 3-9. Counts of Focus/Alternative Programs  
by Grade Configuration and Region 

Region Grades K-5 Grades K-8 Grades 6-8 Grades 9-12 Total 
North 3 1 2 1 7 

Northeast 3 -- 3 5 11 
Southeast 5 7 5 3 20 

West 1 1 1 2 5 
Total 12 9 11 11  

NOTES: 
Metropolitan Learning Center K-12 school categorized as 9-12 for the purposes of this table. 

 
Most focus/alternative programs are enrolled through a lottery process instead of catchments. There are 
three focus/alternative programs that enroll entirely or primarily through a neighborhood catchment. These 
include Buckman Elementary School (arts focus), Sunnyside K-8 School (environmental focus), and Rigler 
Elementary School (Spanish DLI). Unless otherwise noted, Buckman, Sunnyside, and Rigler are categorized 
as neighborhood programs in this assessment. 

Another exception to lottery enrollment is a subset of DLI programs where preference is given to native 
speakers, students living within the catchments, or a combination of these factors. For the purposes of this 
assessment these DLI programs are categorized as focus/alternative rather than neighborhood programs. 

The maps in Figures 3-19 through 3-21 depict patterns of enrollment in focus/alternative programs by 
residence per catchment. These patterns primarily highlight proximity to focus/alternative programs 
(especially for the elementary grade group where student mobility is lower) but may also indicate where 
focus/alternative programs are preferable to the neighborhood program. 
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Figure 3-19. Catchment Rates of Enrollment in Focus/Alternative Programs for 
the Elementary School Grade Group (K-5) 
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Figure 3-20. Catchment Rates of Enrollment in Focus/Alternative Programs for 
the Middle School Grade Group (6-8) 
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Figure 3-21. Catchment Rates of Enrollment in Focus/Alternative Programs for 
the High School Grade Group (9-12) 
 

 
 
The District is considering moving the ACCESS talented and gifted program from Vestal Elementary and 
Lane Middle School to better coincide with where enrolled students live. Figure 3-12 shows the distribution 
of ACCESS students during the 2019-2020 school year, which can inform selection of a new site or sites for 
the program. 
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Figure 3-22. Residence Location Density of Students Enrolled in the ACCESS 
Program During the 2019-2020 School Year 
 

 

3.3.2 Dual Language Immersion 

DLI accounts for 56.8 percent of focus/alternative program enrollment and in most instances is co-located 
with neighborhood programs (see Figure B-1 and Table C-1 for co-location of programs). Movement and 
consolidation of DLI is one of the District’s outcome goals in the Board-approved enrollment and program 
balancing scope of work. Locating DLI programs in areas of the District where there are concentrations of 
native speakers is a District priority, as well as minimizing co-location, in an effort to reduce isolation (i.e., 
schools within a school), improve instructional focus and collaboration, and reduce program inequities. Table 
3-10 summarizes native household speakers for DLI languages by region. Figures 3-23 through 3-27 explore 
the distribution of native household speakers and DLI program locations. 



 

PAGE 36 

 
Table 3-10. Number of Students Whose Native Household Language  

is Offered as a DLI Program, per Region of Residence 
Region Spanish Chinese Vietnamese Russian Japanese Total 

North 1,274 10 32 8 15 1,339 
Northeast 1,127 53 294 31 48 1,553 
Southeast 996 419 551 122 94 2,182 
West 217 135 19 48 51 470 
Total 3,614 617 896 209 208 5,544 

 
 
Figure 3-23. Spanish Dual Language Immersion Programs and Concentrations of 
Native Household Speakers 
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Figure 3-24. Chinese Dual Language Immersion Programs and Concentrations of 
Native House Speakers 
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Figure 3-25. Vietnamese Dual Language Immersion Program and 
Concentrations of Native House Speakers 
 

 
 



 

PAGE 39 

Figure 3-26. Russian Dual Language Immersion Programs and Concentrations of 
Native House Speakers 
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Figure 3-27. Japanese Dual Language Immersion Programs and Concentrations 
of Native House Speakers 
 

 

3.3.3 Special Education 

Special education services are offered at all District schools. In addition to general special education, the 
District offers focus classrooms for more intensive services, including communication behavior, social 
emotional, and intensive skills. Figure 3-28 shows the location of schools with focus classrooms. Table 3-11 
is a summary of enrollment in special education per region by focus area. The Board-approved enrollment 
and program balancing scope of work identifies special education programming as a driver to indicate that 
the relocation or replication of special education programs should be adjusted to ensure a continuum of 
offerings within all high school clusters. 
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Figure 3-28. Special Education Focus Classroom Locations 
 

 
 

Table 3-11. Special Education Enrollment by Region and Focus Classroom 

Region General Communication 
Behavior (Classroom) 

Communication 
Behavior (Team) 

Intensive 
Skills 

Social 
Emotional Total 

North 941 55 10 81 24 1,111 
Northeast 1,520 58 15 120 60 1,773 
Southeast 2,296 74 -- 128 88 2,586 
West 1,070 27 -- 68 44 1,209 
Total 5,827 214 25 397 216 6,679 
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3.3.4 Early Learning Programs 

The District offers several early learning programs for 3- and 4-year-olds. There were 800 students enrolled 
in District-run early learning programs in October 2019. Table 3-12 summarizes enrollment in early learning 
programs by location and program type. Figure 3-29 shows early learning program locations and enrollment. 

Table 3-12. Early Learning Programs by Location and Type 

Location Program 2019-2020 
Enrollment Region Co-located w/ 

K-5 or K-8 

Boise-Eliot/Humboldt K-5 Pre-K 18 North Yes 

Faubion K-8 Pre-K 85 Northeast Yes 

MLK Jr. K-5 Pre-K 20 Northeast Yes 
Woodlawn K-5 Pre-K 19 Northeast Yes 
Applegate Head Start 65 North No 

Clarendon Early 
Learning Academy Head Start 118 North No 

Creston Annex Head Start 80 Southeast Yes 
Grout K-5 Head Start 35 Southeast Yes 
Lee K-5 Head Start 35 Northeast Yes 
Kelly Center Head Start 136 Southeast Yes 
Sitton K-5 Head Start 37 North Yes 
Whitman K-5 Head Start 39 Southeast Yes 
Total -- 800 -- -- 
NOTES: 
MLK = Martin Luther King. 
w/ = with. 

 



 

PAGE 43 

Figure 3-29. Early Learning Program Locations and Enrollment 
 

 
 
New funding from Oregon’s 2019 Student Success Act is expected to support expanded enrollment in early 
learning programs in the District. Additionally, Multnomah County is considering putting forward a ballot 
measure to support “Preschool for All” in late 2020. In preparation for a potential ballot measure, in 2018, 
Multnomah County convened a task force to create recommendations for expanding access to early learning 
programs (Multnomah County, 2019). Recommendations of the task force include strengthening service to 
low income families, students of color, and students who speak languages other than English. These factors 
combined may provide an opportunity to expand early learning classrooms in the outer east side of the 
District. 

The District is planning to open two early learning classrooms at Lent K-8 in the 2020-2021 school year, 
decreasing its functional capacity for K-8 programming. This is expected to be offset by the opening of Kellogg 
Middle School in 2021, when enrollment for grades 6 through 8 will be shifted from nearby K-8s to the new 
middle school. The opening of Kellogg Middle may result in additional capacity at several current K-8s, 
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coinciding with expected funding for early learning programs and high concentrations of families with free-
access eligibility. 

Priority for free access to head start programs is given to families living below 100% of the federal poverty 
level. Pre-K programs use the 200% federal poverty level threshold to determine priority free access. Figures 
3-30 and 3-31 are maps of the number of families below the 100% and 200% thresholds, respectively, by 
U.S. Census tract. 

Figure 3-30. Number of Families Living Below 100% of the Federal Poverty Level 
by U.S. Census Tract 
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Figure 3-31. Number of Families Living Below 200% of the Federal Poverty Level 
by U.S. Census Tract 

 

As of the writing of this report, the COVID-19 pandemic is unfolding and there is great uncertainty about the 
availability of funding for expansion of early learning classrooms. 

3.4 Enrollment and Residence Forecasting 

The District receives annual enrollment and residence forecasts from the Portland State University Population 
Research Center (PSU PRC). Forecasts for all neighborhood programs and some focus/alternative programs 
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are provided for each school year through 2024-2025 by grade group and catchment. A summary of forecasts 
by school and program, as prepared by PSU PRC, is available in Appendix C—Tables C-1 and C-2. PSU 
PRC has published a report that describes its forecasting methodology in detail (Rynerson, 2020). For the 
purposes of this report, we use the PSU PRC forecasts for the 82 schools described in subsection 3.1, District 
Overview. PSU PRC residence forecasts were modified to account for the removal of students in 
schools/programs that are not included in this report. 

An important note regarding forecasts is that the COVID-19 pandemic is unfolding as we write this report. 
are entering what is expected to be a prolonged economic recession. In past recessions we have seen drops 
in enrollment and increased student mobility in disadvantaged communities, however, the underlying causes 
here are quite different than those driving earlier recessions. 

3.4.1.1 Residence Forecasts 

Residence forecasts provide the basis for enrollment forecasts and are driven by population and housing 
trends, primarily births, deaths, in-migration, and out-migration. Where students reside does not translate 
directly to enrollment, because some families elect to enroll students outside of their neighborhood 
catchments to attend a focus/alternative program, another neighborhood program, or a non-District option. 
Residence forecasts are not applicable to focus/alternative programs because they lack catchments. 

We illustrate residence forecasts through the 2024-2025 school year by grade group in Figures 3-32 through 
3-35. The residence trend for elementary school (Figure 3-32) and middle school (Figure 3-33) grade groups 
is generally down through 2024-2025, due mostly to a downward trend in births and housing growth being 
dominated by multifamily units, which generate fewer students than single-family homes. The residence trend 
for the high school grade group (Figure 3-34) is generally upward through 2024-2025 (the exception being 
Lincoln High), the result of a spike in pre-recession births between 2006 and 2008. 
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Figure 3-32. Forecasted 2019-2020 to 2024-2025 School Year Residence Change 
for the Elementary School Grade Group 
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Figure 3-33. Forecasted 2019-2020 to 2024-2025 School Year Residence Change 
for the Middle School Grade Group 
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Figure 3-34. Forecasted 2019-2020 to 2024-2025 School Year Residence Change 
for the High School Grade Group 

 

3.4.1.2 Enrollment Forecasts 

Using residence forecasts as a starting point, enrollment forecasts are developed assuming stable capture 
rates for neighborhood programs and consistent lottery policies. The same assumptions make it possible to 
also develop enrollment forecasts for focus/alternative programs. Note that while the District has control of 
its lottery policies, it is extremely difficult to predict choice (i.e., transfers across neighborhood programs or 
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to non-District options). For this reason, historical enrollment trends are relied upon heavily to inform 
enrollment forecasts. 

We illustrate enrollment forecasts through the 2024-2025 school year by grade group in Figures 3-35 through 
3-37. Like residence, the enrollment trend for elementary school (Figure 3-35) and middle school (Figure 3-
36) grade groups is generally down through 2024-2025. Also, like residence, the enrollment trend for the high 
school grade group (Figure 3-37) is generally upward through 2024-2025, again with the exception of Lincoln 
High. 
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Figure 3-35. Forecasted 2019-2020 to 2024-2025 School Year Enrollment Change 
for the Elementary School Grade Group (Neighborhood Programs Only) 
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Figure 3-36. Forecasted 2019-2020 to 2024-2025 School Year Enrollment Change 
for the Middle School Grade Group (Neighborhood Programs Only) 
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Figure 3-37. Forecasted 2019-2020 To 2024-2025 School Year Enrollment Change 
for the High School Grade Group (Neighborhood Programs Only) 

 
 

3.4.1.3 Enrollment vs. Residence Forecasts 

Through the enrollment and program balancing effort, changes will be made  that invalidate the assumptions 
used to develop enrollment forecasts (i.e., program movement, grade reconfiguration, capacity changes). 
Take the example of moving a DLI program. Program movement will affect the capture rate of nearby 
neighborhood programs when families make different decisions about enrolling in or leaving the DLI program. 
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In a case like this, because consistent capture rates are the basis for enrollment forecasts, we lose confidence 
in their reliability. For this reason, we look to residence forecasts as a more dependable source of information 
for enrollment and program balancing. Residence forecasts do not rely on capture rate factors like enrollment 
policies (i.e., lottery) or individual student choice, providing an apples-to-apples comparison across 
catchments. 

In Table 3-13, we provide a district-wide summary of enrollment and residence forecast for neighborhood 
programs by region. 

Table 3-13. Enrollment Forecasts and Residence Forecasts for Neighborhood 
Programs by Region and Grade Group 

Grade 
Group 

2019-2020 
Enrollment 

2034-2024 
Enrollment 

Percent 
Change 

Enrollment 

2019-2020 
Residence 

2024-2025 
Residence 

Percent 
Change 

Residence 

North 
K-5 1,836 1,766 -3.8% 2,600 2,490 -4.2% 
6-8 1,243 1,071 -13.8% 1,833 1,730 -5.6% 
K-8 646 513 -20.6% 816 697 -14.6% 
9-12 1,657 1,878 13.3% 2,212 2,419 9.4% 
Total 5,382 5,228 -2.9% 7,461 7,336 -1.7% 

Northeast 
K-5 3,351 2,996 -10.6% 4,194 3,759 -10.4% 
6-8 981 851 -13.3% 1,442 1,281 -11.2% 
K-8 2,748 2,615 -4.8% 2,813 2,789 -0.9% 
9-12 2,600 2,978 14.5% 3,165 3,530 11.5% 
Total 9,680 9,440 -2.5% 11,614 11,359 -2.2% 

Southeast 
K-5 4,398 4,041 -8.1% 5,107 4,717 -7.6% 
6-8 1,874 1,783 -4.9% 2,525 2,408 -4.6% 
K-8 2,857 2,504 -12.4% 3,905 3,592 -8.0% 
9-12 3,196 3,301 3.3% 3,857 4,118 6.8% 
Total 12,325 11,629 -5.6% 15,394 14,835 -3.6% 

West 
K-5 4,087 3,755 -8.1% 4,640 4,354 -6.2% 
6-8 2,047 1,996 -2.5% 2,334 2,308 -1.1% 
K-8 248 195 -21.4% 242 197 -18.6% 
9-12 2,987 3,230 8.1% 3,157 3,437 8.9% 
Total 9,369 9,176 -2.1% 10,373 10,296 -0.7% 

Grand Total 36,756 35,473 -3.5% 44,842 43,826 -2.3% 

3.5 Facilities 

Efficient use of space is the primary goal of the enrollment and program balancing effort. So far, we have 
identified 82 schools (Appendix C—Tables C-1 and C-2) and examined patterns in student enrollment and 
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residence for those schools. We now take a closer look at their facilities to explore demand on these 
resources. 

The key characteristic of each school building is functional capacity, which is calculated based on design 
capacity and programmatic utilization goals (PPS, 2020). 

Design capacity classifies classrooms into three categories based on square footage and assigns a 
corresponding student capacity: 

• < 800 square feet = 24 students  
• > 800 and <1,000 square feet = 27 students 
• > 1,000 square feet = 30 students 

Design capacity includes only instructional space as identified in the District’s facilities inventory. Instructional 
space is designated based on the design intent of the space. Spaces excluded from the design capacity 
calculation have been identified to have full-time uses that are not available for full school program utilization. 
Examples of excluded spaces include gyms, computer labs, art/music rooms, learning centers, and rooms 
being leased to other entities. Additional exclusions have been made to account for special programs such 
as special education and focus/alternative programs. 

A base programmatic utilization rate is a factor applied to a school facility based on its configuration (K-5, K-
8, grades 6 through 8, grades 9 through 12). It approximates the percentage of a school day that classrooms 
are used. The base programmatic utilization rate is lowered by an additional 5 percent for Title I schools and 
for schools identified for Comprehensive Supports for Improvement or for Targeted Supports for 
Improvement. Base programmatic utilization rates are applied to school configurations as follows: 

• K-5 = 100 percent utilization rate 
• K-8 = 100 percent utilization rate 
• Middle school = 85 percent utilization rate 
• High school = 80 percent utilization rate 
• Modernized high school = 85 percent utilization rate 

Functional capacity is the design capacity multiplied by the programmatic utilization rate. The District has 
defined functional capacity as the optimal number of student occupants per the intended program use of a 
school site. It is not the maximum occupancy per building code requirements, nor is it meant to be used as a 
staffing determinant. Figure 3-38 is a chart of functional capacity for the facilities included in our baseline 
data assessment. For a complete list of functional capacity and classrooms by facility, see Appendix C—
Table C-2. 
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Figure 3-38. Functional Capacity (Without Modular Classrooms) per Region by 
Grade Configuration 
 

 
 

3.5.1 Modular classrooms 

Modular classrooms have been used to expand functional capacity for schools throughout the District. Where 
feasible, the District would prefer to phase out or eliminate modular classrooms. Figure 3-39 shows modular 
functional capacity per region by grade configuration. Figure 3-40 shows the location of modular classrooms, 
leased-out facilities, unused facilities, and future additions to capacity. For a complete list of modular capacity 
and classrooms by facility, see Appendix C—Table C-2. 
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Figure 3-39. Modular Capacity per Region by Grade Configuration 
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Figure 3-40. Modular Classrooms, Leased-Out Facilities, Unused Facilities, and 
Future Additions to Capacity 

 

3.5.2 Leased and Unused Facilities 

The District has leased out several of its buildings for temporary use by other entities. As leases approach 
renewal or expiration, these facilities could be used again by the District. Figure 3-40 shows the locations of 
currently leased facilities. 

Smith Elementary, located in the west region in the Wilson High feeder path, was closed in 2006 and is 
currently not occupiable but could be prioritized for modernization and re-use. Its location is shown in Figure 
3-40. 
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3.5.3 Construction and Modernization 

There are several schools currently undergoing modernization or being constructed.  They include Benson 
High (design phase), Kellogg Middle (construction phase), Lincoln High (design phase), and Madison High 
(construction phase). Marshall High was closed in 2011 and is currently serving as a construction swing site 
for Madison High. Design capacities for these schools were determined from architectural drawings. In our 
assessment, we use the planned functional capacity for Madison High and existing functional capacity for 
Benson and Lincoln high schools (PPS, 2020). Figure 3-40 shows the locations of buildings in design or 
under construction. 

Jefferson High is scheduled for modernization starting in 2023 with estimated completion in 2027. Since 
completion is slated for a date beyond the five-year forecast, design capacity is based on its current 
configuration.  

3.5.4 Capacity Utilization 

Capacity utilization is the ratio of enrollment to functional capacity. It is a high-level indicator of a school’s 
ability to take on additional enrollment or a need to reduce enrollment to deliver programs more effectively. 
Table 3-14 shows capacity utilization by region. Figure 3-41 is a map of capacity utilization by school. A 
complete list of capacity utilization, both with and without modulars, is shown in Appendix C—Table C-2. 

Table 3-14. 2019 Capacity Utilization by Region 

Region Functional 
Capacity 

Functional Capacity 
w/o Modulars 

2019-2020 
Enrollment 

Capacity 
Utilization 

Capacity Utilization 
w/o Modulars 

North 10,236 9,924 6,538 63.9% 65.9% 
Northeast 17,352 16,383 12,470 71.9% 76.1% 
Southeast 18,951 18,355 16,220 85.6% 88.4% 

West 12,368 11,499 10,613 85.8% 92.3% 
Total 58,907 56,161 45,841 77.8% 81.6% 

NOTES: 
% = percent. 
w/o = without. 

 
There are limitations to using capacity utilization as an indicator. The District has guidelines for maximum 
classroom sizes at each grade level. These guidelines dictate the number of classrooms needed for a given 
program’s enrollment. As an example, kindergarten enrollment in a neighborhood program may be 40 and 
the maximum classroom size is 27. This would result in approximately two 20-student kindergarten sections 
split across two classrooms that have a total functional capacity of 54. In this example, the school is unable 
to take full advantage of its functional capacity. 

As the District considers options to move or consolidate specific focus/alternative programs, classroom 
utilization at the program level will be an important factor. However, due to the unique circumstances of each 
program (e.g., variable maximum classroom sizes, ability to blend grades, staffing needs), we do not explore 
classroom utilization in this assessment. 
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Figure 3-41. Change in Capacity Utilization from Current Year to Forecasted 
2024-2025 School Year, by School 

 

3.6 Key Observations 

Based on the themes and trends explored in this section, we offer the following observations. 

3.6.1 District-wide 

Total enrollment in District schools included in this assessment is 45,841 as of October 2019. The following 
is a brief summary of key district-wide observations: 

• While there is an overall slight downward trend in enrollment expected over the next five years 
(-3.5 percent), there is a considerable upward trend in high schools, ranging from 3.3 to 14.5 
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percent by region. This trend in the high schools’ largely offsets downward trends in the younger 
grade groups throughout the District. 

• There is a clear geographic pattern in the socioeconomic status of students. All schools with 
greater than 60 percent enrollment of students identified as CHU are located in the north region 
or the outer fringe of the northeast and southeast regions. 

• Of the 5,544 students who come from households where the native language is one of the DLI 
offerings, 3,060 students (55.2 percent) reside within 1 mile of a DLI program location that 
matches their household language. 

• Jefferson High is one of the most under-utilized schools in the District, due in large part to the 
DAZs that allow students to enroll in other high schools. Its available capacity will be needed to 
balance increases in the high school grade group, given that there is limited capacity at other 
high schools. 

• Overall capacity utilization is 78.1 percent. Removing modular capacity puts overall utilization at 
81.6 percent. Broadly speaking, the District has the overall capacity to address its enrollment 
and program balancing goals and outcomes. 

3.6.2 North Region 

The north region has a total enrollment of 6,538 as of October 2019, split between seven K-5, two K-8, three 
grades 6 through 8, and two grades 9 through 12 schools. The following are notable trends and key 
observations: 

• This region has the highest rate of enrolled students identified as CHU, at 72.9 percent, which is 
markedly higher than the next highest region (northeast) at 50.5 percent. 

• This region has the highest rate of students belonging to HU races/ethnicities, at 60.3 percent, 
markedly higher than the next highest region (northeast) at 41.2 percent. 

• This region has the highest rate of students enrolled in special education (17.0 percent). 
• This region has the highest rate (17.9 percent) of students who live in households speaking a 

DLI native language, the vast majority of which are Spanish speakers. This region also has 
highest rate of students living within 1 mile of a DLI program that matches their household 
language (86.5 percent). 

• This region has the lowest capture rate at all grade group levels, with a total capture rate of 68.4 
percent. 

• This region is the only one with a total net transfer-out of students from neighborhood programs 
(minus 91). 

• This region has the lowest capacity utilization in the District (65.9 percent), with several schools 
having enrollment significantly below functional capacity, such as Jefferson High (36.3 percent), 
Peninsula Elementary (41.5 percent), Rosa Parks Elementary (49.2 percent), Boise/Eliot-
Humboldt Elementary (50.0 percent), Harriet Tubman Middle (58.8 percent), and Beach 
Elementary (60.3 percent). Related to this is a high rate of schools with enrollment for single 
grade groups below 50 students. 
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• Several schools with modular classrooms have enrollment well below functional capacity, even 
when excluding modular capacity, including Beach Elementary, Ockley Green Middle, Astor K-
8, and Chief Joseph Elementary. 

• César Chávez K-8 is the only school in the region that is approaching its functional capacity 
(97.9 percent utilization). Without modular classrooms it is over capacity (106.0 percent 
utilization). 

• Like all other regions, enrollment and residence in this region are forecasted to decline slightly 
over the next five years. Only three schools have forecasted increases in residence over the 
next five years: Chief Joseph Elementary (1.7 percent), Peninsula Elementary (4.6 percent), 
Jefferson High (10.4 percent), and Roosevelt High (8.9 percent). 

• This region has two of five schools in the District where a single section of neighborhood program 
students is co-located with a dual immersion program: Beach Elementary and César Chávez K-
8. 

• This region has a large share of Spanish DLI programs. The southeast region has an equal 
number of programs (six) with more than double the enrollment. 

• This region has no district-wide stand-alone focus/alternative programs. 

3.6.3 Northeast Region 

The northeast region has a total enrollment of 12,470 as of October 2019, split between ten K-5, four K-8, 
three grades 6 through 8, and four grades 9 through 12 schools. The following are notable trends and key 
observations: 

• This region has a large share of the District’s students who live in households speaking a native 
language other than English (28.0 percent), the vast majority of which are Spanish speakers. Of 
the students who come from households where the native language is one of the DLI offerings, 
65.0 percent reside within 1 mile of a DLI program location that matches their household 
language. 

• This region has the second lowest capacity utilization in the District (76.1 percent), with several 
schools having enrollment significantly below functional capacity, such as Alliance High (Meek 
campus) (24.0 percent), Martin Luther King Jr. Elementary (46.2 percent), Woodlawn Elementary 
(49.8 percent), Rigler Elementary (50.2 percent), Benson High (52.8 percent), Lee Elementary 
(54.8 percent), Irvington Elementary (56.8 percent), Madison High (58.5 percent), Beverly-
Cleary—Hollyrood (61.2 percent), and da Vinci Middle (62.0 percent). Related to this are three 
schools (Woodlawn, Lee, Martin Luther King Jr.) with enrollment for single grade groups below 
50 students. 

• Several schools with modular classrooms have enrollment well below functional capacity, even 
when excluding modular capacity, including Woodlawn Elementary, Lee Elementary, da Vinci 
Middle, and Rigler Elementary. 

• Four schools in the region are exceeding their functional capacity: Beverly Cleary—Fernwood 
(111.5 percent), Laurelhurst Elementary (106.2 percent), Grant High (105.3 percent), and Vernon 
K-8 (104.8 percent). Laurelhurst Elementary, Vernon K-8, and Grant High are forecasted to 
remain over capacity for the next five years. 
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• Like all other regions, enrollment and residence in this region are forecasted to decline slightly 
over the next five years. Only four schools have forecasted increases in residence over the next 
five years: Grant High (12.8 percent), Madison High (10.2 percent), Faubion K-8 (8.9 percent), 
and Laurelhurst K-8 (0.3 percent). 

• Martin Luther King Jr. Elementary is one of five schools in the District where a single section of 
neighborhood program students is co-located with a dual immersion program. 

• The K-5 ACCESS focus/alternative programs are at Vestal Elementary in the outer east portion 
of the region, while the highest concentration of enrolled students is located further west in the 
central northeast and southeast regions. 

• The high number of students transferring out of the Rigler Elementary catchment and into the 
Scott Elementary catchment are related. Rigler Elementary is a DLI program enrolled primarily 
through its catchment. Families who live in the Rigler catchment and wish to enroll in a 
neighborhood program are sent to Scott. 

• The high number of students transferring into the Beverly Cleary K-8 catchment is the result of 
a legacy boundary rule. 

3.6.4 Southeast Region 

The southeast region has a total enrollment of 16,220 as of October 2019, split between 13 K-5, ten K-8, four 
grades 6 through 8, and two grades 9 through 12 schools. The following are notable trends and key 
observations: 

• This region has the largest share of students who live in households speaking a native language 
other than English (39.4 percent of the District). Of these, most speak Spanish (45.6 percent) 
and Vietnamese (25.3 percent). Additionally, of the students who come from households where 
the native language is one of the DLI offerings, 40.5 percent reside within 1 mile of a DLI program 
location that matches their household language. 

• This region has several schools with enrollment considerably below functional capacity, such as 
Pioneer K-6 (Youngson campus) (15.6 percent), Pioneer 5-8 (Holladay Center campus) (19.9 
percent), Whitman Elementary (47.1 percent), Woodmere Elementary (62.9 percent), and 
Buckman Elementary (68.1 percent). 

• This region has the highest count (nine) of K-5 and K-8 schools with enrollment for single grade 
groups below 50 students: Atkinson Elementary, Bridger K-8, Creston K-8, Harrison Park K-8, 
Kelly Elementary, Marysville K-8, Whitman Elementary, Woodmere Elementary, and Woodstock 
Elementary. 

• Several schools with modular classrooms have enrollment well below functional capacity, even 
when excluding modular capacity, including Woodmere Elementary, Lent K-8, and Glencoe 
Elementary. 

• Seven schools in the region are exceeding their functional capacity: Sunnyside K-8 (100.5 
percent), Llewellyn Elementary (101.6 percent), Lewis Elementary (102.0 percent), Winterhaven 
K-8 (103.8 percent), Abernethy Elementary (105.6 percent), Mt. Tabor Middle (106.3 percent), 
and Franklin High (108.8 percent). All except Mt. Tabor Middle and Franklin High are forecasted 
to remain over capacity through the next five years. 
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• Like all other regions, enrollment and residence in this region are forecasted to decline slightly 
over the next five years. Only five schools have forecasted increases in residence over the next 
five years: Franklin High (7.9 percent), Cleveland High (5.3 percent), Sellwood Middle (4.8 
percent), Bridger K-8 (1.1 percent), and Arleta K-8 (0.3 percent). 

• This region has two of five schools in the District where a single section of neighborhood program 
students is co-located with a DLI program: Bridger K-8 and Lent K-8. 

• This region has the largest share of DLI programs (15) and overall focus/alternative programs 
(21). 

• The grades 6 through 8 ACCESS focus/alternative program location is at Lane Middle in the 
outer southeast portion of the region, while the highest concentration of enrolled students is 
located further north and west in the central northeast and southeast regions. 

• The high number of students transferring into the Sunnyside K-8 and Buckman Elementary 
catchments is related to their environmental and arts focus, respectively. 

3.6.5 West Region 

The west region has a total enrollment of 10,613 as of October 2019, split between one K-12, ten K-5, one 
K-8, two grades 6 through 8, and two grades 9 through 12 schools. The following are notable trends and key 
observations: 

• This region has the lowest rate of students belonging to HU races/ethnicities, at 24.0 percent, 
markedly lower than the southeast region at 35.8 percent. 

• This quadrant has the highest overall capture rate of 86.2 percent. 
• This region has the lowest rate of students enrolled in special education (11.4 percent). 
• This region has the lowest rate (4.5 percent) of students who live in households speaking a DLI 

native language. Of the students, 9.1 percent reside within 1 mile of a DLI program location that 
matches their household language. 

• Two schools with modular classrooms have enrollment below functional capacity, even when 
excluding modular capacity: Bridlemile Elementary and Chapman Elementary. 

• Skyline K-8 is one of five schools in the District where a single section of neighborhood program 
students is co-located with a dual immersion program. 

• Forest Park Elementary has a modular capacity of 300 (or ten classrooms), the highest in the 
District. 

• Two schools in the region exceed their functional capacity: Odyssey K-8 (121.4 percent) and 
Ainsworth Elementary (105.2 percent). Odyssey K-8 is forecasted to remain over capacity in five 
years. Additionally, Wilson High is forecasted to exceed its capacity by then (105.4 percent). 

• Like all other regions, enrollment and residence in this region are forecasted to decline slightly 
over the next five years. Only three schools have forecasted increases in residence over the 
next five years: Wilson High (16.6 percent), Ainsworth Elementary (7.9 percent), and West 
Sylvan Middle (0.6 percent). 
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• This region has the smallest share of DLI programs (three) and overall focus/alternative 
programs (five). 

4 IDENTIFYING REGIONAL OPPORTUNITIES AND 
CONSTRAINTS 

The intent of this section is to solidify issues observed in the baseline data assessment and identify 
opportunities and constraints, within and across regions. This assessment will be done through the lens of 
the Board Resolution, focusing on district-wide inequalities and the desired outcome goals of the enrollment 
and program balancing project. 

4.1 North Region 

The north region, which includes the Roosevelt cluster and portions of the Roosevelt/Jefferson and 
Grant/Jefferson DAZs, has a total enrollment of 6,538 as of October 2019, split between seven K-5, two K-
8, three grade 6 through 8, and two grade 9 through 12 schools. For a map of north region school locations 
and catchments, see the district-wide overview map and cluster-specific maps in Appendix B. Neighborhood 
program enrollment and residence in this region is projected to decrease by 2.9 and 1.7 percent, respectively, 
with declines in all schools except high school, which has projected increases of 6.8 and 7.4 percent for 
enrollment and residence, respectively. The primary drivers (i.e., issues) in this region include: 

• Over-/underutilization 
• Reconfiguration of K-8 schools 
• Co-location of neighborhood and focus/alternative programs  
• Phasing out modular classrooms 
• Special education focus classroom continuum 

4.1.1 Optimizing Use of Facilities 

The north region has the lowest capacity utilization in the District, providing an opportunity to relieve 
overutilization for specific schools in this region and neighboring regions. Table 4-1 is a summary of functional 
capacity, current and forecasted enrollment, and utilization, with and without modular classrooms. 
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Table 4-1: Capacity Utilization for Schools in the North Region. 

School Functional 
Capacity 

Functional 
Capacity 

w/o 
Modulars 

2019-2020 
Enrollment 

(Co-Located 
Programs) 

2019-
2020 

Capacity 
Utilization 

2019-2020 
Capacity 
Utilization 

w/o 
Modulars 

2024-2025 
Forecasted 
Enrollment 

(Co-
Located 

Programs) 
Grades K-5 
Beach 723 639 436 (283) 60.3% 68.2% 408 (265) 
Boise-Eliot/Humboldt 650 -- 325 50.0% -- 329 
Chief Joseph 447 421 351 78.5% 83.4% 312 
James John 488 -- 351 (127) 71.9% -- 330 (107) 
Peninsula 638 -- 265 41.5% -- 262 
Rosa Parks 569 -- 280 49.2% -- 261 
Sitton 442 399 374 (136) 84.6% 93.7% 351 (115) 
Subtotal 3,957 3,804 2,382 (546) 60.2% 62.6% 2,253 (487) 
Grades K-8 

Astor  558 507 416 74.6% 82.1% 358 
César Chávez  561 518 549 (319) 97.9% 106.0% 462 (307) 
Subtotal 1,119 1,025 965 (319) 86.2% 94.0% 820 (307) 
Grades 6-8 
George 616 -- 438 71.1% -- 296 
Harriet Tubman  731 -- 430 (13) 58.8% -- 441 (61) 
Ockley Green 674 609 487 (99) 72.3% 80.0% 496 (101) 
Subtotal 2,021 1,956 1,355 (112) 67.0% 69.3% 1,233 (162) 
Grades 9-12 
Jefferson 1,764 -- 641 36.3% -- 688 
Roosevelt 1,375 -- 1,195 (179) 86.9% -- 1,409 (219) 
Subtotal 3,139 -- 1,836 (179) 58.5% -- 2,097 (219) 

Grand Total 10,236 9,924 6,538 63.8% 65.9% 6,403 
(1,175) 

NOTES: 
% = percent. 
w/o = without. 

 

César Chávez K-8 is the only school in the region closely approaching overutilization and is the only school 
demonstrating a need for modular capacity. Boundary adjustments to ease enrollment is one solution, given 
available capacity in neighboring schools; however, other District outcome goals (i.e., reconfiguring K-8 
schools and minimizing focus/alternative program co-location) should be examined first. 

Based on functional capacity alone, there is no need for modular classrooms at any school in the north region 
besides César Chávez K-8, providing an immediate opportunity for the District to phase out 11 modular 
classrooms. 

Underutilization at the high school level will provide ample room for the increase of 221 students forecasted 
to enroll in neighborhood programs. With the current DAZ approach to enrollment, most of the increased in 
enrollment is expected at Roosevelt High and would push the school over capacity. However, boundary 
adjustments and/or dissolving the DAZ could utilize the available capacity at Jefferson High to avoid pushing 
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Roosevelt High to unsustainable utilization. In fact, Jefferson High has so much available capacity it can help 
take on forecasted enrollment increases from other parts of the District through a process of cross-regional 
boundary adjustments. 

4.1.1.1 Leased Buildings 

There are two leased school buildings in the north region: Kenton School (501 gross capacity) and Humboldt 
Elementary School (510 gross capacity). These buildings are not immediately needed for utilization relief in 
this region but are notable assets for cross-regional options. 

4.1.1.2 Special Education Services 

Underutilization also offers an opportunity to address a regional imbalance in special education focus 
classrooms at the elementary and middle school levels. In the north region, there are currently three intensive 
skills classrooms (George Middle, Harriet Tubman Middle, and Sitton Elementary); two social emotional 
classrooms (George Middle and James John Elementary); and three communication behavior classrooms 
(Boise-Eliot/Humboldt Elementary, Peninsula Elementary, Astor [K-2]). 

The existing feeder paths support a kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) continuum for intensive skills and 
social emotional classrooms. However, there is not a path from the communication behavior classroom at 
Boise-Eliot/Humboldt Elementary to the middle school level. A feeder path of the Boise-Eliot/Humboldt 
communication behavior classroom should be considered during the enrollment and program balancing 
effort. 

4.1.2 Reconfiguring K-8 School 

There are two K-8 schools in this region (Astor and César Chávez). Combined enrollment is 357 students for 
the middle school grade group. Between the two nearest middle schools (George and Ockley Green), there 
is available functional capacity of 300 (without modular classrooms), nearly enough to take on the middle 
school students from the two K-8 schools. The Spanish DLI program at César Chávez K-8 has an enrollment 
of 99 students that, if moved to a location separate from neighborhood programs, would allow George Middle 
and Ockley Green Middle to take on all middle school students from the two K-8 schools. 

Relocating middle school students reduces utilization (without modular classrooms) for Astor K-8 and César 
Chávez K-8 to 52.4 and 66.0 percent, respectively. This would leave an elementary grade group enrollment 
of 2,972 (which is forecasted to decline) across nine schools with a combined functional capacity of 4,829. 
These schools have an average functional capacity of 537 students, providing an opportunity to consolidate 
and free up three entire schools for other purposes. 

4.1.3 Minimizing Program Co-Location 

All seven DLI programs in the north region are co-located with neighborhood programs. Total enrollment in 
DLI programs is 1,156 students. By grade group, DLI enrollment is 766 students for elementary school, 211 
students for middle school, and 179 students for high school. Six of the seven programs are Spanish DLI, 
accounting for the vast majority of enrollment; only 13 students are enrolled in the Chinese DLI program at 
Harriet Tubman Middle. 
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There is potential for a comprehensive Spanish DLI elementary school in this region. However, the 
elementary grade group in Spanish DLI exceeds the capacity of any elementary schools in the region. Three 
options to address this are to: (1) leave some portion of the Spanish DLI co-located with a neighborhood 
program, (2) shift part of the program to a neighboring region, or (3) take on Spanish DLI students from a 
neighboring region to fill two elementary schools. These options must be considered with the District’s priority 
of locating DLI programs near concentrations of native speakers. The middle school and high school grade 
groups would need to combine with programs in one or multiple neighboring regions to fill a school. 

4.2 Northeast Region 

The northeast region, which includes the Madison/Jefferson DAZ and portions of the Roosevelt/Jefferson 
and Grant/Jefferson DAZs and the Grant and Madison clusters, has a total enrollment of 12,612 as of October 
2019, split between ten K-5, four K-8, three grades 6 through 8, and four grades 9 through 12 schools. For a 
map of northeast region school locations and catchments, see the district-wide overview map and cluster-
specific maps in Appendix B. Neighborhood program enrollment and residence in this region is projected to 
decrease by 2.5 and 2.2 percent, respectively, with declines in all grade groups except high school, which 
has projected increases in enrollment and residence at 14.5 and 11.5 percent, respectively. The primary 
drivers (i.e., issues) in this region include: 

• Over-/underutilization 
• Reconfiguration of K-8 schools 
• Co-location of neighborhood and focus/alternative programs  
• Phasing out modular classrooms 
• Relocation of the ACCESS talented and gifted program 
• Special education focus classroom continuum 

4.2.1 Optimizing Use of Facilities 

The northeast region has the second lowest capacity utilization in the District, providing an opportunity to 
relieve overutilization for specific schools in this region and neighboring regions. Table 4-2 is a summary of 
functional capacity, current and forecasted enrollment, and utilization, with and without modular classrooms. 
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Table 4-2: Capacity Utilization for Schools in the Northeast Region. 

School Functional 
Capacity 

Functional 
Capacity 

w/o 
Modulars 

2019-2020 
Enrollment 

(Co-Located 
Programs) 

2019-2020 
Capacity 
Utilization 

2019-2020 
Capacity 
Utilization 

w/o 
Modulars 

2024-2025 
Forecasted 
Enrollment 

(Co-Located 
Programs) 

Grades K-5 
Alameda 765 738 704 92.0% 95.4% 612 
Irvington 572 -- 325 56.8% -- 305 
Lee  491 394 269 54.8% 68.3% 242 
MLK Jr.  695 -- 321 (166) 46.2% -- 319 (181) 
Rigler  612 418 307 50.2% 73.4% 280 
Rose City Park  609 -- 538 (178) 88.3% -- 498 (206) 
Sabin  584 478 418 71.6% 87.4% 384 
Scott  618 569 485 (229) 78.5% 85.2% 467 (226) 
Vestal(1) 505 432 391 (142) 77.4% 90.5% 351 (153) 
Woodlawn 618 541 308 49.8% 56.9% 304 
Subtotal 6,069 5,446 4,066 (715) 66.9% 74.7% 3,762 (766) 
Grades K-8 
Beverly-Cleary 
(Hollyrood) 201 -- 123 61.2% -- 99 

Beverly-Cleary 
(Fernwood) 555 -- 619 111.5% -- 486 

Faubion 758 -- 701 92.5% -- 766 
Laurelhurst 657 441 698 106.2% 158.3% 675 
Vernon 579 471 607 104.8% 128.9% 589 
Subtotal 2,750 2,426 2,748 99.9% 113.3% 2,615 
Grades 6-8 
Beaumont 744 -- 573 (137) 77.0% -- 530 (122) 
da Vinci 726 703 450 62.0% 64.0% 451 
Roseway Heights 856 -- 614 (69) 71.7% -- 519 (76) 
Subtotal 2,326 2,303 1,637 (206) 70.4% 71.1% 1,500 (198) 
Grades 9-12 
Alliance (Meek) 441 -- 106 24.0%  106 
Benson 2,203 -- 1,163 (108) 52.8% -- 1,176 (108) 
Grant 1,721 -- 1,813 (224) 105.3% -- 2,057 (262) 
Madison 1,843 -- 1,079 (68) 58.5% -- 1,283 (100) 
Subtotal 6,208 -- 4,161 (400) 67.0% -- 4,622 (470) 
Grand Total 17,353 16,383 12,612 (1,321) 72.7% 77.0% 12,499 (1,434) 

NOTES: 
% = percent. 
MLK = Martin Luther King. 
w/o = without. 
(1)Includes ACCESS as co-located enrollment. 
 

Beverly-Cleary (Fernwood campus) K-8, Laurelhurst K-8, Vernon K-8, and Grant High are currently over-
utilized. Enrollment for Grant High could be eased through a combination of boundary adjustments, relocation 
of its Japanese DLI program, or changes to the Grant/Jefferson DAZ policy. Enrollment for the K-8 schools 
could also be balanced through boundary adjustments, taking advantage of available capacity in neighboring 
elementary schools. 

Based on functional capacity alone, there are many opportunities for phasing out modular classrooms for 
elementary schools. Laurelhurst K-8 and Vernon K-8 would be significantly over-utilized without their modular 
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classroom capacity. Boundary adjustments would be needed to reduce enrollment enough for modular 
classroom removal to be feasible. 

After accounting for the phasing out of modular classrooms, considerable available capacity remains at 
elementary schools, with the backdrop of decreases in forecasted enrollment. As mentioned, this could 
address overutilization at the K-8 level (reconfiguration notwithstanding). It could also help balance 
enrollment in neighboring regions 

4.2.1.1 Stand-Alone Focus/Alternative Programs 

This region has four stand-alone focus/alternative programs: Alliance at Meek campus (alternative school), 
Benson High (technical focus), da Vinci Middle (arts/science focus), and Rigler Elementary (Spanish DLI). 
All four schools are under-utilized, with Benson High and Alliance High (Meek campus) both below 55 
percent. Rigler Elementary is enrolled primarily from its catchment, while the other schools are enrolled 
through lottery or application. Note that Benson High will soon undergo modernization (scheduled for 
completion in 2024/2025) and its functional capacity here is based on construction design. 

4.2.1.2 Leased Buildings 

There is one leased school building in the northeast region: Wilcox Elementary School (243 gross capacity). 
This building is not immediately needed for utilization relief in this region but is a notable asset for cross-
regional options. 

4.2.1.3 Special Education Services 

Underutilization also offers an opportunity to address a regional imbalance in special education focus 
classrooms at the elementary and middle school levels. There are four communication behavior classrooms 
(Alameda Elementary, da Vinci Middle, Lee Elementary, and Woodlawn Elementary); five intensive skills 
classrooms (Beaumont Middle, Beverly-Cleary K-8, Irvington Elementary, Scott Elementary, and Vestal 
Elementary); and three social emotional classrooms (Beaumont Middle, Roseway Heights Middle, and Sabin 
Elementary). 

A K-12 continuum for focus classrooms is not supported by existing feeder paths in this region. None of the 
elementary school classrooms can follow a feeder path to the middle school level. Feeder paths for these 
classrooms should be considered during the enrollment and program balancing effort. 

4.2.2 Reconfiguring K-8 Schools 

There are four K-8 schools in this region (Beverly-Cleary, Faubion, Laurelhurst, and Vernon). Combined 
enrollment is 939 students for the middle school grade group. Between the two nearest middle schools in 
this region (Beaumont and Roseway Heights), there is available functional capacity of 413, less than half of 
the capacity needed to take on the middle school students from the four K-8 schools. Removing the co-
located DLI programs from Beaumont Middle and Roseway Heights Middle increases available capacity to 
619, although still not enough to take on all K-8 middle school students. 

Relocating middle school students reduces utilization (without modular classrooms) for Beverly-Cleary 
(Fernwood campus) K-8, Faubion K-8, Laurelhurst K-8, and Vernon K-8 to 54.4, 66.4, 106.6, and 87.3 
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percent, respectively. This would leave an elementary grade group enrollment of 5,875, which is forecasted 
to decline, across 15 schools with the combined functional capacity of 7,701. These schools have an average 
functional capacity of 513 students, providing an opportunity to consolidate and free up three entire schools 
for other purposes. 

4.2.3 Minimizing Program Co-Location 

Eight of 11 focus/alternative programs in the northeast region are co-located with neighborhood programs. 
Seven of the eight co-located programs are DLI. Total enrollment in co-located focus/alternative programs is 
1,213 students. By grade group, co-located enrollment is 715 students for elementary school, 206 students 
for middle school, and 292 students for high school. 

There is potential for a comprehensive DLI elementary school in this region. The elementary grade group in 
co-located DLI programs is 573 students, which falls below the functional capacity of some current 
elementary and K-8 schools. The middle school and high school grade groups would need to combine with 
programs in one or multiple neighboring regions to fill a school. There is also potential for co-locating DLI 
programs with stand-alone focus/alternative programs in the region. 

The ACCESS talented and gifted program at Vestal Elementary is the only non-DLI focus/alternative program 
co-located with a neighborhood program. The middle school cohort of ACCESS is located at Lane Middle in 
the southeast region. The combined elementary and middle school program enrollment for the 2019-2020 
school year is 300 students (forecasted to slightly increase to 308 students by the 2024-2025 school year). 
Available elementary and middle school capacity in this region or a neighboring region could be used to unite 
the program in a single location. 

4.3 Southeast Region 

The southeast region, which includes the Cleveland and Franklin clusters and a portion of the Madison 
cluster, has a total enrollment of 16,078 as of October 2019, split between 13 K-5, ten K-8, four grades 6 
through 8, and two grades 9 through 12 schools. For a map of southeast region school locations and 
catchments, see the district-wide overview map and cluster-specific maps in Appendix B. Neighborhood 
program enrollment and residence in this region are projected to decrease by 5.6 and 3.6 percent, 
respectively, with declines in all schools except high school, which has projected increases of 3.3 and 6.8 
percent for enrollment and residence, respectively. The primary drivers (i.e., issues) in this region include: 

• Opening of Kellogg Middle School in 2021/2022 
• Over-/underutilization 
• Reconfiguration of K-8 schools 
• Co-location of neighborhood and focus/alternative programs  
• Phasing out modular classrooms 
• Relocation of the ACCESS talented and gifted program 
• Special education focus classroom continuum 
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4.3.1 Optimizing Use of Facilities 

The southeast region has the highest capacity utilization in the District, providing less opportunity for 
overutilization relief than other regions; yet some opportunities exist. Table 4-3 is a summary of functional 
capacity, current and forecasted enrollment, and utilization, with and without modular classrooms. 

Table 4-3: Capacity Utilization for Schools in the Southeast Region. 

School Functional 
Capacity 

Functional 
Capacity 

w/o 
Modulars 

2019-2020 
Enrollment 

(Co-Located 
Programs) 

2019-2020 
Capacity 
Utilization 

2019-2020 
Capacity 
Utilization 

w/o 
Modulars 

2024-2025 
Forecasted 
Enrollment 

(Co-Located 
Programs) 

Grades K-5 
Abernethy 480 426 507 105.6% 119.0% 449 
Atkinson 540 -- 391 (153) 72.4% -- 343 (142) 
Buckman 627 -- 427 68.1% -- 413 
Duniway 552 -- 512 92.8% -- 467 
Glencoe 573 546 449 78.4% 82.2% 391 
Grout 484 -- 370 76.4% -- 338 
Kelly 645 -- 476 (224) 73.8% -- 479 (235) 
Lewis 402 -- 410 102.0% -- 386 
Llewellyn 426 -- 509 101.6% 119.5% 455 
Richmond 723 -- 627 86.7% -- 599 
Whitman 467 -- 220 47.1% -- 205 
Woodmere 434 342 273 62.9% 79.8% 257 
Woodstock 621 -- 543 (312) 87.4% -- 528 (293) 
Subtotal 7,049 6,801 5,714 (689) 81.1% 84.1% 5,310 (670) 
Grades K-8 
Arleta 642 -- 526 81.9% -- 516 
Bridger 1-8 510 361 177 (276) 88.8% 125.5% 428 (286) 
Bridger (Holladay 
Annex) K 75 -- 17 (46) 84.0% -- 58 (42) 

Creative Science 522 -- 468 89.7% -- 464 
Creston 504 -- 375 74.4% -- 361 
Harrison Park 826 -- 637 (80) 77.1% -- 528 (143) 
Lent  658 583 475 (202) 72.2% 81.5% 384 (170) 
Marysville 481 -- 383 79.6% -- 386 
Pioneer (Holladay 
Center) K-6 206 -- 41 19.9% -- 41 

Pioneer 
(Youngson) 5-8 295 -- 46 15.6% -- 46 

Sunnyside 546 492 549 100.5% 111.6% 484 
Winterhaven 288 261 299 103.8% 114.6% 278 
Subtotal 5,553 5,248 4,315 (604) 77.7% 72.2% 3,974 (641) 
Grades 6-8 
Hosford 696 -- 651 (128) 93.5% -- 636 (127) 
Kellogg(1) 803 -- -- 0.0% -- -- 
Lane(2) 749 -- 590 (205) 78.8% -- 512 (195) 
Mt. Tabor 681 -- 724 (346) 106.3% -- 696 (344) 
Sellwood 683 -- 588 86.1% -- 605 
Subtotal 3,612 3,612 2,553 (679) 70.7% 70.7% 2,449 (666) 
Grades 9-12 
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School Functional 
Capacity 

Functional 
Capacity 

w/o 
Modulars 

2019-2020 
Enrollment 

(Co-Located 
Programs) 

2019-2020 
Capacity 
Utilization 

2019-2020 
Capacity 
Utilization 

w/o 
Modulars 

2024-2025 
Forecasted 
Enrollment 

(Co-Located 
Programs) 

Cleveland 1,761 1,718 1,560 (133) 88.6% 90.8% 1,585 (143) 
Franklin 1,779 -- 1,936 (167) 108.8% -- 2,065 (206) 
Subtotal 3,540 3,497 3,496 (300) 98.8% 100.0% 3,650 (349) 

Grand Total 19,754 19,158 16,078 
(2,272) 81.2% 83.9% 15,383 (2,326) 

NOTES: 
% = percent. 
w/o = without. 
(1)Opening in 2021-2022 school year. 
(2)Includes ACCESS as co-located enrollment. 
 

The southeast region has the most over-utilized schools in the District. They are Abernethy Elementary, 
Lewis Elementary, Llewellyn Elementary, Sunnyside K-8, Winterhaven K-8, Mt. Tabor Middle, and Franklin 
High. Enrollment for Franklin High could be eased through a combination of boundary adjustments or 
relocation of its DLI programs. However, Franklin High must rely primarily on the northeast region for 
enrollment balancing, considering Cleveland High has little available capacity and is forecasted to have 
slightly increased enrollment in the 2024-2025 school year. 

There is modest available capacity at the middle school level that could be rebalanced through boundary 
adjustments to bring all schools below 100 percent utilization. The addition of Kellogg Middle School in 2021-
20 will add significant middle school capacity. 

Elementary and K-8 schools have less available capacity than middle school but enough that boundary 
adjustments and program relocation could bring all schools below 100 percent utilization. Available capacity 
in the northeast region provides additional flexibility for elementary and K-8 schools. This does not factor in 
the opening of Kellogg Middle School in the 2021-2022 school year or reconfiguration of K-8 schools. 
Sunnyside K-8 and Winterhaven K-8 are enrolled wholly or partially via lottery, and changes to their quotas 
are needed to bring utilization below 100 percent. 

Based on functional capacity alone, there are several opportunities for phasing out modular classrooms, 
including at Glencoe Elementary, Woodmere Elementary, and Lent K-8. However, most modular classrooms 
in the region are needed to keep utilization at or near 100 percent (in fact, several schools are still over-
utilized with modular classrooms). Boundary adjustments and reconfiguration of K-8 schools will be needed 
to provide more opportunities to phase out modular classrooms. 

4.3.1.1 Stand-Alone Focus/Alternative Programs 

This region has six stand-alone focus/alternative programs: Buckman Elementary (arts focus), Creative 
Science K-8 (science focus), Pioneer K-8 at Holladay Center and Youngson campuses (special education 
focus), Richmond Elementary (Japanese DLI), Sunnyside K-8 (environmental focus), and Winterhaven 
(Science, Technology, Engineering, and Math [i.e., STEM] focus). The Pioneer K-8 campuses at Holladay 
Center and Youngson are very under-utilized at 19.9 and 15.6 percent, respectively. Buckman Elementary 
is under-utilized at 68.1 percent. The other schools are near or above 100 percent utilization. Buckman 
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Elementary and Sunnyside K-8 are unique in that they are enrolled primarily from their catchments, while the 
other schools are enrolled through lottery or application. 

4.3.1.2 Leased Buildings 

There is one leased school building in the southeast region: Edwards Elementary School (273 gross 
capacity). This building is not immediately needed for utilization relief in this region but is a notable asset for 
cross-regional options. 

4.3.1.3 Special Education Services 

The southeast region is well balanced in its special education focus classrooms at the elementary and middle 
school levels. There are four communication behavior classrooms (Grout Elementary, Lewis Elementary, 
Llewellyn Elementary, and Woodmere Elementary); five intensive skills classrooms (Atkinson Elementary, 
Creston K-8, Hosford Middle, Lane Middle, and Mt. Tabor Middle); and four social emotional classrooms 
(Arleta K-8, Buckman Elementary, Harrison Park K-8, and Marysville K-8). 

A K-12 continuum for focus classrooms is not supported by existing feeder paths in this region. None of the 
elementary school classrooms can follow a feeder path to the middle school level. Feeder paths for these 
classrooms should be considered during the enrollment and program balancing effort. 

4.3.2 Reconfiguring K-8 Schools 

There are seven neighborhood K-8 schools in this region (Arleta, Bridger, Creston, Harrison Park, Lent, 
Marysville, and Sunnyside). Combined enrollment is 1,131 students for the middle school grade group. 
Between the three nearest middle schools (Hosford, Lane, and Mt. Tabor) and the new Kellogg Middle 
School, there is available functional capacity of 964—the vast majority from Kellogg Middle, which is not 
sufficient to take on all middle school students from the seven K-8 schools. Removing the co-located 
focus/alternative programs from Hosford Middle, Lane Middle, and Mt. Tabor increases available capacity to 
1,490, enough to take on all K-8 middle school students. 

Relocating middle school students reduces utilization (including co-located focus/alternative enrollment but 
without modular classrooms) for Arleta K-8 (56.5 percent), Bridger K-8 (64.3 percent), Creston K-8 (51.0 
percent),  Harrison Park K-8 (49.0 percent), Lent K-8 (52.7 percent), Marysville K-8 (55.1 percent), and 
Sunnyside K-8 (69.5 percent). This would leave an elementary grade group enrollment of 8,044 across 19 
neighborhood schools with a combined functional capacity of 9,967. These schools have an average 
functional capacity of 525 students, providing an opportunity to consolidate and free up three entire schools 
for other purposes (e.g., expanding early learning). 

4.3.3 Minimizing Program Co-Location 

Fifteen of 20 focus/alternative programs in the southeast region are co-located with neighborhood programs. 
Fourteen of the 15 co-located programs are DLI. Total enrollment in co-located focus/alternative programs is 
2,272 students. By grade group, co-located enrollment is 1,178 students for elementary school, 794 students 
for middle school, and 300 students for high school. 
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There is potential for two comprehensive DLI elementary schools in this region. The elementary grade group 
in co-located DLI programs is 1,178 students, which could be accommodated between two current 
elementary or K-8 schools. The DLI middle school grade group (636 students) and high school grade group 
(300 students) could each be accommodated in current elementary or K-8 schools, assuming K-8 
reconfiguration. However, if all three grade groups were to occupy their own schools, one leased school (i.e., 
Edwards Elementary) or one school from a neighboring region would be needed to accommodate all DLI 
enrollment. 

The ACCESS talented and gifted program at Lane Middle is the only non-DLI focus/alternative program co-
located with a neighborhood program. The elementary school cohort of ACCESS is located at Vestal 
Elementary in the northeast region. The combined elementary and middle school program enrollment for the 
2019-2020 school year is 300 students (forecasted to slightly increase to 308 students by the 2024-2025 
school year). Available elementary school capacity in this region or a neighboring region could be used to 
unite the program in a single location. 

4.4 West Region 

The west region, which includes the Lincoln and Wilson clusters, has a total enrollment of 10,613 as of 
October 2019, split between one K-12, ten K-5, two K-8, three grades 6 through 8, and two grades 9 through 
12 schools. For a map of west region school locations and catchments, see the district-wide overview map 
and cluster-specific maps in Appendix B. Neighborhood program enrollment and residence in this region is 
projected to increase by 3.6 and 3.4 percent, respectively. Forecasts in neighborhood program enrollment 
are mixed among grade configurations. Neighborhood program enrollment and residence in this region are 
projected to decrease by 2.1 and 0.7 percent, respectively, with declines in all schools except high school, 
which has projected increases of 8.1 and 8.9 percent for enrollment and residence, respectively. The primary 
drivers (i.e., issues) in this region include: 

• Over-/underutilization 
• Reconfiguration of K-8 schools 
• Co-location of neighborhood and focus/alternative programs 
• Phasing out modular classrooms 
• Special education focus classroom continuum 

4.4.1 Optimizing Use of Facilities 

The west region has the second highest capacity utilization in the District, close behind the southeast region 
and similarly providing less opportunity for overutilization relief than in the north and northeast regions; yet 
some opportunities exist. The west region is geographically isolated from the rest of the District by the 
Willamette River. Rebalancing efforts involving shifts of catchment boundaries into other regions would 
introduce reliance on bridges that will create transportation challenges for the District. In consideration of this, 
we focus on intra-regional options that achieve the outcome goals. Table 4-4 is a summary of functional 
capacity, current and forecasted enrollment, and utilization, with and without modular classrooms. 
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Table 4-4: Capacity Utilization for Schools in the West Region. 

School Functional 
Capacity 

Functional 
Capacity 

w/o 
Modulars 

2019-2020 
Enrollment 

(Co-Located 
Programs) 

2019-2020 
Capacity 
Utilization 

2019-2020 
Capacity 
Utilization 

w/o 
Modulars 

2024-2025 
Forecasted 
Enrollment 

(Co-
Located 

Programs) 
Grades K-5 
Ainsworth 612 504 644 (306) 105.2% 127.8% 606 (293) 
Bridlemile 603 576 508 84.2% 88.2% 462 
Capitol Hill 429 399 416 97.0% 104.3% 389 
Chapman 592 515 484 81.8% 94.0% 487 
Forest Park 519 219 402 77.5% 183.6% 313 
Hayhurst 519 -- 396 76.3% -- 361 
Maplewood  418 253 374 89.5% 147.8% 337 
Markham 600 -- 430 71.7% -- 404 
Rieke 465 303 368 79.1% 121.5% 342 
Stephenson 510 -- 371 72.7% -- 347 
Grades K-8 
Odyssey 201 -- 244 121.4% -- 254 
Skyline 282 -- 248 87.9% -- 195 
Subtotal 483 -- 492 101.9% -- 449 
Grades 6-8 
Gray 622 -- 566 91.0% -- 530 
Jackson 907 -- 793 87.4% -- 784 
West Sylvan 986 -- 833 (145) 84.5% -- 821 (139) 
Subtotal 2,515 -- 2,192 (145) 87.2% -- 2,135 (139) 
Grades 9-12 
Lincoln 1,866 -- 1,588 (159) 85.1% -- 1,524 (163) 
Wilson 1,773 -- 1,558 87.9% -- 1,869 
Subtotal 3,639 -- 3,146 (159) 86.5% -- 3,393 (163) 
Grades K-12 
Metro. Learning 
Center 464 -- 390 84.1% -- 389 

Subtotal 464 -- 390 84.1% -- 389 
Grand Total 12,368 11,499 10,613 (610) 85.8% 92.3% 10,414 (595) 
NOTES: 
% = percent. 
w/o = without. 

 
Ainsworth Elementary and Odyssey K-8 are the only schools currently over-utilized. Enrollment at Ainsworth 
Elementary could be eased through boundary adjustments or relocation of its DLI program. Odyssey K-8 is 
enrolled via lottery, and changes to its quota would be needed to bring utilization below 100 percent. 

Enrollment for the high school grade group in the west region is forecasted to increase, due entirely to 
projected increases Wilson High, which is expected to be overutilized by the 2024-2025 school year. 
Boundary adjustments between the Wilson and Lincoln high schools could keep Wilson below 100 percent 
utilization. Relocation of the Spanish DLI program at Lincoln High to another region could further reduce 
utilization. However, it’s important and makes geographic sense to continue providing opportunities for a K-
12 Spanish DLI program that’s accessible in the west region.  



 

PAGE 77 

There is modest available capacity at the middle school level, although all three schools have very similar 
utilization rates. The 2024-2025 enrollment forecast shows slight enrollment decline, and functional capacity 
is not exceeded at any of these schools. 

Like middle school, there is modest available capacity for elementary schools and Skyline K-8. Boundary 
adjustments could help shift enrollment to the five elementary schools in the 70- to 80-percent utilization 
range (Forest Park, Hayhurst, Markham, Rieke, and Stephenson). 

Elementary schools in the west region have the highest concentration and utilization of modular classrooms 
in the District. Of the seven elementary schools with modular classrooms, based on functional capacity alone, 
Bridlemile and Chapman are the only two where phasing out all modular classrooms is feasible. Forest Park, 
Maplewood, and Rieke could phase out some of their modular classrooms but not all. Boundary adjustments 
to better balance enrollment across elementary schools may present more opportunities. 

4.4.1.1 Stand-Alone Focus/Alternative Programs 

This region has two stand-alone focus/alternative programs: Metropolitan Learning Center K-12 (alternative 
school) and Odyssey K-8 (experiential learning focus). Neither offer opportunities for co-location, as they are 
near 100 percent utilization or over-utilized. 

4.4.1.2 Leased & Vacant Buildings 

There is one leased school building in the west region, Terwilliger School (168 gross capacity), and one 
vacant school building, Smith Elementary School (384 functional capacity). These buildings are not 
immediately needed for utilization relief but could be assets toward phasing out all modular classrooms in 
this region. For the five elementary schools that need modular classrooms to stay below 100 percent 
utilization (or in the case of Ainsworth, to be only slightly over-utilized), there is a combined enrollment of 226 
students above functional capacity without modular classrooms. 

4.4.1.3 Special Education Services 

The west region has good balance in its special education focus classrooms at the elementary and middle 
school levels. There are two communication behavior classrooms (Bridlemile Elementary and Stephenson 
Elementary); three intensive skills classrooms (Jackson Middle, Markham Elementary, and West Sylvan 
Middle); and three social emotional classrooms (Chapman Elementary, Gray Middle, and Hayhurst 
Elementary). 

A K-12 continuum for focus classrooms is partially supported by existing feeder paths in this region. The 
focus classrooms at Hayhurst Elementary and Markham Elementary can follow a feeder path to the middle 
school level. However, focus classrooms at Bridlemile Elementary, Chapman Elementary, and Stephenson 
Elementary cannot follow the feeder path. Feeder paths of these classrooms should be considered during 
the enrollment and program balancing effort. 
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4.4.2 Reconfiguring K-8 Schools 

Skyline is the only neighborhood K-8 school in this region. Enrollment is 100 students for its middle school 
grade group. The nearest middle school is West Sylvan, where there is available functional capacity of 153, 
which is enough to take on all middle school students from Skyline K-8. 

Relocating middle school students reduces utilization for Skyline K-8 to 52.3 percent. Reconfiguration to 
elementary grades would provide additional capacity to help the effort to phase out modular classrooms at 
the elementary level. 

4.4.3 Minimizing Program Co-Location 

Three of five focus/alternative programs in the west region are co-located with neighborhood programs, all 
of which are Spanish DLI programs. Total enrollment in co-located focus/alternative programs is 610 
students. By grade group, co-located enrollment is 306 students for elementary school, 145 students for 
middle school, and 159 students for high school. 

There is potential for a comprehensive Spanish DLI elementary school in this region, but it would require use 
of leased/vacant buildings or significant boundary adjustments to shift enrollment out of an existing 
neighborhood elementary. The middle school and high school grade groups are too small to efficiently utilize 
an entire building on their own but could be combined with the elementary grade group to occupy a K-12 
Spanish DLI school. There is little opportunity to co-locate with a stand-alone focus/alternative program in 
this region. 

4.5 Cross-Regional Coordination Opportunities 

The greatest opportunity for cross-regional coordination is in the north, northeast, and southeast regions. The 
overarching strategy in these regions is to achieve balance by shifting enrollment from the southeast region 
and inner/central northeast region, with their relatively high utilization rates, to the north region and outer 
northeast region, with their lower utilization rates. 

On its own, reconfiguring K-8 schools can be largely achieved without cross-regional coordination. However, 
given the proximity of some K-8 schools to the regional divides used in this assessment, which do not follow 
catchment boundaries, coordination is needed. In the broader goal of district-wide enrollment balancing, K-8 
reconfiguration is an important tool to achieve the shifting of enrollment to the northeast and north regions. 

Like K-8 reconfiguration, program co-location can be solved region-by-region but should be considered 
another tool in shifting enrollment from over-utilized schools to those with capacity. 

The following are cross-regional opportunities and constraints at each grade level. 

4.5.1 High School 

With high school enrollment forecasted to increase and many high schools near or over capacity, available 
capacity at Jefferson High is a major asset. Shifting enrollment from the southeast region (Cleveland High 
and Franklin High) and inner/central northeast region (Grant High) to the high schools in the outer northeast 
region (Madison High) and north region (Jefferson High and Roosevelt High) should be a priority. This can 
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be achieved through discontinuation of the DAZs (to increase Jefferson High’s capture rate in the current 
DAZs) and through boundary adjustments that work in tandem with K-8 reconfiguration and program 
relocation. The following is a summary of issues and opportunities for each high school in the District: 

• Cleveland High 
− Constraint: Near capacity in 2019-2020 school year and forecasted to remain so in the 2024-

2025 school year. 
− Constraint: Two modular classrooms (82 functional capacity). 
− Constraint: Bounded by Willamette River to the west, I-84 to the north, and an over-utilized 

Franklin High to the east. 
− Opportunity: Relocation of Chinese DLI program to provide enrollment relief (133 students). 
− Opportunity: K-12 boundary adjustment into Franklin cluster for enrollment relief, provided 

Franklin High can push enrollment to Madison cluster. 
• Franklin High 

− Constraint: Over-utilized in 2019-2020 school year and forecasted for more enrollment by 
2024-2025 school year. 

− Constraint: Bounded by Cleveland High (at capacity) to the west and by Grant High (over-
utilized) to the north. 

− Opportunity: K-12 boundary adjustment into Madison cluster, which has available capacity. 
− Opportunity: Relocation of Russian and Spanish DLI programs to provide enrollment relief 

(167 students). 
• Madison High 

− Constraint: Bounded in the northwest by Jefferson/Madison DAZ (at capacity), in the south 
by Franklin High (over-utilized), and to the east by Grant High (over-utilized). 

− Constraint: Capacity in this cluster greatly needed to take on enrollment to relieve Franklin 
High and Grant High. 

− Opportunity: School has available capacity. 
− Opportunity: Boundary adjustment into Jefferson cluster which has available capacity. 
− Opportunity: Relocation of Spanish DLI program to provide enrollment relief (68 students). 

• Grant High 
− Constraint: Over-utilized in 2019-2020 school year and forecasted for more enrollment by 

2024-2025 school year. 
− Constraint: Bounded in the south by Cleveland High (at capacity) and Franklin High (over-

utilized). 
− Opportunity: Boundary adjustment into Madison and/or Jefferson cluster, which both have 

available capacity. 
− Opportunity: Relocation of Japanese DLI program to provide enrollment relief (224 

students). 
• Jefferson High 
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− Constraint: DAZs allow students to opt into other neighborhood programs, creating very low 
utilizations at Jefferson High. 

− Constraint: Bounded to the east by Grant High (over-utilized) and to the northwest by 
Roosevelt (near capacity). 

− Constraint: Has capacity greatly needed to take on enrollment to relieve Grant High and 
Franklin High (by way of Madison High). 

− Opportunity: School has most available capacity. 
• Roosevelt High 

− Constraint: Bounded to the west by the Willamette River. 
− Opportunity: Boundary adjustment into Jefferson cluster, which has available capacity. 
− Opportunity: Relocation of Spanish DLI program to provide enrollment relief (179 students). 

• Wilson High 
− Constraint: Near capacity in 2019-2020 school year and forecasted to be over-utilized by 

2024-2025 school year. 
− Constraint: Bounded to the east by the Willamette River 
− Opportunity: Boundary adjustment into Lincoln cluster can offer some enrollment relief. 

• Lincoln High 
− Constraint: Bounded to the east by the Willamette River. 
− Constraint: Capacity in this cluster needed to take on enrollment to relieve Wilson High. 
− Opportunity: Near capacity in 2019-2020 school year but forecasted to decline by the 2024-

2025 school year 
− Opportunity: Relocation of Spanish DLI program to provide enrollment relief (159 students). 

In the longer term, Benson High may also figure into the enrollment relief at the high school level. Scheduled 
to open in the 2024-2025 school year with a functional capacity of 2,203, it has the potential to take on 
approximately 1,000 additional students through program co-location or expansion of its lottery enrollment. 

4.5.2 Middle School 

The 2019-2020 middle school grade group enrollment across the north, northeast, and southeast regions is 
8,329 students (Table 4-5). The functional capacity across the 11 middle schools in these regions (without 
modular classrooms, including Kellogg Middle) is 7,871. The 458-capacity deficit initially suggests an 
additional comprehensive middle school is needed somewhere east of the Willamette River to accommodate 
reconfiguration of all K-8 schools to elementary schools. This enrollment figure includes middle school 
students who attend stand-alone K-8 and middle school focus/alternative schools (da Vinci Middle, Creative 
Science K-8, Pioneer K-8, Sunnyside K-8, and Winterhaven K-8) and the ACCESS program at Lane Middle. 
Considering these focus/alternative schools may remain as is and ACCESS may move into a stand-alone 
school, middle school grade group enrollment would drop to 7,157 and the functional capacity of ten schools 
(now excluding da Vinci Middle) would drop to 7,168, resulting in a capacity surplus of 11. Considering also 
that enrollment drops further to 6,315 if co-located DLI programs are consolidated and moved out of middle 
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schools, the result would be a capacity surplus of 853. A final consideration is the 7.3 percent decrease in 
enrollment forecasted by the 2024-2025 school year for the middle school grade group. 

Table 4-5: Middle School Functional Capacity, Enrollment, Utilization, and 
Forecasted Enrollment for North, Northeast, and Southeast Regions. 

Region 
MS Functional 
Capacity w/o 

Modulars 

MS Grade Group 
2019-2020 Enrollment 

(Co-Located 
Programs) 

MS Grade Group 
2019-2020 Capacity 
Utilization (excl. Co-
Located Programs) 

MS Grade Group 
2024-2025 
Forecasted 
Enrollment 

North 1,956 1,712 (211) 87.5% (76.7%) 1,515 
Northeast 2,303 2,576 (206) 111.9% (102.9%) 2,427 
Southeast 3,612 4,041 (794) 111.9% (89.9%) 3,777 
Total 7,871 8,329 (1,211) 105.8% (90.4%) 7,719 
NOTES: 
% = percent. 
excl. = excluding. 
MS = middle school. 
w/o = without. 

 
As demonstrated by this analysis of enrollment and capacity, establishing the need for an additional 
comprehensive middle school east of the Willamette River depends on decisions about preserving stand-
alone focus/alternative schools and consolidating co-located programs. Another factor for consideration in 
establishing an additional middle school is that, unlike at the high school level, available capacity at the middle 
school level is distributed throughout the north, northeast, and southeast regions. With the need to shift 
enrollment away from over-utilized high schools, the challenge for middle schools is maintaining existing 
feeder paths and avoiding major boundary adjustments. If significant boundary adjustments or widespread 
program relocation/consolidation are not feasible, an additional middle school may be necessary. 

4.5.3 Elementary School 

The 2019-2020 school year enrollment for the elementary grade group across the north, northeast, and 
southeast regions is 17,406 students (Table 4-6). Assuming the reconfiguration of all K-8 schools to 
elementary schools, the functional capacity across the 48 elementary schools in these regions (without 
modular classrooms, excluding Holladay Annex) is 24,675. The 7,269-capacity surplus equates to 
approximately 14 schools (at an average capacity of 514) that could be used for overutilization relief and 
focus/alternative program consolidation. As discussed with the middle school grade group, stand-alone 
elementary focus/alternative schools (Buckman Elementary, Creative Science K-8, Rigler Elementary, 
Richmond Elementary, Pioneer K-8, Sunnyside K-8, and Winterhaven K-8) may remain as is, dropping 
enrollment to 15,206 and the functional capacity of 40 schools to 21,131, resulting in a capacity surplus of 
5,925 (or approximately 11 schools at an average capacity of 528). This surplus provides ample flexibility for 
accommodating the current co-located focus/alternative program enrollment for elementary (2,659); middle 
school (1,053); and high school grade groups (771) and for expanding early childhood and special education 
classrooms. Note that movement of co-located elementary enrollment does not change the capacity surplus, 
as those students will leave space in the neighborhood schools. 
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Table 4-6: Elementary and K-8 School Functional Capacity and Elementary 
Grade Group Enrollment, Utilization, and Forecasted Enrollment for North, 

Northeast, and Southeast Regions. 

Region 

ES and K-8 School 
Functional 

Capacity w/o 
Modulars(1) 

ES Grade Group 
2019-2020 

Enrollment (Co-
Located Programs) 

ES Grade Group 
2019-2020 Capacity 
Utilization (excl. Co-
Located Programs) 

ES Grade Group 
2024-2025 
Forecasted 
Enrollment 

North 4,829 2,990 (766) 61.9% (46.1%) 2,745 
Northeast 7,872 5,875 (715) 74.6% (65.5%) 5,498 
Southeast 11,974 8,541 (1,178) 71.3% (61.5%) 7,907 
Total 24,675 17,406 (2,659) 70.5% (59.8%) 16,150 

NOTES: 
% = percent. 
ES = elementary school. 
excl. = excluding. 
(1)Excludes Holladay Annex. 
 
After K-8 reconfiguration, like the middle schools, available capacity at the elementary school level is 
distributed throughout the north, northeast, and southeast regions. Also like the middle school level, the 
challenge will be maintaining existing feeder paths while shifting enrollment away from over-utilized high 
schools. 

5 HISTORICAL ENROLLMENT BALANCING 
PROCESSES—THE DISTRICT-WIDE BOUNDARY REVIEW 

ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

In an effort to contextualize the review of district-wide systems and baseline data relative to the District’s 
upcoming enrollment and program balancing project, FLO conducted a comprehensive review of previous 
boundary adjustment initiatives completed by the District. Specifically, FLO has reviewed the most recent 
DBRAC work. The goal of this review is to understand the organization and outcome of DBRAC’s work and 
to identify lessons learned that can help improve the upcoming enrollment and program balancing process. 
DBRAC’s work, in part, had similar objectives to the District’s upcoming enrollment, and program balancing 
work and many of the same district-wide issues identified in Section 4 of this report persist.  

The evaluation of the DBRAC process included the review of over 160 memos, reports, presentations, 
meeting packets, and videos related to DBRAC meetings, Board meetings, and community engagement 
efforts. While FLO went to great lengths to review as much documentation as possible in order to understand 
the work completed by DBRAC, there were limitations to what was reasonably ascertainable. Limitations 
include:  

• FLO acquired all relevant documentation via online sources to reconstruct the DBRAC timeline. 
Requests to District staff for additional materials where relevant gaps in the timeline or important 
work products were identified were also made. 
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• FLO reviewed the reconstructed timeline of the DBRAC process. While in most cases the event 
timeline was clear, in some instances, it was unclear when certain DBRAC materials were posted 
to the District’s webpage relative to an upcoming or past meeting or event.  

• An exhaustive effort was not made (e.g., no public records requests) to review all the District’s 
communication (e.g., emails) relative to the DBRAC work.  

Nevertheless, FLO feels confident that the review completed provides sufficient detail from which to draw 
conclusions. 

A comprehensive outline, in chronological order, of the DBRAC review is provided as Appendix D. Please 
note that due to the large number and type of references cited (162 total), references are shown in underlined 
text throughout the document. Cited sources can be provided upon request. 

5.1 Leading up to the District-wide Boundary Review Advisory 
Committee  

As previously noted, this review is focused on the most recent work by DBRAC. However, there are a few 
notable details that are worth summarizing to help provide context for how DBRAC was formed.  

Prior to DBRAC, the Superintendent’s Advisory Committee for Enrollment and Transfer (SACET) was active 
and advised former Superintendent Carole Smith on enrollment and transfer issues. SACET was formed in 
2008, and between 2012 and 2014 alone, the committee met over 40 times. This advisory committee 
explored the policies and practices around school choice, enrollment, and transfer, and evaluated topics such 
as priority and preferences in school choice lottery and guarantees in student assignment.  

In early 2013, the Board approved Resolution 4718, which directed Superintendent Smith to: “develop and 
recommend a process for a comprehensive review of the school boundaries district-wide and policies related 
to student assignment and transfer to better align with the Racial Educational Equity Policy and promote 
strong capture rates and academic programs at every grade level.” 

In order to meet these directives, Superintendent Smith took two actions:  
1. She engaged SACET to review student assignment and transfer policies to align with the Racial 

Educational Equity Policy. 

2. She partnered with the PSU Center for Public Service (CPS) to independently assess the District’s 
readiness to take on a district-wide boundary review process; assist the District with setting clear 
values, goals, and issues; and recommend a process for a district-wide review of school boundaries. 

Pursuant to the resolution, the District retained PSU’s CPS in 2014 to provide guidance on managing 
enrollment growth in alignment with the District’s equity goals. The Intergovernmental Agreement was 
designed so that PSU could assist the District with eventually achieving two important tasks:  

1. Devise and implement a process to engage a wide range of current and future district parents, 
students, staff, community organizations, and other key stakeholders to conduct a comprehensive 
district-wide boundary review and recommend new school boundaries for adoption by the Board. 
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2. Create a flexible and dynamic “Boundary Review Framework” on which the current and future 
boundary-setting processes will be based. 

In May of 2014, PSU’s CPS released the first report: Complex Challenges and New Opportunities: Building 
the Framework for Boundary Review—An Assessment of PPS’s Organizational Readiness and Options for 
Citizen Engagement (PSU, 2014a). The report identified a number of key findings, including:  

• The District lacked internal clarity and alignment on the purpose and goals of the proposed 
district-wide boundary review. 

• The District had well-developed policy tools to address enrollment, but they were not explicitly 
tied to policy priorities. 

• Policy ambiguity and inconsistent practice created confusion and mistrust. 
• The District has great data capabilities, but key boundary review information was not easily 

accessible. 
• Stakeholders had mixed perceptions and understanding of the district-wide boundary review. 
• Stakeholders were skeptical that boundary review can address inequity. 
• Capacity to engage the public was not uniform across the district. 
• Willingness to engage was high, but mistrust was a challenge. 

To address these findings, PSU’s CPS recommended that prior to moving to immediately launch its district-
wide boundary review process, and before embarking on any community engagement, the District should 
first address issues that CPS found in the initial assessment by: 

• Establishing a shared understanding of the district-wide boundary review with District leadership, 
management, the Board, and school building staff, including the goals, scope, and key 
components and how it fits in with the District’s other strategies.  

• Establishing and normalizing policy principles and processes that are non-negotiable 
components of the process and determine where the district has flexibility, where it does not, 
and how to articulate that internally and externally. 

• Ensuring that participants—staff and stakeholders—understand their role in the process. 
Carefully and precisely clarifying roles at the onset of the process will support and further carry 
the “shared understanding” of this process.  

• Preparing, in advance, a package of useful data and analysis that will help inform parents and 
stakeholders and support the district-wide boundary review conversations. The District should 
also put in place at the outset a “Community Organizing Infrastructure” strategy so that a 
community engagement effort can begin as soon as Phase II is launched. 

In September of 2014, PSU’s CPS released a second report: A Values, Growth, and Equity Strategy for 
District-wide Boundary Review: Aligning PPS’s Policies and Practices to Address Short- and Long-Term 
Educational Priorities (2014b). The report recommended that the District prepare for and launch a 
comprehensive community engagement effort focused on “Values, Growth, and Equity” that will define and 
inform policy decisions and practices around program equity, boundaries, school configurations, and 
enrollment and transfer. The report also recommended the following:  



 

PAGE 85 

• The District should establish a DBRAC that will report to the Superintendent and will be charged 
with recommending new boundaries to be implemented for the 2015-2016 school year and in 
setting new boundaries district-wide, based on community values, as soon as is feasible.  

• To assist the community with reviewing district data and meaningfully engaging with the 
boundary review process, the District should develop comprehensive school profiles for all 
schools that allow for comparisons with other schools in the district. The District should consider 
creating a web-based tool that enables users to display and compare available district data. 

• Throughout this process, the District should ensure that baseline program offerings are available 
at every school and to every student. 

• The District should develop and implement a “Community Organizing Infrastructure” that 
includes a set of nested, segmented activities designed to authentically engage communities, 
particularly communities of color and other historically underrepresented groups. 

The following month, on October 28, 2014, SACET members presented their final recommendations to 
Superintendent Smith to align the enrollment and transfer system and the racial educational equity policy for 
the District. There recommendations included:   

• Ending neighborhood-to-neighborhood lottery transfers 
• Strengthening the hardship petition transfer process 
• Implementing a quality review process for focus option schools 
• Continuing the District’s support for dual-language immersion programs 
• Modifying the focus option lottery system 
• Providing greater enrollment stability for children receiving special education services 

In January 2015, the PPS Board formally adopted changes to the Enrollment & Transfer policy based on 
recommendations developed after approximately 18 months of work by the SACET.  

In November 2014, preceding the Board’s adopted policy changes, Superintendent Smith, based on 
recommendations made by PSU’s CPS, appointed a Superintendent’s DBRAC. Specific deliverables for 
DBRAC included:  

• Recommending boundary changes to the Superintendent to relieve acute enrollment issues at 
the schools identified by the District with the most critical enrolment problems (completed in 
January 2015) 

• Recommending a boundary change values framework and necessary policy revisions (the 
subject of this report) 

• Providing an assessment to the superintendent on the application of the Board-approved 
framework to staff-generated boundary change options 

5.2 The DBRAC Process 

DBRAC consisted of 25 voting members appointed by Superintendent Smith and were selected from a variety 
of sectors, including Portland citizens, parents, administrators, teachers, student representatives, Board 
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members, community-based organizations, and representation from local government. As not to provide an 
exhaustive recap of each of the DBRAC meetings, community meetings, and Board engagement, a brief 
summary timeline has been provided below. Please note that any gaps in reported months are the result of 
no reasonably ascertainable information being available to FLO. 

November 2014 through May 2015: The first five months of the DBRAC process were spent orienting the 
committee by asking questions such as, “What does a successful boundary review process look like?” During 
this time, the DBRAC meetings also consisted of the committee getting a deep understanding of the current 
state of the District’s enrollment system, learning about how different systems impact student enrollment, and 
reviewing baseline data and school profiles by cluster.  

In May and June of 2015, DBRAC hosted two community meetings. On July 6, 2015, DBRAC provided a 
report to the Board on the progress to date. By this point, DBRAC had met 20 times and major 
accomplishments listed include:  

• Developing an understanding of the current system through review of enrollment data, policies, 
and population projections 

• Reviewing boundary change criteria and processes from other districts 
• Developing guiding values and proposing policy language changes to align the enrollment 

balancing process 

DBRAC also listed a set of next steps in their July 2015 Board report, including: 
• Review results from analysis on grade configuration, facility utilization, and enrollment targets 
• Review information on current baseline program offerings and potential program expansion 

efforts 
• Provide guidance to the District on community engagement efforts for when boundary change 

scenarios become available 

August through September 2015: DBRAC continued working to understand and determine the preferred 
enrollment ranges by grade group for the District. They also discussed their community input plan for late 
August through December 2015. The plan included the following elements: 

• Attend community feedback meetings 
• Draft feedback survey 
• Participate in online town halls 
• Review and synthesize feedback as it is received 
• Collaborate with District staff to develop up to two final boundary and grade configuration change 

proposals to forward to Superintendent Smith for consideration 

DBRAC discussed the upcoming timeline for the options development and review. It was noted by members 
that the timeline felt very optimistic, and committee members wanted to be sure members felt strongly about 
the scenarios they would be putting out there. There were also questions by committee members as to what 
their role was regarding recommendations.  
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During this time period, key performance indicators (KPIs) were also discussed. The goal was for these to 
be comparable across all scenarios, relevant to the current context, repeatable and accurate, few in number, 
and accessible by the general public. Example KPIs include the reduction in the number of schools that are 
over capacity; awareness of racial, ethnic, and socioeconomic distributions at every school; awareness of 
special education needs when relocated; safe routes to schools; and more alignment of school boundaries 
with neighborhood boundaries. 

October 2015: In early October, DBRAC presented to the Board the District-wide Enrollment Balancing 
Values and Framework Resolution, which was approved as Board Resolution 5149.  

Committee members presented on understanding enrollment balancing scenarios, including modeling 
specifics such as the use of neighborhood capture rates and transfer in/out of school catchment areas. A 
new timeframe for DBRAC was also rolled out at this meeting and was specified as follows:  

• October 9 through 28, 2015: Drafting proposals. 
• October 29, 2015: Committee review of proposals begin. 
• November 2015: Committee continues to review proposals and the public is provided a preview. 
• December 2015: Committee makes recommendation to Superintendent Smith. 
• January 2016: Superintendent Smith makes recommendation to the Board. 
• January through February 2016: The Board votes on proposal. 

In addition to the above, the October 8 committee meeting included a presentation for considerations on 
incorporating the Soft Neighborhood Model designed by Brooke Cowan and Matt Marjanović. The Soft 
Neighborhood Model is a proximity-based assignment system for students at their point of entry and utilizes 
school capacity and sibling status to determine which school a student will have the right to attend. It was 
noted that due to the modelers not having disaggregated student data, it was unclear how to measure 
diversity or how mid-year school assignments would be addressed. The model team also had insufficient 
data to test racial impact of the Soft Neighborhood Model. District staff indicated at the DBRAC meeting that 
the soft boundary scenario could not be delivered on the same timeline as other scenarios and would require 
significant changes to the boundary development and implementation timeline. DBRAC advised that District 
staff should generate a scenario applying the Soft Neighborhood Model. 

In general, District staff noted that the Soft Neighborhood Model would be a paradigm shift for the entire 
District system and would include:  

• Significant changes to existing technical and operational infrastructure, both in the short- and 
long-term 

• Redefining transportation, staffing, and enrollment and transfer systems 
• Board policy change 

At the October 20 Board meeting, the Board approved Resolution 5155, which directed staff to produce a 
Soft Neighborhood Model scenario when presenting recommendations for the district-wide enrollment 
balancing process. They asked DBRAC to generate pros and cons of the Soft Neighborhood Model without 



 

PAGE 88 

actually incorporating soft model scenarios as part of the final recommendations. Note that it was not clear 
from FLO’s review of documentation if a Soft Neighborhood Model was ever produced.  

The final DBRAC meeting in October was the first meeting at which the first two proposals for district-wide 
changes were presented by District staff. The scenarios included grade reconfiguration, new neighborhood 
schools, changes to focus options and DLI programing, high school boundary adjustments, and adjustments 
to split feeder patterns. The presentation also included an overview of global KPIs for each scenario, as well 
as initial implementation timelines and additional programmatic changes that could be incorporated into either 
scenario.  

It should be noted that at prior DBRAC meetings, where public comment was allowed at the beginning of 
each meeting, there had been at most three public comments to date (based upon past meeting notes). At 
this final meeting in October, there were ten verbal and 15 written comments. Public comments included 
concerns about the District’s scenario KPIs, grade reconfiguration, boundary adjustments, and potential 
travel across the river.  

November 2015: In early November, two scenarios developed by District staff were provided to DBRAC, and 
rationale was provided on how the two models were designed, including tradeoffs between grade 
reconfigurations, attempts to address dual concerns of overcrowding and under-enrollment at District 
facilities, and attempts to balance a variety of other considerations into the scenario planning.  

During the November timeframe (November 5 through December 2), the District held 18 community listening 
sessions throughout the district. These meetings were intended to provide the public with a viewing of the 
draft scenarios and receive feedback. They all started with a brief overview of DBRAC’s charge, timeline, 
and general process. They then went on to explain the two draft scenarios developed and solicited feedback 
and comments.  

At the second DBRAC meeting in November, District staff presented new materials and resources that were 
available to the public through the District’s website, including key technical data, an interactive web map, 
school reports, planning area maps, high school enrollment reports, implementation plans by school, best 
practices in district rezoning, and technical facts. There was also discussion about numerous data requests 
by committee members, including a data refresh using 2015 student enrollment data. Committee members 
asked for additional data at this meeting.  

The meeting also included feedback received to date at the community listening sessions and an overview 
for further events planned in subsequent weeks. It was noted that over 2,000 community members had 
attended these sessions to date and that an online survey had collected over 1,000 responses. Finally, 
DBRAC was led through an exercise of evaluating the two standing scenarios through the District’s RESJ 
lens.  

During the November timeframe, Hanover Research (Hanover) released a guidance document on “Best 
Practices in District Rezoning” (Hanover, 2015) that summarized approaches that school districts around the 
country have used to determine school boundaries and school assignment processes. Earlier in the year, the 
District had sought the assistance of Hanover to help identify best practices for adjusting school boundaries 
within an urban school district. Hanover’s key findings included:  

• School assignment processes should be feasible, transparent, efficient, and equitable. 
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• Many urban school districts have turned to redistricting to address under-enrollment or 
overcrowding issues, but neither educators nor researchers have agreed upon best practices for 
redistricting. 

• Districts must be aware of how student assignment mechanisms and redistricting may have a 
disproportionate effect on disadvantaged students. 

• Districts have used a variety of strategies to engage the community in revising school boundaries 
and assignment systems, such as interactive websites, focus groups, surveys, community 
meetings and workgroups, and participatory advisory committees. 

• Accurate enrollment projections are vital for effective long-term planning and enrollment 
management. 

December 2015: On December 12, DBRAC presented an update on their progress to the Board, including 
an overview of the two draft working scenarios and feedback received from the community listening sessions. 

DBRAC met four times in December, including an all-day work session on December 5. It was clear during 
the December meetings that DBRAC would not likely be on schedule with providing the Superintendent a 
recommendation by the self-imposed December deadline.  

The first DBRAC meeting in December consisted of reviewing criteria and reporting on the current scenarios, 
as well as soliciting input for new modeling scenarios. The conversation seemed to focus on grade 
reconfiguration and whether the decision around grade reconfiguration should be the District’s responsibility 
or DBRAC’s.  

At the second DBRAC meeting, an update to an existing model was presented by District staff, where 24 K-
8 schools would be converted; 50 schools would be impacted; and Clark, Kellogg, and Rose City Park would 
open as neighborhood schools. DBRAC unanimously supported continuing to develop this model, with 
DBRAC member amendments, into a full scenario that would include boundary and program locations.  

At the third DBRAC meeting in December, committee members were joined by Superintendent Smith who 
thanked and congratulated DBRAC for their hard work and guidance over the boundary review process. She 
asked the committee to provide recommendations to her in January regarding the degree of reconfiguration 
and rationale for keeping schools as K-8s. She stated that their response would be helpful even if it were not 
a detailed level and that she could begin the budget and planning process. An updated timeline for providing 
a recommendation to Superintendent Smith by January 22, 2016, was also discussed.  

January 2016: DBRAC met six times in January, including one all-day work session on January 9. During 
the four working DBRAC meetings, District staff continued to present new analysis on K-8 reconfiguration, 
addressed the committee members’ data requests, and reviewed scenario updates for the west and east 
side changes.  

At the January 14 DBRAC meeting, it was announced that a planned community listening session at Wilson 
High School would take place on January 19. This community meeting would include a presentation of the 
draft scenarios and focused specifically on the west side proposed changes to address overcrowding and 
under-enrollment concerns. It was also noted that the forthcoming District Bond Measure could provide an 
opportunity to build additional capacity at Lincoln High School. 
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At the final four working DBRAC meetings in January, feedback received from the west side community 
listening session was provided, and DRBAC members expressed concern on a variety of fronts due to the 
feedback received (e.g., impacts on transportation patterns, walkability, DLI program movement, equitable 
programming). DBRAC continued to work through and refine its scenarios, and on January 28, committee 
members voted to approve final recommendations for Superintendent Smith.  

February through March 2016: In early February 2016, DBRAC presented its final report to Superintendent 
Smith: Recommendations on Balancing Enrollment in Portland Public Schools. This report includes final 
recommendations voted on by DBRAC for reconfiguring K-8 schools, siting middle schools throughout the 
district, and realigning west side boundaries. The report includes rationale for each recommendation, 
implementation guidance, and verbatim opinions from concurring/dissenting committee members.  

In March 2016, Superintendent Smith presented a draft of proposed changes to DBRACs first set of 
recommendations. On March 29, 2016, Superintendent Smith provided her recommendation to the Board. 
Based on available documentation to FLO, the exact progression of events leading up to the Board meeting 
is unclear.  

On March 31, DBRAC reconvened in a work session to talk through lessons learned from their last 15+ 
months of work. The DBRAC debrief provides valuable insight into what committee members thought worked 
well and what did not. The following are direct comments (verbatim) from DBRAC members that FLO feels 
highlight the discussions in this review:  

• “Loved the contracts with culturally specific partners. We were really culturally responsive; we 
hired organizers to help us reach communities we would not have heard from.” 

• “The partner meetings with table talk across schools and communities, where people had to talk 
across issues and needs; and also allowed for it to be accessible for not just people comfortable 
coming to meetings. Also made it like it was not run by PPS [the District] or DBRAC; it was more 
grassroots.” 

• “When we did small group work, we made strides rather than moving it as a whole committee. 
Very effective in small groups. But needed more time for the report-outs for the small groups 
because I wanted to better understand WHY a group made a certain call on something.” 

• “Some meetings, too much on the agenda including public comment. Need to hit fewer key 
agenda items when we need to have deep discussion. The extended work session was really 
effective at PSU. Maybe do fewer longer meetings.” 

• “I needed time to absorb issues so that I could be ready with my A-game for a meeting. Needing 
to get info to committee members in time to absorb.” 

• “Public needed to understand that there would be iterations; that the engagement was to inform 
what we would do next and that the scenarios would change.” 

• “What is within the purview of the community? I just don’t know; to be honest there are 
communities out there in anticipation of our next round are forging alternative plans right now 
and that’s good, but I also know there is limited context. And they don’t know what they control. 
They don’t know what their choices are or how much leverage they actually can have. Everyone 
wants the world for their children. Need the parameters within which the community can operate.” 
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• “There was a lot of stuff we needed. The middle school program doesn’t exist. We didn’t have a 
clear study of the number of sections needed for the middle school program because we didn’t 
have Office of Teaching and Learning. We had District staff who made an educated guess and 
we had principals who had experience.” 

• “This was a very diligent group. It affects your ability to give input if you are counting on folks to 
be experts. I felt the tension that I was not going to become an expert in this; so, you do a 
committee a disservice when you bury them in data/paper. Our group was very cognizant of that 
and interested in the data, but it was hard to track where we were in a discussion at any given 
time, or the arc of the process. Needed to be able to see the arc better. Writing the Values 
Framework took forever because I guess we were norming. Hard to know from one meeting to 
the next, what progress we made. Because we got behind and then we felt the timeline was 
unreasonable.” 

• “Need to consolidate what we did so people can clearly follow the process and help keep on 
track. The KPIs were a great moment but at the end we all found the four to five things we were 
really tracking—could not do so many KPIs. I’m in the middle of a process now where we are 
doing 3-hour meetings; I think the 3-hour meeting where lots on the agenda, prefer 3-hour where 
you have time to reflect and resolve.” 

• “All the storming and norming at the beginning was really hard and lengthy; then we went long 
at the end and we had to rush; didn’t have time to hear each other’s voices; it takes time to hear 
voices. We needed to move to small groups sooner.” 

• “It felt more like report outs and NOT conversation. Agreement.” 
• “I found the meeting process challenging. I think we were inundated by the data which is good, 

and I know I asked for more too. I think the staff did a good job of helping us with that. Even so, 
it was still really hard. Wanted a way to see the through line. I liked the small group process 
better; we got to dive deeper. But it felt really rushed and hard and at the same time what do you 
do with a huge group of this size and you have deadlines.” 

• “When people ask me, ‘what did you do on DBRAC?’ the thing I say is we made a decision to go 
away from K-8s to middle schools/K-5s. Observation is that for the first six months that was off 
the table and not part of our charter. Then we ended up going there.” 

• “If we had been clear that configuration was what we were going to do, then we would not have 
been the group to do that.” 

• “Parts that were challenging to integrate—community and racial history; the individual school 
program history tied to that but not always. Tied to that was also about community resiliency; our 
communities were resilient; they made the most of bad situations in our schools and had pride 
and ownership in that. The community engagement and translation/interpretation have to be built 
in. In the end it hurt us and hurt PPS [the District] because families didn’t feel engaged. White 
lower-class families didn’t feel engaged either. Part of that is not the result of our process but 
human nature; people lead their lives and then they become engaged when it’s real for them. 
The absenteeism on the committee; I hoped we would reach out to the people who were more 
absent to find out why.” 
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• “We lost members of communities of color in that process too. When we translated from Spanish 
to English, I realized how much people are excluded from the process. Getting 
translation/interpretation right is huge.” 

April through May 2016: On April 12, Resolution 5253 outlining attendance area changes for Lincoln and 
Wilson High School clusters was presented to the Board and Superintendent Smith for recommended 
adoption. Board members in turn voted unanimously for additional information and modifications to the 
recommendations. On April 19, the Board adopted Resolution 5256 with amendments, which modified the 
initial recommendation presented to the Board on April 12 (i.e., Resolution 5232). 

In late April, DBRAC reconvened for their next round of enrollment balancing work. Superintendent Smith 
opened the meeting by sharing DBRAC’s new charge: developing a detailed enrollment balancing scenario 
for 2017 implementation. With the start of the new DBRAC process, new committee members were 
introduced, and District staff provided an overview of recent enrollment balancing decisions and new 
information about planning for middle schools was provided.  

At the May 19 committee meeting, the work plan for desired outcomes for DBRAC meetings through June 
16 was shared. An updated approach to community meetings was also discussed. The committee then broke 
out into small groups and discussed priorities for three zones, including the Ockley Green Middle feeder 
schools, Tubman Middle feeder schools, and the Roseway Heights and Beaumont middle feeder schools.  

June 2016: DBRAC met three times in June and continued to work through scenarios with focused 
presentation and discussion regarding two- versus three-section K-5 and K-8 schools; information about DLI 
expansion and guidance on configurations; and potential impacts on immersion schools, neighboring 
schools, and students with the existing scenarios. 

The final two meetings in June focused on drafting the guidance document to Superintendent Smith and on 
a status update on progress towards recommending school boundaries and feeder patterns associated with 
Ockley Green, Tubman, Beaumont, and Roseway Heights middle schools. 

September through December 2016: In September, with the resignation of Superintendent Smith, meeting 
documentation focused on formal Board updates. These included a September 15 memo on DBRAC’s fall 
balancing work. At the October 10 Board meeting, Interim Superintendent Bob McKean provided a memo to 
the Board titled, Implementation Options for Enrollment Balancing and Middle Grade Program Improvement 
2017-18 School Year. Recommendations provided in the memo include completion of the Ockley Green 
implementation, support for small middle grades programs, and continuation of the proposed ACCESS move. 

On December 13, an “Update on DBRAC” by District staff was given to the Board. The report noted DBRAC’s 
continued work, including seven working DBRAC meetings in the fall, eight community listening sessions, 
and review of nearly 100 survey and email responses. The memo noted that in addition to continuing its work 
on Ockley Green and its four feeder elementary schools, the committee conveyed strong support for 
continuing their work on other reconfiguration and boundary changes across the east side.  

February through April 2017: On February 6, 2017, a memo was provided to the Board by Interim 
Superintendent McKean on boundary change recommendations for Chief Joseph and Peninsula Elementary 
Schools. The memo notes that in DBRAC’s January 13 memo, they describe a dilemma for their work and 
for the District: the desire to make one sweeping, holistic set of changes across the east side of the District 
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versus addressing immediate issues to complete the changes begun at Ockley Green and feeder schools 
last year. It was noted that the committee chose to defer a number of major enrollment changes to the next 
round of enrollment balancing, including the possible relocation of the Beach Elementary Spanish Immersion 
program and conversion from a boundary system to an individual student assignment system. Interim 
Superintendent McKean noted that DBRAC would like to begin working on the next major round of enrollment 
balancing and middle school implementation in Spring 2017.  

On February 13, the Board adopted Resolution 5389 for “Boundary Change Between Chief Joseph and 
Peninsula Elementary Schools.” 

At the April 19 Board meeting, the Board adopted Resolution 5451, for the “Middle Grades Framework.” The 
resolution specifically directed the Superintendent to further develop an implementation plan for Roseway 
Heights and Harriet Tubman Middle schools, with the intention of opening both for the 2018-2019 school 
year.  

June 2017:  On June 19, 2017, DBRAC provided a “Response to Informational Summary.” The memo stated 
that DBRAC strongly supported the District’s commitment to open both Harriet Tubman and Roseway Heights 
Middle schools for the 2018-2019 school year. Additional concerns held by DBRAC for the implementation 
of both middle schools were also provided. This memo was the last documentation of DBRAC’s activities that 
were available to FLO. 

5.3 Lessons Learned 

As previously discussed, the intent of this review is to evaluate the DBRAC process, committee structure, 
timeline, and pace of covering pertinent materials that were in service of bringing forth recommendations to 
the Superintendent. The review was not intended to evaluate the appropriateness, logic, or eventual 
outcomes of the final scenarios brought forth and approved by the Board.  

FLO also recognizes how challenging these processes can be, regardless of how carefully planned, 
facilitated, and agile a District is to the ever-changing requests made by committee members and the general 
public. To that end, it’s clear District staff assigned to work on the DBRAC process were doing so with the 
absolute best intent in mind and in a genuine effort to make positive improvements to the district-wide 
enrollment balancing process. 

The following summary represents FLO’s takeaways from the DBRAC and related processes and are 
provided in an effort to learn from the past and to improve upcoming processes related to the District’s 
Enrollment and Program Balancing project. These lessons learned represent our understanding of DBRAC’s 
intent, documented processes, and related outcomes:  

• The initial design and rollout of DBRAC was done with thoughtful intent. The work completed by 
PSU’s CPR provided a logical roadmap for the District and identified the District’s internal 
organizational strengths and areas where there was a lack of internal clarity, policy ambiguity, 
and data gaps.  

• That said, at the onset of the process, final deliverables and deadlines were not clear, the work 
plan for January 2015 through May 2015 did not address community input and the Board 
approval process, questions around DBRAC’s fundamental charge, and whether the committee 
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would be performing the technical work of drawing boundary lines. Committee meetings and 
member feedback made it feel like the committee charge was a moving target as their scope 
changed throughout the course of the DBRAC process.  

• The District appointed the appropriate internal staff to lead the DBRAC process. Staff chosen to 
shepherd the DBRAC process along from 2014 to 2016 had deep institutional knowledge and 
appropriate expertise for the work.  

• It’s clear that the enrollment balancing process DBRAC was charged with providing 
recommendations for was about more than boundaries. Committee members continued to 
express frustration throughout the process, including whether the charge was in fact district-
wide, what the specific guidance was on grade reconfiguration, and why high school boundaries 
were not included in the enrollment balancing process. There were also arguments made by 
committee members that the level of review and resolution for boundary changes and issues at 
a school-by-school level should have been resolved through a regional lens. In our opinion, 
regional study areas should have been developed prior to DBRAC convening.  

• The DBRAC meetings were well organized and professionally facilitated and materials presented 
were well prepared and relevant. That said, after a careful review of the DBRAC meeting 
recordings and presentations, the meeting format was typically weighted towards informing and 
presenting to DBRAC and not enough on allowing the committee to actively work through 
scenarios. DBRAC member feedback supports this, and their recommendations included a 
desire to get material ahead of meetings for review and wanting fewer report-outs by District 
staff, more time for conversation, and less time on the agendas for public comment, which 
thereby shortened their work session time.  

• The approximately 25-person DBRAC represented the entire district. The benefit of such an 
approach is that the committee can move around the district and address enrollment balancing 
issues with consistency and committee member continuity. Unfortunately, as efficient as it may 
be, it doesn’t provide for adequate representation from those schools being affected in any given 
area, including school administrators and parents. As a result, DBRAC’s charge eliminated the 
opportunity for concentrated community participation in more regional committee processes. 

• Our experience has shown that more regionally appointed committees allow for a higher 
concentration of parents, principals, and relevant community-based organizations to represent 
the set of schools within a region, including their best interest, and naturally relate more directly 
to the neighborhoods and communities being affected. DBRAC’s final report supported this 
notion and noted that the Superintendent should increase the number of parent representatives 
on DBRAC commensurate with the relative number of schools involved.  

• The timeframe for DBRAC’s first full year of work was heavily skewed during the first ten months 
toward philosophical discussions on what the intent of DBRAC was, background information 
about the District and individual schools, and how they would approach the work of enrollment 
balancing. This was in part due to DBRAC’s schedule continually slipping. As a result, DBRAC 
met for ten months before seeing its first set of scenarios in late October 2015. This resulted in 
a rushed process to actively review, improve, and engage the community on draft and iterative 
scenarios.  
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• To confuse things further, in the midst of scenario development and review, DBRAC chose to 
entertain the Soft Neighborhood Model as an alternative to the more traditional catchment area 
assignment. While application and legitimacy of the Soft Neighborhood Model was never fully 
vetted by DBRAC, its fundamental differences to existing Board policy and the treatment of 
school assignment was yet another distraction to DBRAC. The collective end result was that 
DBRAC members felt they did not have adequate time to exhaust their options or that they were 
putting forth the best recommendations possible to Superintendent Smith.  

• The timing of the Hanover report, provided in November 2015, is confusing given DBRAC had 
already begun working on scenarios and the District was actively engaged in community listening 
sessions. It’s unclear what the intent of engaging Hanover was from the onset and how or when 
the District intended to integrate the recommendations provided by Hanover into the DBRAC 
process. In general, the recommendations provided to DBRAC appeared to be unhelpful and, in 
general, were likely another distraction to DBRAC’s work. 

• In general, a solid communications plan was rolled out in August 2015 for the fall work, resulting 
in great turnout and feedback at the community listening sessions and District administered 
surveys. DBRAC members stated that they were impressed with the contracted organizers the 
District hired to assist with running the culturally specific events and similarly found the partner 
meetings with table talk across schools and communities to be accessible and comfortable for 
the public. FLO’s only recommendation on the community engagement, for what little was 
available to review, is regarding the open hearing style community listening sessions. The 
sessions were formatted in a question and answer format, with up to 120 minutes of public 
comment. It’s our experience that an open house style format with an accompanied gallery walk, 
in which committee members have the opportunity to directly engage and listen with community 
members, is a much more productive format.   

• The District did not have sufficient internal capacity to support the work. This became evident 
later in the DBRAC process, given the time it took to develop scenarios, create online content 
for public consumption, and respond to both committee members’ request for supporting 
datasets and the public’s requests for more information. Prior to the start of DBRAC, the District 
should have allocated sufficient staff resources with appropriate technical experience to properly 
support the work or engaged with an outside consultant with applicable experience to assist with 
the work.  

• Ultimately, scenarios brought forward to Superintendent Smith for consideration were logical and 
data driven and supported the District’s goal of improving enrollment balancing in certain areas 
of the district. 

6 FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The following section provides a summary of FLO’s key findings and recommendations. Key findings are 
informed by observations outlined in Section 3 (baseline data assessment) and Section 4 (identified regional 
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opportunities and constraints). FLO’s key findings are followed by a set of recommendations for the District’s 
upcoming enrollment and program balancing project.  

6.1 Findings 

Our key findings are organized by the outcome goals identified in Section 2. We have also included findings 
that do not connect directly to the Board’s outcome goals but remain important considerations in addressing 
drivers for improving equitable programming throughout the district. 

6.1.1 Optimizing School Facilities 

The following are FLO’s key findings related to the outcome goal of optimizing school facilities: 
• There is a surplus of functional capacity in the district that can accommodate 2019-2020 school 

year enrollment and 2024-2025 school year forecasted enrollment for elementary, middle, and 
high school grade groups, without overutilizing any schools. The north region has the greatest 
surplus of functional capacity at the elementary and middle school levels, with 2024-2025 school 
year enrollment forecasted to decrease. The outer northeast region has the greatest surplus of 
functional capacity at the high school level (i.e., modernized Madison High), even when 
considering increases in enrollment forecasted by the 2024-2025 school year. 

• Cleveland High, Franklin High, Grant High, and Wilson High are near or over capacity, with 
enrollment forecasted to increase by the 2024-2025 school year. Surplus capacity at Jefferson 
High and Madison High can be used to help alleviate overutilization of those schools. 

• Dual assignment zones (DAZ) allow students to opt out of less desirable high school 
neighborhood programs. This has contributed to underutilization of Jefferson High and 
overutilization of Grant High. 

• Modernization of Benson High (reopening in the 2024-2025 school year) adds needed high 
school capacity that can be accessed district-wide through lottery enrollment. 

• Throughout the district, there are immediate opportunities to phase out modular classrooms, 
without the need for boundary adjustments, focus/alternative program consolidation, or K-8 
reconfiguration. 

• While some schools have available conventional capacity to phase out modular classrooms, 
others rely heavily on their modular classroom capacity in order to maintain manageable 
utilization rates. Reliance on modular classrooms is most acute in the west region, where 
additional conventional capacity may be needed to phase out modular classrooms. 

• The Willamette River is a practical barrier to relieving enrollment pressures. Reliance on bridges 
presents challenges under normal circumstances (e.g., traffic bottlenecks, lifts, maintenance) 
and potentially dangerous conditions in extraordinary circumstances (e.g., natural disasters). 

6.1.2 K-8 School Reconfiguration 

The following are FLO’s key findings related to the outcome goal of K-8 school reconfiguration: 
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• The opening of Kellogg Middle School in the 2021-2022 school year provides functional capacity 
needed in the southeast region for converting its many K-8 schools to elementary schools. 

• An additional comprehensive middle school is not needed to accommodate current and 
forecasted enrollment if co-located programs are consolidated and stand-alone K-8 
focus/alternative schools (e.g., Creative Science, Sunnyside, and Winterhaven) remain as is. 

• Reconfiguring K-8 schools, without also minimizing co-location of focus/alternative programs, 
will result in widespread underutilization of newly converted elementary schools in the north, 
northeast, and southeast regions.  

6.1.3 Minimizing Co-Located Programs  

The following are FLO’s key findings related to the outcome goal of minimizing co-located programs: 
• Surplus capacity in current elementary and K-8 schools, especially in the north and northeast 

regions, can be used for some focus/alternative program consolidation. 
• Co-located focus/alternative programs (i.e., DLI, ACCESS) could be consolidated away from 

neighborhood programs through the process of reconfiguring K-8 schools to elementary schools. 
The resulting surplus capacity at elementary schools will provide great flexibility in the approach 
to minimizing co-location (i.e., consolidating by grade group or program type). 

• The District’s priority to improve DLI program access for students who speak those languages 
at home means programs should generally be consolidated to locations in the north region and 
outer portions of the northeast and southeast regions. 

• As a consideration for consolidating the ACCESS program, residence of students currently 
enrolled in the program is focused in the central northeast region and northern southeast region. 

6.1.4 Other Considerations  

The following are other key findings FLO recommends considering during the enrollment and program 
balancing process: 

• New funding under Oregon’s 2019 Student Success Act along with Multnomah County’s 
“Preschool for All” initiative may provide additional resources for early childhood learning 
programs. 

• There are few instances in the district where special education focus classrooms follow the 
current high school feeder patterns. Otherwise, given the expected surplus of capacity with K-8 
reconfiguration, there should be ample opportunity to ensure a continuum of special education 
within each high school cluster. 

• Similar to special education, the surplus capacity in current elementary and K-8 schools, as well 
as additional capacity created with the reconfiguration of K-8 schools, can accommodate 
expansion of the district’s early childhood learning classrooms. 

• The methodology used to develop functional capacities for schools is robust and considered 
many programmatic factors that reduce instructional space. However, use of school facilities is 
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extremely dynamic and there may be site-specific circumstances that have changed functional 
capacities to some degree. 

• The COVID-19 pandemic is unfolding as we write this report. We are entering what is expected 
to be a prolonged economic recession that could reduce state and local tax revenue the District 
relies upon. To now be anticipating budget shortfalls represents a dramatic turn of events after 
the passage of Oregon’s Student Success Act in 2019, which would have provided a significant 
funding boost for the District. It is unclear what the impacts will be specific to the program and 
enrollment balancing effort. In general terms, we expect that student enrollment forecasts will be 
impacted. In past recessions we have seen drops in enrollment and increased student mobility 
in disadvantaged communities, however, the underlying causes here are quite different than 
those driving earlier recessions. We also expect the timing of efforts to engage the community 
in guiding rebalancing decisions will be postponed (relative to our recommendations) and, at 
least in part, moved to virtual venues. 

6.2 Enrollment and Program Balancing Recommendations  

The District has four primary solutions to use during the enrollment and program balancing effort: (1) grade 
reconfiguration of schools; (2) relocation, consolidation, replication, and discontinuation of focus/alternative 
programs; (3) adjustment of school capacities (i.e., removing modulars, new construction/renovation, 
reclaiming leased properties); and (4) adjustment of catchment boundaries. As informed by the analyses in 
Sections 3 and 4 of this report, FLO recommends application of the following solutions in support of the 
District’s outcome goals. 

6.2.1 Optimizing School Facilities  

There are three primary considerations with respect to optimizing school facilities during the enrollment and 
program balancing effort: (1) ongoing and upcoming modernization, (2) phasing out modular classrooms, 
and (3) adding capacity through currently vacant or leased facilities.  

Timing of phase-outs should generally be coordinated with K-8 reconfiguration, program consolidation, and 
boundary adjustments. However, there are immediate opportunities to begin phasing out modular 
classrooms, which could occur independent of other enrollment and program balancing efforts. There are 14 
schools with modular classrooms where current and forecasted enrollment accounts for less than 90 percent 
of facility utilization when excluding their modular capacity. Beyond these 14 schools, phasing out modular 
classrooms should be coordinated with the timing of K-8 reconfiguration and focus/alternative program 
consolidation.  

FLO recommends the following actions to address the outcome goal of optimizing school facilities: 
• The District take advantage of available capacity in the north, northeast, and southeast regions 

and work to phase out all modular classrooms in coordination with K-8 reconfiguration, program 
consolidation, and boundary adjustments. 

• Along with boundary adjustments, the District considers adding capacity (i.e., currently 
vacant/leased facilities) in the west region to allow for future phasing out of most modular 
classrooms. 
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6.2.2 K-8 School Reconfiguration 

The ability to reconfigure K-8 schools is dependent on the availability of space for middle school students at 
existing schools, Kellogg Middle, and newly consolidated focus/alternative schools. There is ample capacity 
in the north, northeast, and southeast regions to accommodate middle school students. However, the District 
will need to establish an additional comprehensive middle school in either the northeast or southeast region 
if focus/alternative programs remain co-located at existing middle schools, and if stand-alone K-8 
focus/alternative schools (e.g., Creative Science, Sunnyside, and Winterhaven) are reconfigured to 
elementary schools. 

In the west region, the middle school students at Skyline K-8 can be accommodated at West Sylvan Middle. 
The other K-8 school in the west region is Odyssey, a stand-alone focus/alternative school. 

FLO recommends that the District take advantage of the enrollment and program balancing process to 
reconfigure as many K-8 schools as is feasible, in coordination with program consolidation, boundary 
adjustments, and phasing out of modular classrooms. 

6.2.3 Minimizing Co-Located Programs  

District-wide, there are 29 neighborhood schools that are co-located with one or more focus/alternative 
program(s). As shown in our analysis in Section 4, there is ample capacity in the north, northeast, and 
southeast regions of the district to consolidate focus/alternative programs. Given this capacity, there is 
flexibility in how focus/alternative programs are consolidated. Consolidation can be based on grade group, 
program type, or a combination of the two. 

The west region has the fewest programs (a Spanish DLI program at one elementary, one middle, and one 
high school) but also the least available capacity. Consolidation may not be possible due to the need to 
displace an existing neighborhood school or bring a vacant/leased school online. 

FLO recommends that focus/alternative programs are consolidated away from neighborhood schools 
wherever feasible, in coordination with K-8 reconfiguration, boundary adjustments, and phasing out of 
modular classrooms. 

6.3 Enrollment and Program Balancing Work Plan 
Recommendations  

The design and sequencing of the enrollment and program balancing work plan should be in service of the 
desired outcome goals. The following are FLO’s recommendations for breaking this effort into manageable 
pieces, sequencing the work, and handling cross-regional coordination. 

6.3.1 Study Area Design  

The Board resolution summarized in Section 2 states the need for continuous improvement through a phased, 
regional, and multi-year work plan. While acknowledging the desire for and the benefits of robust coordination 
across the district, FLO concurs with a regional approach, recognizing the District’s limited internal capacity 
and external support to adequately manage a concurrent, district-wide process. 
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A successful enrollment and program balancing effort will apply a combination of the primary solutions (i.e., 
grade configuration, program consolidation, and adjustment of capacities and boundaries) to groups of 
schools/catchments sharing the same drivers for change. Accordingly, FLO recommends breaking the project 
phases (i.e., planning committee processes) into study areas that encompass geographic areas no smaller 
than the regions used in this report.  

6.3.2 Cross-Regional Coordination and Sequencing 

There are immediate drivers for this work that we use to inform the sequencing of study areas. The opening 
of Kellogg Middle School in the fall of 2021 is a time-bound driver, directing attention first and foremost to the 
southeast region. The southeast region also contends with high school overutilization (i.e., Franklin High) 
and is home to the most K-8 schools and co-located focus/alternative programs. Overall, the southeast region 
is most immediately impacted by more drivers than other regions and provides the most opportunity for 
addressing outcome goals. For these reasons, FLO recommends that the work plan designate the southeast 
region study area as Phase 1, with work taking place in 2020. 

The north and northeast study areas are the most interconnected in the district, largely due to the Jefferson 
DAZs. FLO recommends that, while each region comprises its own study area, the north and northeast study 
areas be run concurrently as Phase 2, with work taking place in 2021. 

FLO recommends that the west region study area, with its relative disconnection from the north and eastern 
regions, less impact from drivers, and fewer opportunities to address outcome goals, comprise Phase 3. 
From a sequencing standpoint, Phase 3 could operate somewhat independently from the other two phases. 
However, FLO recommends it not overlap other phases, so as not to miss the benefit of valuable lessons 
learned coming from Phase 1 or overload District capacity by running concurrent with the large Phase 2 
effort. Therefore, this work will be best suited for 2022. 

A phased approach must be conducted with foresight to ensure coordination across regions. To that end, 
FLO recommends that, to the extent required by circumstances at each regional boundary, there be 
representation from neighboring regions during options development and deliberation of proposals. Diligent 
coordination will likely provide the most benefit in the north and northeast regions, given the magnitude of 
their interconnectedness. 



 

  

LIMITATIONS 
 
The services undertaken in completing this report were performed consistent with generally accepted 
professional consulting principles and practices. No other warranty, express or implied, is made. These 
services were performed consistent with our agreement with our client. This report is solely for the use and 
information of our client unless otherwise noted. Any reliance on this report by a third party is at such party’s 
sole risk. 

Opinions and recommendations contained in this report apply to conditions existing when services were 
performed and are intended only for the client, purposes, locations, time frames, and project parameters 
indicated. We do not warrant the accuracy of information supplied by others, or the use of segregated portions 
of this report. 
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APPENDIX A 
BOARD RESOLUTION NO. 6059 

  



RESOLUTION No. 6059 

Enrollment and Program Balancing Process Scope of Work 

RECITALS 

A. In June of 2019, the Portland Public Schools (PPS) Board of Education adopted an ambitious vision,
PPS reImagined, co-constructed by a broad coalition of students, staff and community stakeholders,
that provides an aspirational North Star and direction to guide the transformation of our school
system.

B. While PPS engages in multi-pronged efforts to improve student outcomes through the implementation
of academic strategies and social-emotional support for our students, the district also has several
system issues related to the use of its physical facilities that impact student success. To address
these issues, the Board of Education and the Superintendent will launch an enrollment and program
balancing process.

C. The Enrollment and Program Balancing Scope of Work provides overarching guidance for the project,
including district-wide rationale, core values, outcome goals, and approach and sequence of work.

D. The PPS Board of Directors reviewed and suggested revisions to scope of work drafts during work
sessions on February 4 and February 18.

RESOLUTION 

The Board of Directors accepts the Enrollment and Program Balancing Process Scope of Work, and 
directs the Superintendent to begin the first phase of the process. 



 

 
Enrollment and Program Balancing Process 

Proposed Scope of Work  
February 25, 2020 

 
Introduction 
In June of 2019, the Portland Public Schools (PPS) Board of Education adopted an 
ambitious vision, ​PPS reImagined ​, co-constructed by a broad coalition of students, staff 
and community stakeholders, that provides an aspirational North Star and direction to 
guide the transformation of our school system. While PPS engages in multi-pronged 
efforts to improve student outcomes through the implementation of academic strategies 
and social-emotional support for our students, the district also has several system 
issues related to the use of its physical facilities that impact student success. To 
address these issues, the Board of Education and the Superintendent will launch an 
enrollment and program balancing process.  
 
Staff will develop short and long-term recommendations, with input from the community, 
for enrollment and program balancing in Portland Public Schools based on identified 
outcome goals (see below) and to support the access of historically underserved 
students to high quality learning environments. Enrollment and program balancing work 
will commence in spring 2020, beginning with southeast schools. The process will 
continue to the north/northeast areas to address over- and under-enrolled schools in the 
second year.  In the third year, the process will continue in the west/southwest to 
address over enrollment of several schools.  As defined in Board policy,  proposals and 
recommendations will be considered by the Board on an annual basis with the intention 
that all changes be approved no later than January of the calendar year for the following 
school year.  
 
Why are we doing this? 
Enrollment and program imbalances across the district create inequities that impact 
student learning: 
 

● Some of our school sites are either over- or under-enrolled:  
○ Over-enrolled schools often don’t have enough classroom space for 

optimal class sizes, PE, or multiple electives 
○ Under-enrolled schools often have difficulty providing a robust array of 

programming; students and educators in single-strand program pathways 
are isolated from their peers 
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○ Having programs co-located in a building often leads to isolation and 
programmatic inequities 

● The ACCESS program was relocated and divided into two separate campuses 
and needs to be reunited and resituated. 

● A new middle school is opening in 2021; we need to identify its feeder pattern 
and engage the school communities that may be potentially reconfigured from 
K-8’s to K-5’s, as well as prepare for the opening of an additional middle school 
in Southeast. Grade reconfigurations may also be needed in other areas. 

● Some high school student enrollment counts are unbalanced, and could affect 
equitable course offerings and student opportunities  

● A continuum of special education services does not currently exist within all 
regional clusters based on the specific needs of students on IEPs for special 
focus classrooms, and related supports. 

 
Because we are inefficiently using facilities, we are addressing these problems by using 
scarce resources that would otherwise be available for direct student services. 
 
Why now? 
Enrollment imbalances have been recognized as problematic in PPS for many years, 
with multiple community processes over the last decade. While some adjustments were 
accomplished, problem areas still exist. The immediate impetus for re-starting this work 
is the opening of Kellogg Middle School in August 2021. In order to have a smooth 
transition for students, families, and educators, we will need to determine Kellogg’s 
feeder pattern by January 2021.  More broadly, we are committed to addressing the 
problems identified above to better serve our students. 
 
Core Values 
This process is grounded in our core values--ethical principles established in the 
development of our community-informed vision for the future of PPS: 
 

● Students at the Center 
● Racial Equity and Social 

Justice 
● Honesty and Integrity 
● Excellence 
● Respect 
● Relationships 

● Creativity and Innovation 
● Partnerships and 

Collaboration 
● Grounded in the Spirit of 

Portland 
● Joyful Learning and 

Leadership 
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Outcome Goals 
The District’s enrollment and program balancing goals to optimize student learning are: 

● Optimize​ ​the Use of Facilities​ to enhance PK-12 learning environments for all 
students. PPS wants to be a good steward of public assets and phase out 
portable classrooms when possible to create connected, safer schools. 

● Support Equitable Programming ​to improve the student experience across all 
grade levels, and particularly in middle grades. This process will support 
continued educational program redesign at the middle grade levels, to include 
reconfiguration of identified K-8 neighborhood schools to K-5 elementary schools 
and creating new comprehensive middle schools while maintaining regional K-8 
school options to support program pathway continuity (for example, Dual 
Language Immersion pathways). 

● Minimize Program Co-Locations​ to reduce isolation and program inequities by 
creating fewer shared facilities and co-located programs at K-5, K-8, and 6-8 
schools. 

 
Approach and Sequence of Work  
 

1. Comprehensive Analysis & Development of a Phased District-Wide 
Enrollment Balancing Plan -​  ​In order to​ ​maintain equitable and fiscally 
sustainable schools, school districts should have a process in place that allows 
timely adjustments to population shifts on a regular basis. Since PPS has not had 
such a mechanism for many years, numerous imbalances have accumulated 
across the district. Data show that students’ ability to thrive is challenged when 
there are schools across the district experiencing enrollment and program 
imbalances. Strategies that emerge to address these imbalances in PPS will be 
informed by a robust data analysis inclusive of multiple data sources. PPS will be 
transparent about the sources of data, as well as our analysis and utilization of 
the Restorative Equity and Social Justice (RESJ) lens to inform decision making. 
The analysis will consider student demographics race/ethnicity, social economic 
status, special education, and English language learners.  PPS also aspires to 
provide opportunities to enhance data literacy within our community in order to 
build our collective capacity and develop a shared analysis. 
 

2. Phased Implementation Plan Using Regional Approach/Focus​ ​- While the 
master plan will use a district-wide perspective, its implementation will occur in 
phases over the next several years. PPS recognizes the unique neighborhood 
and geographic contexts in which our students live and our schools and 
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programs are located.  Since understanding and responding to local conditions 
requires some intensive work, our phased approach will address identified 
problem areas, while being mindful of the larger district context.  Staff will begin 
with resolving multiple issues in the Southeast region. The most immediate task 
is identifying the schools that will feed into the new Kellogg Middle School that 
will be opening in August 2021.  At the same time, we will need to prepare for 
opening a second middle school in the region within the next few years and 
resolving severe overcrowding at Bridger.  As the district-wide plan identifies 
other regions experiencing imbalances, additional phased work will be added. 
 

3. Community Engagement​ – As PPS staff generate recommendations for 
changes to bring to the School Board, we will engage the broader community in 
structured ways to both inform the community of the reasons why we are doing 
enrollment balancing, and to take advantage of the knowledge and experience of 
students, parents, and other community members in developing  equitable 
solutions. Staff will seek input through advisory groups of school principals, 
parents, students and community, through broad outreach using open houses 
and surveys, as well as targeted engagement with students and historically 
underserved parents and community members. Community engagement will take 
place within the context of PPS Core Values, with an emphasis on racial equity. 
We are committed to sharing enrollment and related data with the public, and 
asking for input on scenarios generated by staff and for help in developing 
alternative scenarios that may lead to better, more equitable schools for our 
students. Final recommendations should recognize the multiple perspectives 
held by community members and clearly explain why some ideas were 
incorporated and some were not. The PPS Board will make the final decisions in 
the enrollment balancing process. 
 

4. Continuous Improvement​ - ​As a learning organization, PPS is committed to 
processes that reinforce learning cycles.  We intend to use a phased approach, 
learning from initial findings and strategies and making adjustments as the work 
progresses. This approach allows us to resolve problems as quickly as possible 
for maximum positive student impact.  
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Appendix B - Figure B-2
High School Cluster:
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Appendix B - Figure B-3
High School Cluster:
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Appendix B - Figure B-5 
High School Cluster: 

Jefferson / Grant
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Appendix B - Figure B-6 
High School Cluster: 
Jefferson / Madison
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Appendix B - Figure B-7
High School Cluster:
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Appendix B - Figure B-8
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Appendix B - Figure B-9
High School Cluster:
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Utilization: 44.8%
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Capacity: 442
Utilization: 84.6%
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Table C-1
Inventory of School Programs

Enrollment, Programs, and Capacity Analysis Report
Portland Public Schools

School Campus 
Name

School Type
Grade 

Configu-
ration

Region
High School
Feeder Path

Focus/Alternative 
Program Type

Focus/
Alternative 
Program 

Colocation

Focus/
Alternative 
Program 

Colocated w/ 
Neighborhood 
Single Section

K-5 w/ <50 
Students In 
Neighbor-

hood 
Program, 

Any Grade

2019-20 
Enroll-
ment

2023-24 
Forecast 

Enroll-
ment

% 
Forecast 

Enroll-
ment 

Change

2019-20 
Resi-

dence

2023-24 
Forecast 

Resi-
dence

% 
Forecast 

Resi-
dence 

Change

2019-20 
Reside 

and 
Enrolled

2019-20 
Capture 

Rate

2019-20 
Transfers 

In

2019-20 
Transfers 

Out

2019-20 
Net 

Transfers

Abernethy Neighborhood K-5 SE Cleveland - - - No 507          511          0.8% 549         526         -4.2% 470       85.6% 37            20           17           

Ainsworth Focus/Alternative K-5 W Lincoln Spanish Immersion Yes No - 306          289          -5.6% -          -          -          -        -         -          -          -          

Ainsworth Neighborhood K-5 W Lincoln - - - No 338          301          -10.9% 494         481         -2.6% 456       92.3% 43            23           20           

Alameda Neighborhood K-5 NE Grant - - - No 704          667          -5.3% 711         664         -6.6% 653       91.8% 51            26           25           

Alliance-Meek Focus/Alternative 9-12 NE - Alternative - - - 106          106          0.0% -          -          -          -        -         -          -          -          

Arleta Neighborhood K-8 SE Franklin - - - No 526          477          -9.3% 636         661         4.0% 423       66.5% 103          74           29           

Astor Neighborhood K-8 N Roosevelt - - - Yes 416          392          -5.8% 428         414         -3.2% 324       75.7% 92            41           51           

Atkinson Focus/Alternative K-5 SE Franklin Spanish Immersion Yes No - 153          158          3.3% -          -          -          -        -         -          -          -          

Atkinson Neighborhood K-5 SE Franklin - - - Yes 238          245          2.9% 285         300         5.3% 229       80.4% 62            19           43           

Beach Neighborhood K-5 N Jefferson/Roosevelt - - - Yes 153          136          -11.1% 341         339         -0.5% 270       79.2% 19            46           (27)          

Beach Focus/Alternative K-5 N Jefferson/Roosevelt Spanish Immersion Yes Yes - 283          294          3.9% -          -          -          -        -         -          -          -          

Beaumont Focus/Alternative 6-8 NE Grant/Madison Spanish Immersion Yes No - 137          136          -0.7% -          -          -          -        -         -          -          -          

Beaumont Neighborhood 6-8 NE Grant/Madison - - - - 436          421          -3.4% 620         606         -2.2% 482       77.7% 56            55           1             

Benson Focus/Alternative 9-12 NE - Alternative - - - 108          108          0.0% -          -          -          -        -         -          -          -          

Benson Focus/Alternative 9-12 NE - Technical Focus No - - 1,055       1,055       0.0% -          -          -          -        -         -          -          -          

Beverly Cleary-
Fernwood

Neighborhood 2-8 NE Grant - - - No 619          512          -17.3% 520         494         -5.1% 454       87.3% 165          30           135         

Beverly Cleary-
Hollyrood

Neighborhood K-1 NE Grant - - - No 123          107          -13.0% 128         109         -15.2% 118       92.2% 5              7             (2)            

Boise-Eliot/
Humboldt

Neighborhood K-5 N Jefferson/Grant - - - Yes 325          321          -1.2% 350         342         -2.2% 229       65.4% 96            71           25           

Bridger Neighborhood 1-8 SE Franklin - - - Yes 177          147          -16.9% 470         498         5.9% 261       55.5% 30            87           (57)          

Bridger Focus/Alternative 1-8 SE Franklin Spanish Immersion Yes Yes - 276          282          2.2% -          -          -          -        -         -          -          -          

Bridger-Holladay 
Annex

Neighborhood K SE Franklin - - - No 17            21            23.5% 62           57           -8.8% 42         67.7% -          10           (10)          

Bridger-Holladay
Annex

Focus/Alternative K SE Franklin Spanish Immersion Yes No - 46            36            -21.7% -          -          -          -        -         -          -          -          

Bridlemile Neighborhood K-5 W Lincoln/Wilson - - - No 508          490          -3.5% 527         494         -6.3% 451       85.6% 57            22           35           

Buckman Neighborhood/
Focus

K-5 SE Cleveland Arts Focus No - No 427          466          9.1% 217         255         17.4% 177       81.6% 250          22           228         

Capitol Hill Neighborhood K-5 W Wilson - - - No 416          413          -0.7% 455         483         6.2% 366       80.4% 50            42           8             

César Chávez Neighborhood K-8 N Roosevelt - - - Yes 230          225          -2.2% 388         329         -15.2% 258       66.5% 75            111         (36)          

César Chávez Focus/Alternative K-8 N Roosevelt Spanish Immersion Yes Yes - 319          306          -4.1% -          -          -          -        -         -          -          -          

Chapman Neighborhood K-5 W Lincoln - - - No 484          445          -8.1% 542         540         -0.3% 443       81.7% 41            44           (3)            

Chief Joseph Neighborhood K-5 N Jefferson/Roosevelt - - - No 351          331          -5.7% 354         330         -6.7% 260       73.4% 91            33           58           

Cleveland Focus/Alternative 9-12 SE Cleveland Mandarin
Immersion

Yes No - 133          135          1.5% -          -          -          -        -         -          -          -          

Cleveland Neighborhood 9-12 SE Cleveland - - - - 1,427       1,582       10.9% 1,715      1,853      8.1% 1,415    82.5% 85            84           1             

Creative Science Focus/Alternative K-8 SE - Science Focus No - - 468          450          -3.8% -          -          -          -        -         -          -          -          

Creston Neighborhood K-8 SE Franklin - - - Yes 375          340          -9.3% 476         447         -6.1% 278       58.4% 97            62           35           
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da Vinci Focus/Alternative 6-8 NE - Arts/Science Focus No - - 450          454          0.9% -          -          -          -        -         -          -          -          

Duniway Neighborhood K-5 SE Cleveland - - - No 512          466          -9.0% 548         496         -9.5% 469       85.6% 43            39           4             

Faubion Neighborhood K-8 NE Jefferson/Madison/
Roosevelt

- - - No 701          744          6.1% 741         716         -3.4% 584       78.8% 117          79           38           

Forest Park Neighborhood K-5 W Lincoln - - - No 402          369          -8.2% 427         378         -11.5% 395       92.5% 7              10           (3)            

Franklin Focus/Alternative 9-12 SE Franklin Russian Immersion Yes No - 35            46            31.4% -          -          -          -        -         -          -          -          

Franklin Focus/Alternative 9-12 SE Franklin Spanish Immersion Yes No - 132          154          16.7% -          -          -          -        -         -          -          -          

Franklin Neighborhood 9-12 SE Franklin - - - - 1,769       1,890       6.8% 2,142      2,323      8.4% 1,764    82.4% 123          93           30           

George Neighborhood 6-8 N Roosevelt - - - - 438          345          -21.2% 602         479         -20.5% 392       65.1% 46            106         (60)          

Glencoe Neighborhood K-5 SE Franklin - - - No 449          425          -5.3% 664         627         -5.6% 425       64.0% 24            69           (45)          

Grant Neighborhood 9-12 NE Grant - - - - 1,589       1,614       1.6% 1,631      1,726      5.8% 1,443    88.5% 173          35           138         

Grant Focus/Alternative 9-12 NE Grant Japanese
Immersion

Yes No - 224          224          0.0% -          -          -          -        -         -          -          -          

Gray Neighborhood 6-8 W Wilson - - - - 566          552          -2.5% 626         629         0.5% 521       83.2% 45            33           12           

Grout Neighborhood K-5 SE Cleveland - - - No 370          377          1.9% 465         459         -1.2% 321       69.0% 49            49           -          

Harriet Tubman Neighborhood 6-8 N Jefferson/Grant - - - - 417          490          17.5% 610         596         -2.2% 332       54.4% 89            124         (35)          

Harriet Tubman Focus/Alternative 6-8 N Jefferson/Grant Mandarin
Immersion

Yes No - 13            13            0.0% -          -          -          -        -         -          -          -          

Harrison Park Focus/Alternative K-8 SE Madison Mandarin
Immersion

Yes No - 80            151          88.8% -          -          -          -        -         -          -          -          

Harrison Park Neighborhood K-8 SE Madison - - - Yes 557          480          -13.8% 882         797         -9.6% 584       66.2% 37            87           (50)          

Hayhurst Neighborhood K-5 W Wilson - - - No 396          403          1.8% 478         460         -3.7% 351       73.4% 45            63           (18)          

Hosford Focus/Alternative 6-8 SE Cleveland Mandarin
Immersion

Yes No - 128          124          -3.1% -          -          -          -        -         -          -          -          

Hosford Neighborhood 6-8 SE Cleveland - - - - 523          502          -4.0% 798         791         -0.9% 541       67.8% 35            68           (33)          

Irvington Neighborhood K-5 NE Jefferson/Grant - - - No 325          324          -0.3% 328         326         -0.6% 255       77.7% 70            49           21           

Jackson Neighborhood 6-8 W Wilson - - - - 793          862          8.7% 855         926         8.3% 746       87.3% 47            30           17           

James John Neighborhood K-5 N Roosevelt - - - Yes 224          192          -14.3% 411         384         -6.7% 280       68.1% 50            77           (27)          

James John Focus/Alternative K-5 N Roosevelt Spanish Immersion Yes No - 127          118          -7.1% -          -          -          -        -         -          -          -          

Jefferson Neighborhood 9-12 N Jefferson - - - - 641          759          18.4% 734         801         9.1% 469       63.9% 172          57           115         

Kelly Focus/Alternative K-5 SE Franklin Russian Immersion Yes No - 224          211          -5.8% -          -          -          -        -         -          -          -          

Kelly Neighborhood K-5 SE Franklin - - - Yes 252          267          6.0% 383         385         0.5% 255       66.6% 23            47           (24)          

Lane Focus/Alternative 6-8 SE Cleveland/Franklin Russian Immersion Yes No - 47            45            -4.3% -          -          -          -        -         -          -          -          

Lane Focus/Alternative 6-8 SE Cleveland/Franklin ACCESS Talented 
and Gifted

Yes No - 158          182          15.2% -          -          -          -        -         -          -          -          

Lane Neighborhood 6-8 SE Cleveland/Franklin - - - - 385          343          -10.9% 522         458         -12.2% 376       72.0% 19            55           (36)          

Laurelhurst Neighborhood K-8 NE Grant - - - No 698          665          -4.7% 722         690         -4.5% 641       88.8% 57            19           38           

Lee Neighborhood K-5 NE Madison - - - Yes 269          248          -7.8% 360         319         -11.4% 224       62.2% 45            70           (25)          

Lent Focus/Alternative K-8 SE Franklin Spanish Immersion Yes Yes - 202          211          4.5% -          -          -          -        -         -          -          -          

Lent Neighborhood K-8 SE Franklin - - - No 273          276          1.1% 472         495         4.9% 338       71.6% 30            59           (29)          
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Lewis Neighborhood K-5 SE Cleveland - - - No 410          366          -10.7% 409         402         -1.7% 338       82.6% 72            37           35           

Lincoln Focus/Alternative 9-12 W Lincoln Spanish Immersion Yes No - 159          181          13.8% -          -          -          -        -         -          -          -          

Lincoln Neighborhood 9-12 W Lincoln - - - - 1,429       1,532       7.2% 1,467      1,578      7.6% 1,371    93.5% 171          35           136         

Llewellyn Neighborhood K-5 SE Cleveland - - - No 509          475          -6.7% 500         437         -12.6% 446       89.2% 63            21           42           

Madison Neighborhood 9-12 NE Madison - - - - 1,011       1,182       16.9% 1,534      1,731      12.8% 968       63.1% 94            217         (123)        

Madison Focus/Alternative 9-12 NE Madison Spanish Immersion Yes No - 68            110          61.8% -          -          -          -        -         -          -          -          

Maplewood Neighborhood K-5 W Wilson - - - No 374          387          3.5% 439         440         0.2% 344       78.4% 30            36           (6)            

Markham Neighborhood K-5 W Wilson - - - No 430          435          1.2% 521         554         6.3% 397       76.2% 33            82           (49)          

Marysville Neighborhood K-8 SE Franklin - - - Yes 383          388          1.3% 468         485         3.7% 302       64.5% 81            71           10           

Metro. Learning 
Center

Focus/Alternative K-12 W - Alternative No - - 390          402          3.1% -          -          -          -        -         -          -          -          

MLK Jr Focus/Alternative K-5 NE Jefferson/Grant Mandarin Immersion Yes Yes - 166          191          15.1% -          -          -          -        -         -          -          -          

MLK Jr Neighborhood K-5 NE Jefferson/Grant - - - Yes 155          109          -29.7% 227         210         -7.5% 147       64.8% 57            49           8             

Mt Tabor Focus/Alternative 6-8 SE Franklin Spanish Immersion Yes No - 69            79            14.5% -          -          -          -        -         -          -          -          

Mt Tabor Focus/Alternative 6-8 SE Franklin Japanese Immersion Yes No - 277          274          -1.1% -          -          -          -        -         -          -          -          

Mt Tabor Neighborhood 6-8 SE Franklin - - - - 378          385          1.9% 519         534         2.9% 420       80.9% 38            23           15           

Ockley Green Neighborhood 6-8 N Jefferson/Roosevelt - - - - 388          365          -5.9% 621         595         -4.1% 398       64.1% 66            99           (33)          

Ockley Green Focus/Alternative 6-8 N Jefferson/Roosevelt Spanish Immersion Yes No - 99            100          1.0% -          -          -          -        -         -          -          -          

Odyssey Focus/Alternative K-8 W - Experiential
Learning Focus

No No - 244          256          4.9% -          -          -          -        -         -          -          -          

Peninsula Neighborhood K-5 N Jefferson/Roosevelt - - - Yes 265          279          5.3% 323         357         10.6% 191       59.1% 74            74           -          

Pioneer-Holladay
Center

Focus/Alternative 5-8 SE - Special Education 
Focus

- - - 41            41            0.0% -          -          -          -        -         -          -          -          

Pioneer-Youngson Focus/Alternative K-6 SE - Special Education 
Focus

- - - 46            46            0.0% -          -          -          -        -         -          -          -          

Richmond Focus/Alternative K-5 SE - Japanese Immersion No - - 627          627          0.0% -          -          -          -        -         -          -          -          

Rieke Neighborhood K-5 W Wilson - - - No 368          361          -1.9% 392         361         -7.9% 333       84.9% 35            26           9             

Rigler Neighborhood/
Focus

K-5 NE Madison Spanish Immersion No - - 307          300          -2.3% 467         444         -5.0% 241       51.6% 66            179         (113)        

Roosevelt Focus/Alternative 9-12 N Roosevelt Spanish Immersion Yes No - 179          174          -2.8% -          -          -          -        -         -          -          -          

Roosevelt Neighborhood 9-12 N Roosevelt - - - - 1,016       1,010       -0.6% 1,478      1,574      6.5% 1,153    78.0% 36            97           (61)          

Rosa Parks Neighborhood K-5 N Roosevelt - - - Yes 280          255          -8.9% 387         375         -3.1% 233       60.2% 47            77           (30)          

Rose City Park Neighborhood K-5 NE Madison - - - No 360          322          -10.6% 421         437         3.9% 309       73.4% 81            68           13           

Rose City Park Focus/Alternative K-5 NE Madison Vietnamese 
Immersion

Yes No - 178          228          28.1% -          -          -          -        -         -          -          -          

Roseway Heights Focus/Alternative 6-8 NE Madison Spanish Immersion Yes No - 69            91            31.9% -          -          -          -        -         -          -          -          

Roseway Heights Neighborhood 6-8 NE Madison - - - - 545          489          -10.3% 822         756         -8.0% 558       67.9% 43            95           (52)          

Sabin Neighborhood K-5 NE Jefferson/Grant - - - No 418          439          5.0% 420         433         3.1% 340       81.0% 78            49           29           
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Scott Focus/Alternative K-5 NE Madison Spanish Immersion Yes No - 229          239          4.4% -          -          -          -        -         -          -          -          

Scott Neighborhood K-5 NE Madison - - - Yes 256          172          -32.8% 476         448         -5.9% 326       68.5% 132          98           34           

Sellwood Neighborhood 6-8 SE Cleveland - - - - 588          596          1.4% 686         704         2.6% 568       82.8% 20            23           (3)            

Sitton Neighborhood K-5 N Roosevelt - - - Yes 238          239          0.4% 434         411         -5.2% 314       72.4% 43            74           (31)          

Sitton Focus/Alternative K-5 N Roosevelt Spanish Immersion Yes No - 136          106          -22.1% -          -          -          -        -         -          -          -          

Skyline Neighborhood K-8 W Lincoln - - - Yes 248          239          -3.6% 242         220         -9.2% 217       89.7% 31            12           19           

Stephenson Neighborhood K-5 W Wilson - - - No 371          349          -5.9% 365         346         -5.2% 321       87.9% 50            25           25           

Sunnyside Neighborhood/
Focus

K-8 SE Franklin Environmental Focus No - No 549          542          -1.3% 439         433         -1.4% 372       84.7% 177          31           146         

Vernon Neighborhood K-8 NE Jefferson/Madison - - - No 607          539          -11.2% 702         679         -3.3% 501       71.4% 106          88           18           

Vestal Focus/Alternative K-5 NE Madison ACCESS Talented 
and Gifted

Yes No - 142          214          50.7% -          -          -          -        -         -          -          -          

Vestal Neighborhood K-5 NE Madison - - - Yes 249          253          1.6% 374         329         -12.1% 220       58.8% 29            54           (25)          

West Sylvan Focus/Alternative 6-8 W Lincoln Spanish Immersion Yes No - 145          152          4.8% -          -          -          -        -         -          -          -          

West Sylvan Neighborhood 6-8 W Lincoln - - - - 688          667          -3.1% 853         872         2.2% 753       88.3% 29            27           2             

Whitman Neighborhood K-5 SE Cleveland - - - Yes 220          222          0.9% 302         278         -7.8% 183       60.6% 37            54           (17)          

Wilson Neighborhood 9-12 W Wilson - - - - 1,558       1,898       21.8% 1,690      1,967      16.4% 1,478    87.5% 80            115         (35)          

Winterhaven Focus/Alternative K-8 SE - STEAM Focus No - - 299          315          5.4% -          -          -          -        -         -          -          -          

Woodlawn Neighborhood K-5 NE Jefferson/Roosevelt - - - Yes 308          341          10.7% 410         420         2.4% 257       62.7% 51            82           (31)          

Woodmere Neighborhood K-5 SE Franklin - - - Yes 273          285          4.4% 349         377         7.9% 236       67.6% 37            46           (9)            

Woodstock Neighborhood K-5 SE Cleveland - - - Yes 231          260          12.6% 436         407         -6.7% 345       79.1% 19            46           (27)          

Woodstock Focus/Alternative K-5 SE Cleveland Mandarin
Immersion

Yes No - 312          295          -5.4% -          -          -          -        -         -          -          -          
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Abernethy K-5 SE Cleveland 507          124            24.5% 511           426              17                54            2                480           19             119.0% 105.6% 120.0% 106.5% 0.9% 0.8%

Ainsworth K-5 W Lincoln 644          222            34.5% 590           504              18                108          4                612           22             127.8% 105.2% 117.1% 96.4% -10.7% -8.8%

Alameda K-5 NE Grant 704          154            21.9% 667           738              26                27            1                765           27             95.4% 92.0% 90.4% 87.2% -5.0% -4.8%

Alliance-Meek 9-12 NE - 106          76              71.7% 106           441              15                -           -             441           15             24.0% 24.0% 24.0% 24.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Arleta K-8 SE Franklin 526          275            52.3% 477           642              24                -           -             642           24             81.9% 81.9% 74.3% 74.3% -7.6% -7.6%

Astor K-8 N Roosevelt 416          214            51.4% 392           507              19                51            2                558           21             82.1% 74.6% 77.3% 70.3% -4.7% -4.3%

Atkinson K-5 SE Franklin 391          191            48.8% 403           540              19                -           -             540           19             72.4% 72.4% 74.6% 74.6% 2.2% 2.2%

Beach K-5 N Jefferson/Roosevelt 436          238            54.6% 430           639              25                84            3                723           28             68.2% 60.3% 67.3% 59.5% -0.9% -0.8%

Beaumont 6-8 NE Grant/Madison 573          287            50.1% 557           744              35                -           -             744           35             77.0% 77.0% 74.9% 74.9% -2.2% -2.2%

Benson 9-12 NE - 1,163       634            54.5% 1,163         2,203           93                -           -             2,203         93             52.8% 52.8% 52.8% 52.8% 0.0% 0.0%

Beverly Cleary-
Fernwood

2-8 NE Grant 619          153            24.7% 512           555              21                -           -             555           21             111.5% 111.5% 92.3% 92.3% -19.3% -19.3%

Beverly Cleary-
Hollyrood

K-1 NE Grant 123          31              25.2% 107           201              7                  -           -             201           7               61.2% 61.2% 53.2% 53.2% -8.0% -8.0%

Boise-Eliot/
Humboldt

K-5 N Jefferson/Grant 325          294            90.5% 321           650              29                -           -             650           29             50.0% 50.0% 49.4% 49.4% -0.6% -0.6%

Bridger 1-8 SE Franklin 453          298            65.8% 429           361              14                149          6                510           20             125.5% 88.8% 118.8% 84.1% -6.6% -4.7%

Bridger-Holladay 
Annex

K SE Franklin 63            41              65.1% 57             75                3                  -           -             75             3               84.0% 84.0% 76.0% 76.0% -8.0% -8.0%

Bridlemile K-5 W Lincoln/Wilson 508          142            28.0% 490           576              20                27            1                603           21             88.2% 84.2% 85.1% 81.3% -3.1% -3.0%

Buckman K-5 SE Cleveland 427          195            45.7% 466           627              24                -           -             627           24             68.1% 68.1% 74.3% 74.3% 6.2% 6.2%

Capitol Hill K-5 W Wilson 416          132            31.7% 413           399              15                30            1                429           16             104.3% 97.0% 103.5% 96.3% -0.8% -0.7%

César Chávez K-8 N Roosevelt 549          464            84.5% 531           518              23                43            2                561           25             106.0% 97.9% 102.5% 94.7% -3.5% -3.2%

Chapman K-5 W Lincoln 484          220            45.5% 445           515              22                77            3                592           25             94.0% 81.8% 86.4% 75.2% -7.6% -6.6%

Chief Joseph K-5 N Jefferson/Roosevelt 351          165            47.0% 331           421              15                26            1                447           16             83.4% 78.5% 78.6% 74.0% -4.8% -4.5%

Cleveland 9-12 SE Cleveland 1,560       461            29.6% 1,717         1,718           80                43            2                1,761         82             90.8% 88.6% 99.9% 97.5% 9.1% 8.9%

Creative Science K-8 SE - 468          175            37.4% 450           522              19                -           -             522           19             89.7% 89.7% 86.2% 86.2% -3.4% -3.4%

Creston K-8 SE Franklin 375          194            51.7% 340           504              16                -           -             504           16             74.4% 74.4% 67.5% 67.5% -6.9% -6.9%

da Vinci 6-8 NE - 450          196            43.6% 454           703              32                23            1                726           33             64.0% 62.0% 64.6% 62.5% 0.6% 0.6%

Duniway K-5 SE Cleveland 512          149            29.1% 466           552              21                -           -             552           21             92.8% 92.8% 84.4% 84.4% -8.3% -8.3%

Faubion K-8 NE Jefferson/Madison/
Roosevelt

701          654            93.3% 744           758              31                -           -             758           31             92.5% 92.5% 98.2% 98.2% 5.7% 5.7%

Forest Park K-5 W Lincoln 402          98              24.4% 369           219              8                  300          10              519           18             183.6% 77.5% 168.5% 71.1% -15.1% -6.4%

Franklin 9-12 SE Franklin 1,936       896            46.3% 2,090         1,779           78                -           -             1,779         78             108.8% 108.8% 117.5% 117.5% 8.7% 8.7%

George 6-8 N Roosevelt 438          383            87.4% 345           616              30                -           -             616           30             71.1% 71.1% 56.0% 56.0% -15.1% -15.1%

Glencoe K-5 SE Franklin 449          166            37.0% 425           546              22                27            1                573           23             82.2% 78.4% 77.8% 74.2% -4.4% -4.2%

Grant 9-12 NE Grant 1,813       471            26.0% 1,838         1,721           76                -           -             1,721         76             105.3% 105.3% 106.8% 106.8% 1.5% 1.5%

Gray 6-8 W Wilson 566          183            32.3% 552           622              27                -           -             622           27             91.0% 91.0% 88.7% 88.7% -2.3% -2.3%

Grout K-5 SE Cleveland 370          210            56.8% 377           484              20                -           -             484           20             76.4% 76.4% 77.9% 77.9% 1.4% 1.4%

Harriet Tubman 6-8 N Jefferson/Grant 430          312            72.6% 503           731              35                -           -             731           35             58.8% 58.8% 68.8% 68.8% 10.0% 10.0%

Harrison Park K-8 SE Madison 637          512            80.4% 631           826              31                -           -             826           31             77.1% 77.1% 76.4% 76.4% -0.7% -0.7%
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Hayhurst K-5 W Wilson 396          193            48.7% 403           519              18                -           -             519           18             76.3% 76.3% 77.6% 77.6% 1.3% 1.3%

Hosford 6-8 SE Cleveland 651          234            35.9% 626           696              32                -           -             696           32             93.5% 93.5% 89.9% 89.9% -3.6% -3.6%

Irvington K-5 NE Jefferson/Grant 325          129            39.7% 324           572              24                -           -             572           24             56.8% 56.8% 56.6% 56.6% -0.2% -0.2%

Jackson 6-8 W Wilson 793          297            37.5% 862           907              41                -           -             907           41             87.4% 87.4% 95.0% 95.0% 7.6% 7.6%

James John K-5 N Roosevelt 351          237            67.5% 310           488              21                -           -             488           21             71.9% 71.9% 63.5% 63.5% -8.4% -8.4%

Jefferson 9-12 N Jefferson 641          458            71.5% 759           1,764           88                -           -             1,764         88             36.3% 36.3% 43.0% 43.0% 6.7% 6.7%

Kelly K-5 SE Franklin 476          374            78.6% 478           645              27                -           -             645           27             73.8% 73.8% 74.1% 74.1% 0.3% 0.3%

Lane 6-8 SE Cleveland/Franklin 590          361            61.2% 570           749              39                -           -             749           39             78.8% 78.8% 76.1% 76.1% -2.7% -2.7%

Laurelhurst K-8 NE Grant 698          158            22.6% 665           441              18                216          8                657           26             158.3% 106.2% 150.8% 101.2% -7.5% -5.0%

Lee K-5 NE Madison 269          196            72.9% 248           394              15                97            4                491           19             68.3% 54.8% 62.9% 50.5% -5.3% -4.3%

Lent K-8 SE Franklin 475          400            84.2% 487           583              23                75            3                658           26             81.5% 72.2% 83.5% 74.0% 2.1% 1.8%

Lewis K-5 SE Cleveland 410          158            38.5% 366           402              14                -           -             402           14             102.0% 102.0% 91.0% 91.0% -10.9% -10.9%

Lincoln 9-12 W Lincoln 1,588       335            21.1% 1,713         1,866           82                -           -             1,866         82             85.1% 85.1% 91.8% 91.8% 6.7% 6.7%

Llewellyn K-5 SE Cleveland 509          169            33.2% 475           426              16                75            3                501           19             119.5% 101.6% 111.5% 94.8% -8.0% -6.8%

Madison 9-12 NE Madison 1,079       704            65.2% 1,292         1,843           79                -           -             1,843         79             58.5% 58.5% 70.1% 70.1% 11.6% 11.6%

Maplewood K-5 W Wilson 374          105            28.1% 387           253              10                165          6                418           16             147.8% 89.5% 153.0% 92.6% 5.1% 3.1%

Markham K-5 W Wilson 430          240            55.8% 435           600              21                -           -             600           21             71.7% 71.7% 72.5% 72.5% 0.8% 0.8%

Marysville K-8 SE Franklin 383          263            68.7% 388           481              19                -           -             481           19             79.6% 79.6% 80.7% 80.7% 1.0% 1.0%

Metro. Learning 
Center

K-12 W - 390          162            41.5% 402           464              20                -           -             464           20             84.1% 84.1% 86.6% 86.6% 2.6% 2.6%

MLK Jr K-5 NE Jefferson/Grant 321          255            79.4% 300           695              29                -           -             695           29             46.2% 46.2% 43.2% 43.2% -3.0% -3.0%

Mt Tabor 6-8 SE Franklin 724          215            29.7% 738           681              32                -           -             681           32             106.3% 106.3% 108.4% 108.4% 2.1% 2.1%

Ockley Green 6-8 N Jefferson/Roosevelt 487          340            69.8% 465           609              31                65            3                674           34             80.0% 72.3% 76.4% 69.0% -3.6% -3.3%

Odyssey K-8 W - 244          -             -             256           201              8                  -           -             201           8               121.4% 121.4% 127.4% 127.4% 6.0% 6.0%

Peninsula K-5 N Jefferson/Roosevelt 265          173            65.3% 279           638              24                -           -             638           24             41.5% 41.5% 43.7% 43.7% 2.2% 2.2%

Pioneer-Holladay 
Center

5-8 SE - 41            40              97.6% 41             206              9                  -           -             206           9               19.9% 19.9% 19.9% 19.9% 0.0% 0.0%

Pioneer-Youngson K-6 SE - 46            45              97.8% 46             295              12                -           -             295           12             15.6% 15.6% 15.6% 15.6% 0.0% 0.0%

Richmond K-5 SE - 627          156            24.9% 627           723              25                -           -             723           25             86.7% 86.7% 86.7% 86.7% 0.0% 0.0%

Rieke K-5 W Wilson 368          120            32.6% 361           303              11                162          6                465           17             121.5% 79.1% 119.1% 77.6% -2.3% -1.5%

Rigler K-5 NE Madison 307          263            85.7% 300           418              18                194          8                612           26             73.4% 50.2% 71.8% 49.0% -1.7% -1.1%

Roosevelt 9-12 N Roosevelt 1,195       907            75.9% 1,184         1,375           64                -           -             1,375         64             86.9% 86.9% 86.1% 86.1% -0.8% -0.8%

Rosa Parks K-5 N Roosevelt 280          268            95.7% 255           569              23                -           -             569           23             49.2% 49.2% 44.8% 44.8% -4.4% -4.4%

Rose City Park K-5 NE Madison 538          249            46.3% 550           609              23                -           -             609           23             88.3% 88.3% 90.3% 90.3% 2.0% 2.0%

Roseway Heights 6-8 NE Madison 614          386            62.9% 580           856              42                -           -             856           42             71.7% 71.7% 67.8% 67.8% -4.0% -4.0%

Sabin K-5 NE Jefferson/Grant 418          176            42.1% 439           478              19                106          4                584           23             87.4% 71.6% 91.8% 75.2% 4.4% 3.6%

Scott K-5 NE Madison 485          367            75.7% 411           569              23                49            2                618           25             85.2% 78.5% 72.2% 66.5% -13.0% -12.0%

Sellwood 6-8 SE Cleveland 588          184            31.3% 596           683              32                -           -             683           32             86.1% 86.1% 87.3% 87.3% 1.2% 1.2%

Sitton K-5 N Roosevelt 374          311            83.2% 345           399              15                43            2                442           17             93.7% 84.6% 86.5% 78.1% -7.3% -6.6%

Skyline K-8 W Lincoln 248          77              31.0% 239           282              11                -           -             282           11             87.9% 87.9% 84.8% 84.8% -3.2% -3.2%

Stephenson K-5 W Wilson 371          112            30.2% 349           510              17                -           -             510           17             72.7% 72.7% 68.4% 68.4% -4.3% -4.3%
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Table C-2
Inventory of School Facilities

Enrollment, Programs, and Capacity Analysis Report
Portland Public Schools

Facility Name
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Modulars)

2019-20 
Utilization 

(w/ 
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2019-20/
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Sunnyside K-8 SE Franklin 549          217            39.5% 542           492              20                54            2                546           22             111.6% 100.5% 110.2% 99.3% -1.4% -1.3%

Vernon K-8 NE Jefferson/Madison 607          311            51.2% 539           471              19                108          4                579           23             128.9% 104.8% 114.4% 93.1% -14.4% -11.7%

Vestal K-5 NE Madison 391          271            69.3% 467           432              18                73            3                505           21             90.5% 77.4% 108.1% 92.5% 17.6% 15.0%

West Sylvan 6-8 W Lincoln 833          207            24.8% 819           986              44                -           -             986           44             84.5% 84.5% 83.1% 83.1% -1.4% -1.4%

Whitman K-5 SE Cleveland 220          175            79.5% 222           467              18                -           -             467           18             47.1% 47.1% 47.5% 47.5% 0.4% 0.4%

Wilson 9-12 W Wilson 1,558       459            29.5% 1,898         1,773           79                -           -             1,773         79             87.9% 87.9% 107.1% 107.1% 19.2% 19.2%

Winterhaven K-8 SE - 299          79              26.4% 315           261              10                27            1                288           11             114.6% 103.8% 120.7% 109.4% 6.1% 5.6%

Woodlawn K-5 NE Jefferson/Roosevelt 308          247            80.2% 341           541              22                77            3                618           25             56.9% 49.8% 63.0% 55.2% 6.1% 5.3%

Woodmere K-5 SE Franklin 273          197            72.2% 285           342              13                92            4                434           17             79.8% 62.9% 83.3% 65.7% 3.5% 2.8%

Woodstock K-5 SE Cleveland 543          191            35.2% 555           621              24                -           -             621           24             87.4% 87.4% 89.4% 89.4% 1.9% 1.9%
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APPENDIX D 
DISTRICT-WIDE BOUNDARY REVIEW ADVISORY 

COMMITTEE – HISTORICAL TIMELINE 



PPS DBRAC | HISTORICAL TIMELINE 

2001 NW 19th Avenue, Suite 200 | Portland, Oregon 97209 | p. 503 501 5214 | f. 971 544 2140 | www.flo-analytics.com 

Due to the large number and type of references cited (162 total), references are shown in underlined text throughout 
the document. Cited sources can provided upon request. 

Pre-DBRAC: 
• PPS Policy 4.10.045-P (Neighborhood Schools) calls for an annual assessment of enrollment issues, and lays out

boundary change
• 2012 Long-Range Facility Plan: When enrollment exceeds or falls below optimal student capacity or program size,

Portland Public Schools will engage in an enrollment balancing process including but not limited to transfer
limitation, attendance boundary changes and grade reconfiguration before implementing school consolidation and
facility changes.

• Resolution 4718 – approved January 2013 – (Jefferson Enrollment Balancing) called for district-wide boundary,
enrollment and transfer review

o 2012 enrollment balancing process for eight schools with feeder guarantee to Jefferson HS
o Followed the abrupt closure of Young Women’s Academy and consolidation of Boise/Eliot and Humboldt

schools
o Options to resolve enrollment challenges included grade reconfiguration, boundary changes and

closure/consolidation
o Community voiced strong dissent to proposals, called for stop to cluster-based changes and for a district-

wide focus, instead
o Resolution 4718, January 2013: “develop and recommend a process for a comprehensive review of the

schools boundaries district-wide and policies related to student assignment and transfer to better align
with the Racial Educational Equity Policy and promote strong capture rates and academic programs at
every grade level”

• Superintendent’s Advisory Committee for Enrollment & Transfer (SACET)
o Oldest meeting on PPS was 10/9/12 – average of two meetings a month through 11/4/14
o This advisory committee explores the policies and practice around school choice, enrollment and transfer,

topics such as priority and preferences in the school choice lottery, guarantees in student assignment and
other issues.

o While the committee will not be asked to decide the issues, its members will shape the superintendent’s
actions and recommendations to the Portland School Board.

o In February 2013, the School Board requested a review of enrollment and transfer policies and district-
wide boundaries. Superintendent Smith defined roles for SACET in both these efforts:

 Recommend revisions to enrollment and transfer policies to improve alignment with PPS
strategic framework and Racial Educational Equity policy

 Participate in district-wide boundary review process
o June 2, 2014 SACET members presented their preliminary recommendations
o Oct 28, 2014 SACET members presented their recommendations to Supt. Carole Smith
o Board meeting 11/10/14 SACET recommendations were reviewed – feedback from mtg notes
o Nov 24, 2014 Memo from Superintendent Carole Smith to Board: Proposal for Improving and Aligning

Enrollment & Transfer Policy with Racial Educational Equity Policy
• May 2, 2014: PSU report “Complex Challenges and New Opportunities: Building the Framework for Boundary

Review - An Assessment of PPS’s Organizational Readiness and Options for Citizen Engagement”
• July 6, 2014: Memo to Members of the Board of Education from Jon Isaacs and Judy Brennan,

“Update on District Wide Boundary Review Process”
• August 28, 2014: Memo to Portland Council PTA, PPS PTA Leaders & Parent Advocates from Jon Isaacs and

Judy Brennan, “Current status of Enrollment & Transfer policy & school boundary review process”
• Fall 2013 CPS/NPCC Partnership: District partnered with PSU Center for Public Service and National Policy

Consensus Center to plan a District-wide Boundary Review (DBR) to:
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o (1) Assess PPS and community readiness and (2) Provide multiple scenarios for conducting DBR
o Key findings from initial report in June and final report in September:

 Significant internal alignment on need for DBR, but not as a high leveraged strategy to increase
student achievement/close achievement gaps

 Widespread mistrust in broader community of PPS intent/ability to conduct an equitable process
 Boundary changes are inextricably linked to other PPS issues, such as transfers and grade

configuration
o September 30, 2014 Final report “A Values, Growth, and Equity Strategy for District-wide Boundary

Review: Aligning PPS’s Policies and Practices to Address Short and Long Term Educational Priorities”

November 12, 2014: First DBRAC meeting 
• Committee members:

o As listed in February 9, 2016 report
o Currently listed on PPS website
o Two lists are very different – here is a comparison

• DBRAC tasks:
1. During the 2014-15 school year, D-BRAC is charged with recommending boundary changes to the

Superintendent to relieve acute enrollment issues at the schools identified by PPS with the most critical
enrollment problems.

2. Upon resolving acute enrollment issues, D-BRAC should remain intact to begin District-wide Boundary
Review and continue to monitor and review boundaries in the future.

• Enrollment growth overview:
o After more than a decade of decline, this is now the 6th straight year of overall enrollment increase.

Estimate:  +500 students from October 2013
o Enrollment growth is forecast to continue for the foreseeable future. Forecast:  +6,276 students by 2028
o 15th straight year that PSU Population Research Center has provided enrollment forecasts. Since 2009,

district-wide forecast accuracy has been within .1% of actual enrollment
o New report based on 2013 enrollment. Considers known population, housing and enrollment changes.

Assumes the same school boundaries and enrollment patterns occur in the future.

November 18, 2014: School Board Meeting 
• Memo from Superintendent Carole Smith to the Board, “Timeline and flow chart for Enrollment & Transfer

Recommendations & Board Action”
o Notes from meeting regarding above

November 20, 2014: DBRAC meeting 
• Several members agreed to form a sub-committee to draft a committee decision-making process and a process for

public engagement.  Sub-committee members Max Tuttle, Michelle Arntz, Kim Wilson, Jason Trombley and Tony
Magliano will meet prior to the next D-BRAC meeting and report back to the whole committee.

• Judy Brennan provided an overview of PPS enrollment and boundaries. She introduced 15 “hot spot” schools with
chronic over-enrollment challenges.  All of these schools are under consideration for some type of enrollment or
space relief in 2015-16.  Two schools, Beverly Cleary and Chapman, could also be considered for boundary change
that would take effect next year.

• Stated concerns and requests included:
o Lack of time to come up to speed in order to make a boundary change recommendation in January
o An interest in knowing more about what success looks like before launching into boundary changes
o Lack of confidence in the utilization and prioritization order presented
o A desire to “do it right” and not to cause future trauma for communities already experiencing trauma

November 25, 2014: School Board Meeting 
• Conversation about Superintendent Smith’s recommendations on the Enrollment and Transfer Policy
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December 2, 2014: School Board Meeting 
• Materials for discussion about enrollment and transfer

o Notes from meeting regarding above

December 9, 2014: School Board Meeting 
• Materials for discussion about enrollment and transfer

o Notes from meeting regarding above

December 11, 2014: DBRAC meeting 
• Neighborhood population & school targets
• Expectations and concerns following previous meeting:

o Shared desire for districtwide boundary review to be done the right way, being certain to apply the racial
and equity lens

o Be given the opportunity to understand the information being presented
o Desire for DBRAC meetings to be a safe place, a place where they can tackle uncomfortable work

• Discussion as to the committee’s recommendations on short-term boundary changes at Beverly Cleary and
Chapman schools - Members shared a range of viewpoints:

o Consensus that the committee should not give advice on boundary changes for these two
schools, but should concentrate their efforts on preparing for the district‐wide process

o Agreement that staff should focus on other options to resolve acute enrollment issues next year
o DBRAC should explain their concerns about short‐term boundary change to the Superintendent

• Overview of growth, values and equity survey:
o To be conducted next spring, following the district climate survey
o Will discuss DBRAC involvement in survey development next meeting

December 16, 2014: School Board Meeting 
• Materials for discussion about enrollment and transfer (First Reading: Enrollment & Transfer Policy)

o Notes from meeting regarding above

January 8, 2015: DBRAC meeting 
• What Does a Successful Boundary System Look Like? Presented by DBRAC
• DRAFT D‐BRAC Work Plan for January – May 2015

o Committee members expressed concern that the plan did not include information about the final
deliverable and deadline and did not address community input and the school board approval process

o Suggestion was made to compress the time allotted for cluster‐based information sessions
o Questions were raised regarding DBRAC’s fundamental charge, and whether the committee would be

performing the technical work of drawing boundary lines
• Upcoming Values, Growth and Equity survey:

o Jon Isaacs and Wendy Willis from the National Policy Consensus Center presented information about the
purpose and development plan

o Survey will be available across the community in March‐April
o Responses to the survey will be available in May for use in developing the values to be applied to school b

oundary maps
o DBRAC members will participate in survey development.  Three members (Neisha Saxena, Scott Bailey and

Michelle Arntz) volunteered to serve as a sub-committee who will report back to full committee.
• Memo from DBRAC to Superintendent: Recommendations regarding acute enrollment issues

o DBRAC is NOT in a position at this time to advice on boundary changes for Beverly Cleary and Chapman
schools

January 20, 2015: School Board Meeting 
• Materials for discussion about enrollment and transfer (Second Reading: Amended Enrollment & Transfer Policy)
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o Notes from meeting regarding above

January 22, 2015: DBRAC meeting 
• Jon Isaacs presented the committee with updated deliverables and timeline PPT (date on PPT is 1/22/14 – typo, it

has to be 2015)
• Jim Jacks provided a revised draft of committee protocols for feedback
• Sheila Martin introduced Charles Rynerson, demographer from the Portland State University Population Research

Center – he provided an overview of student forecasting, including how factors such as birth rates and housing
impact student enrollment across the district

• Dave Porter provided a handout regarding demand for immersion programs.  He supports expanding access to
immersion programs.

February 5, 2015: DBRAC meeting 
• Introduction of new member, Pamela Kislak (parent of students at ACCESS Academy and Richmond Japanese

Immersion) – recommended by Portland Council of PTA
• Hector Roche led the committee through a discussion of a model called the “Zone of Disequilibrium” and the four

agreements from the Courageous Conversations protocol. Members shared ideas for a “creating community”
document, which will serve as guidelines for how they will work together.

• Tony Magliano led a presentation of information about PPS school facilities and capacity.
• Teri Brady gave a presentation on basic rules for student transportation.

February 17, 2015: School Board Meeting 
• Materials for discussion about enrollment and transfer (Second Reading: Amended Enrollment & Transfer Policy)
• No notes from meeting

February 19, 2015: DBRAC meeting 
• Members of the Values, Growth and Equity survey subcommittee gave update on survey development
• Hector Roche led a discussion regarding the Creating Community agreements (minute 32:33 – 1:01:00 of video)
• Members gave unanimous approval for the draft of DBRAC operating protocols that included revisions suggested

at last meeting – in the video, this is a handout in their packet but nothing online within meeting notes
• Judy Brennan and Neisha Saxena provided an overview of PPS enrollment and transfer conditions and the recent

policy changes that resulted from the work of the Superintendent’s Advisory Committee on Enrollment and
Transfer (SACET) – discussed lessons learned from the SACET experience and the overlap with DBRAC’s work.
(minute 1:05:50 – end of video)

• Judy Brennan shared a proposal for a cluster-based learning project and samples of data that staff would provide
to support the project – members expressed concern and the additional work required of them and suggested the
activity be voluntary

• DBRAC Deliverables and Timeline Update

March 5, 2015: DBRAC meeting 
• Hector Roche led a discussion regarding the Creating Community agreements, focusing on confidentiality. What is

said and decided in the DBRAC meetings will be part of the committee’s public record. The purpose of the
discussion was to identify agreements on how committee members would share information about DBRAC in
other settings. He will incorporate the input provided into the final version of the Creating Community agreements
and distribute to members.

• Jon Isaacs and Wendy Willis gave an update on development of the Values, Growth and Equity community survey
– expected to launch March 30th

• Sascha Perrins presented information about the relationship between academic programs, school staffing, use
of building space and boundaries.  He provided a handout with academic program definitions.

• Judy Brennan reviewed a map showing school configurations, program locations, and schools that are considered
under- or over-enrolled – PPT
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March 19, 2015: DBRAC meeting 
• Hector Roche and Judy Brennan described a bus tour planned for April 2nd highlighting historic housing

discrimination (3:50 – 7:50 of video)
• General Counsel Jollee Patterson provided clarification of guidance on public meeting and record request laws.

She noted that everything put in writing by staff or committee members about the committee’s work is subject to
public record requests, including texts and other information stored on personal electronic equipment.

• Sascha Perrins led an activity to further committee learning on the connection between academic programs and
school size (23:22 – 1:11:00 of video)

• Jon Isaacs updated the committee on the status of the PPS 2025 survey, which will launch April 6th

• An online survey will be set up to allow members to respond to three questions regarding community engagement
activities in April and May

April 2, 2015: bus tour of historic housing discrimination – no notes, videos, or other anything can be found 

April 9, 2015: DBRAC meeting (no video of this meeting) 
• Jon Isaacs informed the committee that the district will co-sponsor two community workshops in May with DBRAC

to gather boundary review input from key stakeholder groups
o Saturday, May 9: will draw principals, teachers, PTA and Site Council leaders as well as the community at

large
o Second session will occur during the following week and will draw members of the Coalition of

Communities of Color
• A sub-committee of members led the full committee through an exercise, examining enrollment and program data

at all K-5, K-8 and middle schools:
o 2015 K8 Clusters
o K-8 Cluster Maps & Data: Glossary of terms and thresholds

April 30, 2015: DBRAC meeting (No notes online, but based on agenda...) 
• Update on Survey and Community Outreach
• Discussion: Developing Preliminary Values for Boundary Review Framework

May 7, 2015: DBRAC meeting 
• Jon Isaacs shared a draft agenda for the community workshop at Grant High School on May 16 (in library with

breakout classrooms)
o 3 goals:

 Educate those that participate and the reasons we’re doing the boundary review
 Inform all of you
 Activate folks and allow them to leave with information they can go back to their communities

with
o Offering childcare, a light breakfast and translation services
o Formal welcome from Superintendent Smith
o Jason will say a few things and introduce the DBRAC members
o Judy gave some background
o Heart of the program: attendees break out into discussion groups (expected to be groups of 10-15) based

on the number they received when they arrived – broader exposure to issues as a whole
o DBRAC members in attendance will just facilitate and take notes – not give opinions
o Finish with report backs and next steps
o **Still no date confirmed for the second session with Coalition of Communities of Color

• Members of the framework subcommittee (Pamela Kislak, Sascha Perrins, Hector Roche, Jason Trombley and Joe
Zehnder) led discussion of the progress underway on developing components of the framework
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May 21, 2015: DBRAC meeting 
• Jon Isaacs led a committee de-brief from the May 16 community workshop. The next community workshop will be

June 3 at 6:30 pm at Madison High School. The Coalition of Communities of Color is co-sponsoring the event.
o 9:00 – 44:27 of video

• Committee members asked for clarification regarding the role of D-BRAC in grade configuration decisions.  The
topic generated significant conversation at the May 16 session, and committee members expressed frustration
that they had not yet received guidance on the relationship between district-wide boundary review and grade
configuration.  Staff committed to bringing grade configuration to the committee as soon as possible. (44:27 –
1:07:45 of video – Judy summaries what was said at 1:07:00)

• 4,100 total survey responses – 22% were paper, rest online
• Members of the framework subcommittee led members through a review of draft values statements to be

incorporated in the district-wide boundary review framework

May 28, 2015: DBRAC meeting 
• Wendy Willis of Oregon’s Kitchen Table provided an update on responses submitted to the PPS 2025 survey.  A full

report will be provided to the committee in June.
• Superintendent Smith addressed the committee to provide more information about incorporating grade

configuration into the district-wide boundary review.  She noted that some school buildings are not large enough
to house K-8 programs that offer three sections per grade level, and that the district will look to fix this problem
and migrate back toward a mostly K-5/Middle School configuration.

June 4, 2015: DBRAC meeting 
• According to the video, there was a PPT in their meeting materials folder but nothing available online
• Reflections from community listening session held June 3rd at Madison High School

o 7:00 – 27:00 of video
• Discussion regarding framework document – use June 9th meeting to improve it, present to Superintendent at later

date
• Values Framework sub-committee led the full group through a discussion of the draft document
• Concern was raised that high school boundaries would not be included in district-wide boundary review (2:21:00 of

video)

June 9, 2015: DBRAC meeting 
• Wendy Willis from Portland State University offered an overview of results from the PPS 2025 survey, and fielded

questions from members
• Values framework sub-committee led an exercise for reviewing and commenting on current boundary change

policy and administrative directive language
• Jon Isaacs announced July 7 as a tentative date for D-BRAC to present information to the School Board

June 18, 2015: DBRAC meeting (No notes online but based on agenda…) 
• Group Work session: Aligning Values with Current Policies - Develop preliminary policy language to align with

DBRAC values
• Memo to DBRAC from Judy Brennan, Enrollment and Transfer Director: Background information on policy issues

o When considering potential policy language changes, keep in mind that policy change requires School
Board approval voted on after two public readings at least 21 days apart.  If substantive change is made
after the first reading, another first reading is required, and the second reading is scheduled for at least 21
days after.  Changes to the administrative directive are made at the Superintendent level and do not
require Board approval.

o Information about probability-based assignment, also referred to a “controlled choice”, vs current PPS
policy (students are assigned to neighborhood schools based on their address) and the impact if PPS
changed approach
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o District-wide boundary review has been described frequently as a K-8 focused initiative but DBRAC may
choose to recommend specific policy or administrative directive language to direct that all future
boundary reviews cover grade levels K-12

o Current policy includes six factors for consideration during boundary change. The current set of factors is
non-prioritized.  Adding a ranking would require change to policy language. As there will be multiple
scenarios that provide opportunities to compare and contrast each factor across all schools, it is not
necessary to rank boundary change factors before scenarios are drafted.

o DBRAC members have raised a concern that the level of review and resolution of boundary change issues
is at a school-by-school level, which may be too small to take in to consideration all the issues that need
to be addressed in order to meet the committee’s guiding values. In our current practice, enrollment
issues are discovered at the school level and resolved at a regional level. Current policy does not specify
how many or what type of schools to include in boundary change options.  This allows maximum
flexibility, but it does not provide any predictable area of study to identify the best possible response to
enrollment issues.

June 25, 2015: DBRAC meeting 
• Overview of the draft framework document to Superintendent Smith.  Committee members noted two areas still

in development:  The pace of boundary change implementation and whether or not to address concentrations of
students by race and poverty.

• The committee discussed their upcoming presentation to the School Board, scheduled for July 7, and the timeline
for finalizing the values framework.

July 6, 2015: School Board meeting 
• DBRAC Status Report to PPS School Board PPT
• Materials provided for meeting:

o July 6, 2014 Memo from Jon Isaacs and Judy Brennan to Board, “Update on District Wide Boundary
Review Process” (link above, see date)

o DBRAC deliverables and timeframe – timeline updated as of 6/29 (vs one provided on 2/19 – link above,
see date)

o PPT District Wide Boundary Review Committee – Deliverables & Timeline (see Jan 22, 2015 for PPT link)
o DBRAC Member bios
o Current charge and FAQ
o DHM Research report prepared for Oregon’s Kitchen Table PPS 2025 Survey (see June 9 for link to report)

• No notes or video or anything to understand how the presentation went/was received

July 21, 2015: DBRAC meeting 
• Jim Jacks led the recording of the final vote on the DBRAC values and policy framework document – to be sent to

the Superintendent by July 23 (Superintendent expected to inform school board of her recommendation in early
September)

• Boundary change modeling information was discussed – including more details about right-sized school
calculations (including high schools), program articulation across all school levels (i.e., elementary through high
school), and status of the public-facing school information tool

• Public comment: Margaret Connolly is a resident of the King neighborhood association, but her school boundary is
Boise Eliot/Humboldt.  King is a closer school and children have to cross MLK to get to Boise-Eliot/Humboldt.  She
asked the committee to consider boundaries that let kids go to their neighborhood schools.

August 20, 2015: DBRAC meeting 
• Scott Bailey explained his reasons for voting against the values framework.  He was concerned that the committee

had not prioritized the set of boundary change factors listed in policy and administrative directive and had not
discussed balancing socio-economic status of schools through boundary change.
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• Jon Isaacs presented a draft community engagement plan for public input on enrollment balancing proposals that
DBRAC will be collaborating on through November - introduced Kimm Fox-Middleton and Erin Barnett, from the
Communications office who will be working on this project

• DBRAC Meeting presentation – 49 slides!

September 1, 2015: School Board Meeting 
• Discussion: Enrollment Balancing Values Framework – materials provided:

o Aug, 27, 2015 Memo from Jon Isaacs and Judy Brennan to Board, “Enrollment Balancing Values
Framework”

o DBRAC Value and Policy Framework report (see July 21, 2015, for document)
o DHM Research report prepared for Oregon’s Kitchen Table PPS 2025 Survey (see June 9 for link to report)

• No notes or video or anything to understand how the presentation went/was received

September 10, 2015: DBRAC meeting 
• Jon Isaacs shared information to clarify roles and timelines for enrollment balancing community engagement.
• Committee members shared ideas and concerns about DBRACs role in developing and responding to enrollment

balancing scenarios.
o 13:00 – 50:00 of video

 Yes, opening up to public, we want to hear you, but we need to adhere to “our values”
 Drop in the term “multi-lingual” at some point
 Conversion from K-5 was done poorly before – concerned about not having enough time before

implementation
 Involve teachers
 Want scenarios to be presented against values
 Strongly ask that there is an implementation timeline included, how the rollout will happen
 Question about “our role” – what are “our recommendations”?
 Need to make sure the committee feels strongly about the scenarios they are putting out there –

that they all agree with them/be on board with them
 Need to understand a week by week timeline for the committee
 Think the timeline is very optimistic
 How is grade configuration going to be addressed?

• Sarah Singer led the committee through a presentation regarding preferred enrollment ranges and school capacity.
• Classroom to Optimal Size Analysis

September 16, 2015: School Board Meeting 
• Discussion: Enrollment Balancing Values Framework – same materials provided as Sept 1st meeting PLUS:

o Packet:
 Memo from Jon Isaacs, Sarah Singer and Judy Brennan to the Board, “Report on School Building

Capacity and Enrollment Ranges”
 Facility report
 PPT “District-wide Enrollment Balancing: Context, Timeline and Values Framework” (70 slides)

• No notes or video or anything to understand how the presentation went/was received

September 17, 2015: DBRAC meeting 
• Judy Brennan shared that the PPS School Board expressed appreciation and support at the September 16, 2015

school board meeting for DBRAC’s development of the enrollment balancing values framework.
• Ms. Brennan provided an overview on Key Performance Indicators (KPI), explaining how they are connected to

administrative directive and the values framework.  KPIs will be disaggregated by historically underserved
populations.

• John Isaac shared an update on enrollment balancing outreach materials.  The committee watched the Growing
Great Schools in Every Neighborhood video
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o Growing Great Schools, Fall 2015 – ENROLLMENT BALANCING: Why we need it and how we’re doing it
• Jason Trombley presented information on incorporating grade configuration into DBRAC timeline and deliverable

to the superintendent
o Transition from K-8 to K5/Middle School will be incorporated into Boundary Review Process
o PPS will develop a plan for changes over 1-3 years
o How should D-BRAC Provide Advise on District-generated Enrollment Balancing Scenarios? Option C won

(D-BRAC will provide an assessment of all elements of public enrollment balancing scenarios and
recommend a sub-set to the Superintendent)

• Public comment: Amanda Cagle expressed opposition to bussing kids across the river, stated the experience of
other cities shows it harms schools and that the cost of such programs is excessive. She also expressed concern
about the soft boundary model.

• Special Programs presentation

September 30, 2015: Twitter Town Hall #AskPPS 
https://twitter.com/hashtag/AskPPS?src=hash  

October 5, 2015: School Board Meeting 
• September 30, 2015, Memo from Jon Isaacs, Sarah Singer and Judy Brennan to the Board, “District wide

Enrollment Balancing Values & Framework Resolution”
• Public Comment on Enrollment Balancing Values Framework
• The Board approved “Enrollment Balancing Values Framework” Resolution No 5149

o During the Committee of the Whole, Director Knowles moved, and Director Esparza Brown seconded the
motion to adopt Resolution 5149. The motion was put to a voice vote and passed by a vote of 6-1 (yes-6,
no-1 [Rosen]), with Student Representative Davidson voting yes, unofficial.

October 8, 2015: DBRAC meeting (No notes online but based on agenda…) 
• Understanding Enrollment Balancing Scenarios presentation

o This doc is the first to outline DBRAC’s KPIs
o Scenario modeling specifics, including the use of neighborhood capture rates and transfer in/out of school

catchment areas, are discussed
o Sample Scenario Summary (Includes KPIs and racial equity impact summary)

• Guidance on Soft Neighborhood Model Presentation

October 20, 2015: School Board Meeting 
• Board approved Resolution No. 5155 “Resolution to Produce a Soft Neighborhood Model Scenario when

Presenting Recommendations for the District-wide Enrollment Balancing Process.”
o Director Knowles moved and Director Kohnstamm seconded
o The motion was put to a voice vote and passed unanimously (yes-7, no-0), with Student Representative

Davidson voting yes, unofficial

October 29, 2015: DBRAC Meeting 
• Jon Isaacs, Sarah Singer and Judy Brennan presented a recap of enrollment balancing goals and analysis to date,

along with a description of two enrollment balancing scenarios. Each scenario includes numerous changes to grade
structures, school boundaries, and middle and high school feeder patterns. The presentation also included an
overview of global key performance indicators for each scenario as well as initial implementation timelines and
additional programmatic changes that could be incorporated into either scenario.

• At MOST there were three public comments to date in past meeting notes – there is a combination of 10 verbal
and 15 written in these notes

November 2015:  Best Practices in District Rezoning – prepared for PPS by Hanover Research 
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Community Meetings: 18 meetings held from Nov 5 – Dec 2 (plus one on Jan 19) 
• Convened for parties to provide feedback on scenarios before DBRAC forwarded guidance to the Superintendent.
• They all started with a brief summary of DBRAC, what they were doing and their current stage in the process.

Explained they had developed two Scenarios, “written not as definitive plans for change but rather starting points
for discussion, that adjust enrollment to accomplish goals by changing the configuration of schools from K-8s to K-
5s and 6-8s, moving boundaries, opening schools, and relocating programs.” Then explained the two scenarios and
got feedback/comments.

• Notes from these meetings: https://www.pps.net/Page/2578
• Collaboration between PPS and the following:

o Asian Pacific American Network of Oregon
o Black Parent Initiative
o Center for Intercultural Organizing
o Community & Parents for Public Schools
o Latino Network
o NAYA Family Center
o Neighborhood House
o Portland Council PTA

November 5, 2015: DBRAC Meeting 
• Growing Great Schools: Enrollment Balancing Presentation:

o Deeper understanding of enrollment balancing proposals and impacts
• Sarah Singer, PPS Senior Director of Planning and Performance, presented next; she explained to the committee

the similarities and differences between Scenario 1 and Scenario 2. Ms. Singer detailed how these models were
designed, the tradeoffs between K-8 and Middle School programs, the ways PPS staff attempted to address dual
concerns of overcrowding and under-enrollment at PPS facilities, how PPS attempted to balance a variety of
considerations into the Scenario Planning, and the current stage in the process.

o Enrollment Balancing Scenarios DRAFT
o Two scenarios for balancing enrollment among schools

• Public comment: 9 verbal and 10 written

November 19, 2015: DBRAC Meeting 
• Sara Singer presented information about new materials and resources available through the district website. She

also explained progress on responding to numerous committee member data requests. She stated that a data
refresh using 2015 enrollment counts would be complete by early December. Several data glitches would be
resolved as part of that data refresh.

o DBRAC Meeting Presentation-Data Requests
• Committee members shared additional requests for data and scenario modeling.
• Jon Isaacs briefed DBRAC on the community listening sessions so far and the events planned for the following

week. He noted that over 2000 individuals had attended so far, and more meeting are scheduled, including
with the Portland Association of Teachers and the Superintendent’s Student Advisory Council. He also highlighted
the numerous forums and community spaces PPS staff have tabled to solicit more feedback on these Scenarios and
noted the online survey had collected 1000 responses.

o DBRAC Meeting Presentation-Community Involvement
• Hector Roche led the committee through an exercise to evaluate the enrollment balancing scenarios and

community engagement process through PPS’ Racial Equity Lens. After providing DBRAC members an opportunity
to evaluate the process individually, Mr. Roche brought the group together to provide commentary as a full
committee. Notes

• Public comment
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December 1, 2015: School Board Meeting 
• Nov 24, 2015 Memo from Jon Isaacs, Sarah Singer and Judy Brennan to the Board, “District Wide Enrollment

Balancing Process Report”
• Update to School Board presentation

December 3, 2015: DBRAC Meeting 
• Jon Isaacs briefed DBRAC on recent community listening sessions and an update provided to the PPS Board of

Directors on December 1, 2015.
• Sarah Singer presented an overview of new materials and resources regarding middle grade student achievement

and satisfaction. She also explained progress on responding to numerous committee member data requests.
• Judy Brennan shared information and responded to questions regarding enrollment balancing scenario key

performance indicators, now updated to reflect 2015 student enrollment.
• Jason Trombley and Scott Bailey led the committee in an extended discussion about how best for DBRAC to

prepare for the upcoming DBRAC work session this upcoming Saturday, December 5th. Chair Trombley proposed
these four decision points as a starting point for the discussion about the enrollment balancing process and the
upcoming workshop.

o DBRAC Meeting Presentation
o Notes

• Public Comment

December 5, 2015: DBRAC Meeting (work session – scheduled from 10am – 3pm) 
• DBRAC Work Session Presentation
• Mr. Trombley asked members to share their hopes for today’s work session.
• Judy Brennan provided an overview of the key criteria staff used to generate to enrollment balancing scenarios.
• Sarah Singer gave a brief summary of new information just-released to the committee, including foundation and

“nonformula” FTE allocation.
• Ms. Brennan walked the committee through a set of documents showing enrollment and scenario impacts for each

school.
• Members discussed their role in determining school grade configurations. Some members express that the district

should make this decision while others stated that the committee had agreed in September to include grade
configuration options as part of the recommendations they make to the superintendent.

• The committee broke into small groups to address grade configuration questions in each region of the district.
o Small Group Breakouts and Feedback

• Members requested that staff model:
o The impact of having all neighborhood schools be K-5 and middle schools with the exception of Faubion

and Sunnyside.
o Analysis of having two middle schools in North Portland (Roosevelt cluster) and having Skyline middle

grade students assigned to a North Portland middle school.
o A plan for Sabin or King to serve as a middle school instead of Tubman, as well as an analysis of the impact

on Scott and Lee if Roseway Heights becomes a middle school and Rose City Park opens as a K5 school.
o Different boundaries for schools in Southeast Portland aligned along east – west corridors.
o More relief for Chapman elementary school, including opening MLC as a neighborhood school, and a

different plan for West Sylvan middle school and Lincoln high school but does not include a split feeder
pattern.

• To illustrate the technical process staff goes through to create scenarios, Ms. Singer and staff shared initial
modeling of a middle school on the King campus, as well as the start of a plan for realigning Southeast boundaries

• Public Comment
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December 10, 2015: DBRAC Meeting 
• Sarah Singer provided an overview of a proof of concept model for K-8 and middle school reconfigurations based

on suggestions made at the 12/5 work session.  The latest model would convert 24 K-8s, impact 50 schools, and
open Clark, Kellogg and Rose City Park as neighborhood schools.

o Middle School/K-5 Modeling Exercise Presentation
 Supplement to presentation

o Notes from presentation (unofficial)
• After an extended discussion evaluating the opportunities and challenges provided by this third model, facilitator

Jim Jacks provided a five minute break for DBRAC members to split into small groups and discuss whether they
wanted to ask PPS to continue to develop the new model into a full scenario that would include boundary and
program locations.

• Upon returning from small group discussion, DBRAC members unanimously stated support for continuing to
develop this model with specific amendments.

• Each request for a modeling amendment was made verbally and members were asked to show interest by holding
up a green (high interest), yellow (moderate interest) or red (low interest) card.

o Request for staff to model the Vietnamese Dual Language Immersion program matriculating through
Clark/Harrison Park/Madison, while Vestal non-DLI students matriculate to Tabor: 8 green, 4 yellow, 0 red

o Request for staff to model moving Woodstock students to Sellwood MS: 1 green, 10 yellow, 0 red
o Request for staff to model Cesar Chavez staying a K-8 configured school: 5 green, 10 yellow, 0 red
o Request for staff to model Vernon students matriculating to Beaumont: 6 green,7 yellow, 1 red
o Request for staff to model an additional scenario that retains K-8 configurations at Beverly Cleary,

Irvington, Laurelhurst, Marysville, Arleta, Creston and Cesar Chavez in addition to Faubion and Skyline: 5
green, 5 yellow, 1 red

o Request for staff to model Tubman as a Middle School that drew its feeder elementary programs from
nearby neighborhoods as opposed to Scenario I, which drew Tubman’s feeder schools from schools
farther north and east: 9 green, 3 yellow, 0 red

o Request for staff to model a proposal that would support two Middle Schools in North Portland. We
would need to subsidize temporarily until growth kicks in given that currently George has 369 students: 9
green, 6 yellow, 0 red

o Request for staff to pay explicit attention to proposed new Middle Schools (such as Lane and George) and
any opportunities to ensure greater socioeconomic and racial diversity: 10 green, 0 yellow, 1 red

o Establishing the CSS program as a neighborhood school. Discussion continued about the roles DBRAC and
PPS play in placing and prioritizing locations of Focus Options program: 2 green, 2 yellow, 11 red

o DBRAC members also asked for further clarity on the time frame necessary for these necessary changes to
be enacted.

• Public comment

December 17, 2015: DBRAC Meeting 
• Chair Trombley welcomed Carole Smith, PPS Superintendent, who thanked and congratulated DBRAC for their

hard work providing guidance over the Boundary Review process. She has been following their work closely and
acknowledged that the breadth and significance of changing a large number of schools from K-8s to K-5s and
Middle Schools would require significant budgeting for the physical and programmatic reconfiguration of these
facilities.  She asked the committee to provide recommendations to her in January regarding the degree of
reconfiguration and rationale for keeping schools as K8s.  She stated that their response would be helpful even if it
was not at a detailed level, so that she could begin the budget and planning process.  She acknowledged the
importance of implementation and said that changes wouldn’t take place until 2017 at the earliest to ensure PPS
dedicated the proper funding and thoughtful, deliberate planning necessary. However, if DBRAC identified specific,
actionable changes as high urgency to make at the beginning of the 2016-2017 school year, those changes could
still be implemented.

• Chair Trombley thanked Superintendent Smith and outlined a proposed schedule for developing and delivering a
recommendation to the superintendent by January 22nd. DBRAC members discussed Chair Trombley’s presentation
and brought up ideas and concerns regarding cost impact of reconfiguration, location of focus option programs,
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urgency of addressing needs at struggling schools, results of the recent on-line survey and the state of the districts 
middle grades program now.  Regarding equity, DBRAC members concluded that while these rebalancing 
processes won’t inherently provide an equitable education to every PPS student, these changes are ultimately 
necessary to ensure that every student attends a well-staffed, well-run school and that this excellence of 
programming needs students in full, viable facilities.  

• PPS staff shared the results of the December 10 modeling requests with the committee and asked the group to
engage in an activity to help better understand their collective priorities regarding maintaining some schools as K8s
and converting some buildings to middle schools.  Staff will send the survey to DBRAC members not in attendance
and will provide the full results from the activity in January.

• DBRAC members made and unanimously passed a motion to extend the meeting for an additional ten minutes.
• Chair Trombley summarized the committee’s discussion by noting general agreement that K-8s could remain viable

option for PPS facilities if they have three sections per grade, and that some K-8s with two sections per grade could
be viable under specific conditions that meet DBRAC- and PPS-identified goals about preserving neighborhood
schools and supporting equity.  He stated that the committee should work hard to avoid arbitrarily picking which
schools are allowed to stay as K-8 and which will switch.  Members agreed to develop personal statements about
the criteria they would use to determine which schools would remain as small K8s.

• More detailed notes
• Public comment

January 9, 2016: DBRAC Meeting (work session – scheduled from 11am – 5pm) 
• PowerPoint
• Chair Trombley provided an overview for the meeting, noting that DBRAC will spend the six hour work session

discussing how to move forward with school configuration and boundaries on the Westside, how to determine
which schools should be candidates to remain K-8s, and what criteria would be used to gauge the siting,
boundaries and programming of K-5/6-8 configured schools. Committee members divided into three sub-
committees aligned with each of the recommendation topics.

• WESTSIDE SCENARIO: Chair Trombley introduced Ms. Sarah Singer, PPS’ Director of Planning and Performance. She
first addressed the concerns of the assembled audience that neither the original scenarios nor the newly proposed
models include plans to move, closer, or alter the Metropolitan Learning Center (MLC) facility or programming. She
noted that staff had been instructed by DBRAC to consider models in which the MLC program would alleviate
crowding at nearby Westside schools like Chapman and Bridlemile, but that the results suggested other options for
addressing overenrolled schools were more effective.

o West Side Boundary Scenario (revised on 1/28)
o West Side Boundary Key Performance Indicators

• Ms. Singer continued with her presentation on PPS’ staff response to DBRAC’s December data requests.  She
explained the PPS staff proposals to shift boundaries with Chapman, Lincoln and Hayhurst to address
overcrowding, and introduced Ms. Judy Brennan, PPS Director of Enrollment and Transfers, who provided maps
with the proposed new boundaries for Westside schools. Pertinent details about the new models introduced by
PPS staff include Bridlemile no longer being a split feeder program, overcrowding alleviated at many of the
Westside schools, and Skyline students potentially moved to George MS in North Portland if reconfigured into a K-
5.

• PPS Staff asked DBRAC to comment on if these proposals meet the values adopted by DBRAC for the enrollment
balancing process better than the original Scenarios I and II, and if they would recommend gathering community
input on this scenario or making additional modifications to this proposal before taking it to a public hearing.
Responses from DBRAC members are summarized and attached to these minutes.

• K-8 RECONFIGURATION: Ms. Singer provided DBRAC materials and a presentation which explained the limitations
of PPS facilities in their ability to hold successful K-8 configured schools, noting that PPS didn’t own a single
building with enough capacity to host a three-section K-8 configured school with a high poverty population, and
that Skyline, Creston, Bridger, Astor, Marysville, Sunnyside and Vestal did not have sufficient space to house a high
poverty demographic with two sections per grade. A summary of committee member discussion on K-8
reconfiguration is attached to these minutes
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o Model B: K-5s + Middle Schools
o K-8 Right Sizing Analysis MAP
o K-8 Right Sizing Analysis
o K-8 Priorities Worksheet Results

• EASTSIDE MIDDLE SCHOOL MODELLING: Ms. Judy Brennan continued the presentation by providing a new analysis
of potential middle school sites and a comparison of four analyses conducted to date.  She noted that PPS
attempted to model each Middle School to have a minimum of 450 students, but provided models with schools
below that threshold upon the request of DBRAC to at least consider ways to configure schools that could grow
into the proper size over time and to encourage the existence of more middle schools. See discussion summary
attached to these minutes.

• SUBCOMMITTEE DELIBERATION: Subcommittees adjourned to separate room to draft recommendation language
based on input received from the full committee.  The committee reconvened to share results of their work.
Summaries are attached to these minutes.  Testimony was allowed for a representative of Skyline School, as no
one from that school was called on for public comment at the start of the meeting.

• More detailed notes
• Issue Paper: Focus Options and Under enrollment at Neighborhood Schools
• Public Comment
• Quadrant Key Performance Indicators. For each quadrant and every school, a summary of the current state of

enrollment/school programs as well as a side by side comparison of key performance indicators by scenario.
Updated with 2015-16 enrollment data and updated preliminary forecasts based on 2015 enrollment.

January 14, 2016: DBRAC Meeting 
• Jon Isaacs provided details about a newly announced community engagement meeting at Wilson High School on

January 19, and the continued plans for the Superintendent making a recommendation to PPS Board by end of
February.

• Chair Trombley led DBRAC members through a discussion of draft recommendation document.  Subcommittees
held small group discussions for each section of the document, and then reported back to the whole group.

o Summary of member comments and results of subcommittee discussions
• Ms. Sarah Singer Executive Director for System Planning and Performance provided updated enrollment forecast

data for high schools.  Emphasis was given to Lincoln and Wilson high schools which would be impacted by
proposed Westside changes.  Committee members expressed concern that the most recent proposal does not
provide adequate relief for Lincoln HS and asked for more information about the potential modernization of that
campus.

• Public comment
• West side enrollment balancing, additional options

January 19, 2016: DBRAC meeting at Wilson High School 
• Jon Isaacs welcomed the large audience to the high school and introduced Wilson HS Principal Brian Chatard,

Hayhurst Principal Deanne Froehlich, DBRAC members in attendance, PPS Board Members, and PPS
Superintendent Carole Smith.

• PPS Staff showed the “Growing Greater Schools” video that explained why PPS was conducting this enrollment
balancing process.

• Mr. Isaacs explained the current stage of the District’s redistricting process, noting that proposed changes to the
Westside schools stemmed from PPS’ attempts to address overcrowding at Chapman, Hayhurst/Odyssey, and
Lincoln.

• He introduced PPS staffer Ms. Sarah Singer, who explained how the district used the feedback received from the
community at 17 public hearings in regard to Scenarios I and II this past fall to draw these new boundaries to
better reflect the needs and desires of the PPS community. She also noted that in December, PPS received new
data that included 2015 enrollment numbers, which forecast even more crowding at Westside schools, including
Chapman and Capitol Hill.
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• Judy Brennan acknowledged that community feedback in opposition to the split-feeder pattern proposed at
Bridlemile helped inform PPS’ current proposal. The proposal involves shifting boundaries to Chapman, Ainsworth,
Rieke, Hayhurst, Maplewood, Jackson, Capitol Hill and Stevenson to address overcrowding and under enrollment
concerns. She noted that while these changes don’t fully address all of the problems, the forthcoming PPS Bond
Measure represents an opportunity to build additional capacity at Lincoln. She continued that DBRAC asked to
study ways to implement their adopted values into these new proposals, which included moving the Spanish
Immersion program at Atkinson to East Sylvan and shifting Bridlemile to feed into Gray and Wilson, as well as
potentially relocated MLC. She concluded by acknowledging that PPS Policy states that boundary changes would
be implemented to incoming students only and that existing students would be “grandfathered” into continuing
into their existing feeder patterns, although the PPS School Board has the legal authority to change that policy if it
deems it necessary to expedite the balancing process.

• Ms. Brennan noted that information about the DBRAC process and documents provided at meetings are available
on PPS’ website (http://www.pps.k12.or.us/departments/enrollmenttransfer/9522.htm).

• Public comment (15 pages)

January 20, 2106: DBRAC Meeting 
• WESTSIDE COMMUNUITY FORUM: DBRAC members provided a summary of the Westside Community forum on

proposed changes to schools in Southwest and Northwest Portland. Members in attendance acknowledged
concerns voiced by community members about the impact these changes would have on transportation patterns,
walkable communities, and the “domino” effect that changes to Chapman would have on Bridlemile, Ainsworth,
Rieke and Capitol Hill.  DBRAC members also acknowledged the tensions from the Ainsworth community as some
parents expressed a desire to move the Spanish Immersion program to East Sylvan, while many others urged the
district to keep the program for its importance to Ainsworth’s low-income communities, the difficulties of
transporting children to East Sylvan, and the duration of the program. DBRAC members discussed the importance
of ensuring whatever factors weigh into the committee’s decision to make a recommendation regarding the
Immersion Program be applied equally to other Immersion Programs across the district. Finally, DBRAC members
reaffirmed the strong encouragement from community members that PPS continue the “grandfathering” practice.

• DATA PRESENTATION: Ms. Sarah Singer gave a PowerPoint presentation that highlighted the recent data studies
that PPS staff had undertaken in response to committee requests to address Chapman’s overcrowding while
impacting fewer students in SW Portland. She noted that PPS staff studied moving Ainsworth’s Spanish Immersion
program to East Sylvan, moving high schools’ students in the Bridlemile attendance area to Wilson HS, and
addressing Hayhurst’s overcrowding by moving Odyssey to either Jackson or Smith.  She invited Tony Magliano, D-
BRAC member and PPS Chief Operating Officer, to explain the facilities constraints related to potential program
relocations.

• DRAFT RECOMMENDATIONS DISCUSSION: DBRAC members discussed at length their desired modifications to the
latest draft of recommendations to PPS Superintendent Carole Smith.

o Summary of DBRAC draft recommendation member comments
• Public comment

Jan. 25 & 26: Work sessions. Media permitted in the room. No public comment. Live simulcast in Windows Cafeteria, 2nd 
floor. Videotaped version online (no notes or materials presented available online)   

January 28, 2016: DBRAC Meeting 
• West Side Boundary Proposal: 2b
• Vote tallies: Each DBRAC member voted on each of three statements in the three areas (K-8, Middle Schools and

West Side) on which it is making recommendations

Feb. 9, 2016: DBRAC presents report to Superintendent Carole Smith: Recommendations on Balancing Enrollment  in 
Portland Public Schools 
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March 9, 2016: Superintendent presented a draft of proposed changes to current recommendations to DBRAC – no notes, 
materials or video, but according to agenda:  

• Formal presentation of Superintendent Draft Enrollment Balancing Scenario #1
• DBRAC questions: inquiry and further clarification for committee where needed
• DBRAC small groups of 4-5, apply values framework and equity lens to Superintendent Scenario #1
• Small group report out

March 29, 2016: School Board Meeting 
• March 3, 2016 Memo from Judy to Board, “Update on impact of 2015 enrollment and transfer policy revisions”
• June 10, 2015 Memo from Judy to Board, “Preliminary impact of 2015 enrollment and transfer policy revisions”

(not previously provided)
• Superintendent Recommendations presentation

March 31, 2016: DBRAC Debrief, Work Session, no public comment 
• Committee de-brief of DBRAC process to date (includes “next steps” which starts roughly at 1:07:00 of video)
• Review and respond to first draft of 2017 enrollment balancing decisions (this was on the agenda, but no materials

given – it might be after “next steps” in video but didn’t watch the entire video to know when they might have
transitioned)

April 12, 2016: School Board Meeting (not specifically related to DBRAC but thought it relevant) 
• RESOLUTION No. 5253 Attendance Area Changes for Lincoln and Wilson Cluster Schools

o Public Comment
o The Superintendent RECOMMENDED adoption
o Director Knowles moved and Director Anthony seconded the motion to adopt

 Director Kohnstamm moved and Director Anthony seconded the motion to postpone Resolution
5253 until the Board’s April 19, 2016 meeting. Director Kohnstamm requested the following
information prior to the April 19th Board meeting:

1. would like to keep the geographic boundaries for Bridlemile the same as they are
currently described in the proposal with the possible exception of a small area to the
west of Scholls Ferry Road that is to the south of Scholls Ferry Court, to look at what it
would mean to include all students that are west of Scholls Ferry Road

2. staff return to the Board with a proposal to keep geographic boundaries intact and
current directive to send all the rest of the students to Gray and Wilson

3. shift the Maplewood students from Gray to Jackson as was recommended in the first
iteration of the boundary plans

4. staff to return to the Board with information regarding the perspective impact on
Lincoln if the small group of West Sylvan sixth and seventh graders from Bridlemile who
are north of Patton or west of Scholls Ferry Road area were allowed to stay in West
Sylvan and articulate to Lincoln

5. staff provide an analysis of dual assignment, knowing this could cause transportation
issues.

 The motion was put to a voice vote and passed unanimously (yes-7, no-0), with Student
Representative Davidson voting yes, unofficial.

April 19: School Board Meeting (not specifically related to DBRAC but thought it relevant) 
• PPT “Enrollment Balancing Scenario Requests: PPS Board of Directors”
• Director Kohnstamm’s Scenario: Custer Park Modification
• Public Comment
• RESOLUTION No. 5256 REVISED Attendance Area Changes for Lincoln and Wilson Cluster Schools

o The Superintendent RECOMMENDED adoption
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o Director Kohnstamm moved and Director Knowles seconded the motion to adopt Resolution 5256. The
motion was put to a voice vote and passed by a vote of 5-2 (yes-5, no-2 [Rosen, Buel]), with Student
Representative Davidson voting yes, unofficial.

 Director Kohnstamm moved and Director Anthony seconded the motion to amend Resolution
5256 by adding language “a, b, c, d, and e” under Recital 10; adding a new Recital 11; adding an
additional sentence to recital 12.b.iii and a new 12.b.iv. The motion was put to a voice vote and
passed by a vote of 5-2 (yes-5, no-2 [Rosen, Buel]), with Student Representative Davidson voting
yes, unofficial.

 Director Rosen moved and Director Buel seconded the motion to amend resolution 5256 by
adding language and details to amended Resolution 5256 Recital 9a: “This relocation will only
occur for the 2016-17 school year. If the District is unable to relieve overpopulation enough to
restore the kindergarten class within Chapman, the District will provide adequate additional
infrastructure to the campus that will provide space for the kindergarten class and additional
needed common space, such as an additional, temporary, external gym, or other structures
deemed necessary.” The motion as put to a voice vote and failed by a vote of 2-5 (yes-2, no-5
[Anthony, Esparza Brown, Knowles, Koehler, Kohnstamm]), with Student Representative
Davidson voting yes, unofficial.

 Director Buel moved to amend Director Rosen’s amendment by striking language up to
“Chapman” and at the beginning of the last sentence, add that “the District will provide
kindergarten classes at Chapman beginning with the coming school year.” Receiving no second,
the motion failed

• Amended Resolution No 5256 (posted in Meeting Materials for 5/17 Board Meeting) once changes were made,
changed No to 5266 

April 26, 2016: “New DBRAC” Meeting – Orientation and discussion of scope of work 
• Presentation used throughout meeting
• Superintendent Smith opened the meeting by sharing a new charge with the committee as well as staff and

committee member updates. The committee’s charge is to:
o Work with staff and community members to develop a detailed enrollment balancing scenario for 2017

implementation.
 Use the guidelines provided in March 2016 as the starting point for a detailed scenario
 Assess the scenario based on the enrollment balancing values framework

o Provide an initial report to the Superintendent in June 2016, and a final report in November 2016
• New committee:

o Tony Magliano, PPS Chief Operating Officer, is now the executive sponsor for DBRAC work
o Hector Roche will be the committee’s facilitator through June
o Erin Barnett, Kimm Fox-Middleton, Courtney Westling = Community Involvement and Special Affairs

(CIPA) Team
o Pamela Kislak has agreed to serve as co-chair with Jason Trombley
o Two new student representatives (Aliemah Bradley, Katie Davidson) have joined the committee
o While other seats remain vacant

• How we got here, what’s happening now:
o Sarah Singer, Senior Director for System Planning and Performance, gave an overview of the recent

enrollment balancing process and decisions, as well as the ongoing educational options review.
o Mr. Magliano provided an update on enrollment balancing implementation decisions to date
o Assistant Superintendent Antonio Lopez shared information about planning for middle schools that will be

coming on line between 2016 and 2019
• Direction we’re heading and work it will take to get where we are charged with:

o Enrollment Director Judy Brennan briefing the committee on starting points for the next set of enrollment
balancing scenarios to support middle schools opening in 2016 and 2017

o Kimm Fox-Middleton and Erin Barnett from CIPA described plans for community workshops to collect
feedback and other forms of communication support for D-BRAC

April 7, 2020



 Page 18 

• Committee members broke into small groups to discuss the information shared with them.  Committee members
provided feedback to staff on materials for upcoming community workshops.

• 2017 Enrollment Balancing: Starting Point
o MAP
o Charts

May 19, 2016: DBRAC Meeting 
• Co-Chair Jason Trombley shared a workplan showing desired outcomes of DBRAC meetings through June 16th.  He

stated that the first step in this phase of work is to listen to communities in order to understand the complexities
at schools, what works and what doesn’t.  DBRAC will use that feedback to guide staff and review new scenarios
before working on the June deliverable.

• Ms. Kislak provided a summary of the “Common Themes” document compiled from community workshops held to
date.  Additional feedback was offered by members who attended the May 18th meeting hosted by Latino
Network:

o Rigler families have endured repeated disruption
o Families said programs in school were more important than street-level concerns.  They would take

responsibility for getting students safely to school but wanted schools to have what their children would
need when they arrived.

o Concern that Beaumont would be overcrowded in the future which would require more change.
• Committee members broke into small group discussion by zones, which led to the following priorities for further

modeling:
o Zone A (Ockley Green feeder schools)

 Can we make all K-5s have 450 students, and keep Ockley Green at 600?
 Move or grow immersion to help stabilize enrollment at other schools Could ACCESS move to

Applegate (Staff response: No, Applegate does not have enough classrooms)
 Use lines for new boundaries drawn at Jefferson community meeting

o Zone B (Tubman MS & feeder schools)
 Concerned about under enrollment at Irvington.
 Mosel Irvington as a K-8 or ad boundary area from Buckman, Beverly Cleary and/or Chapman

o Zone C (Roseway Heights and Beaumont middle schools and feeder schools)
 Adjust boundaries south to improve socio-economic diversity Vernon capture rate is low, may

result in undercounting impact of boundary change.
 Increase capture rate if Vernon goes to Beaumont.

• Sarah Singer and Judy Brennan shared suggested themes for new scenarios for DBRAC input.  One theme was
modeling more K-5 schools with enrollment above two-sections per grade level.  An aggressive scenario would
have all K-5 schools with enrollment at or above three-sections per grade level.  Committee members clarified that
no current neighborhood schools should be closed in this scenario, and that any co-located
neighborhood/immersion schools had to have at least two-sections per grade level in each program.  Staff
explained that such a scenario would likely produce more split feeder patterns and that more students would have
to travel to further schools.

• An alternative, or moderate, scenario would have some K-5 schools with two sections per grade level instead of
three.  DBRAC members indicated equal interest in both versions, so staff agreed to model both ways of
addressing potential under enrollment at K-5 schools.

o Staff provided two additional modeling themes:
 One focused on changing all Dual Language Immersion (DLI) programs to either balanced co-

located models, with at least two-sections of each program at every grade level, or standalone
programs separate from neighborhood schools.

 The other would be focused on boundary and program changes designed to bring poverty rates
at schools closer together.

o After discussion, committee members showed preference for a DLI focused scenario.  Socio-economic
status and proportions of historically underserved students will continue to be key performance
indicators for these scenarios.
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• Staff will work to model the committee’s requests in time for the next DBRAC meeting, June 2, 2016.

June 4, 2016: DBRAC Meeting 
• Pamela Kislak shared a draft outline of the committee’s deliverable for comment
• Committee members discussed feedback from community workshops

o Common Themes from Community Workshops
• Sarah Singer and Zach Worthen gave presentations on the program differences between two-section and three-

section K-5 & K-8 schools and an initial analysis regarding the feasibility of all K-5 schools having three-sections-
per-grade-level enrollment, followed by a clarifying question and answer period.  The analysis showed that there
are not enough students who currently reside in North and Northeast Portland to achieve the goal of 450 students
in each K-5 school without change in PPS policies and proposed building usage (Rose City Park and Tubman would
not open, for example).  Additionally, some buildings are too small to hold 450 K-5 students.  Committee members’
comments included the following:

o Appreciation for the clear information that showed two-section K-5 schools offer the same core program
as three-section schools but noted that three-section schools may provide more enrichment options.

o Concerns that two-section schools do not have as much program stability or flexibility to respond to
enrollment or budgetary fluctuations as three-section schools.

o A discussion of capture rates and whether increased capture rates would achieve the goal of 450 students
across all K-5 schools.  Mr. Worthen noted that capture rates would have to increase on average by more
than 20 percentage points to achieve the necessary enrollment level. It was also noted DBRAC wrote in
the values framework that PPS should suspend the

o Questioned whether the goal of 450 students would be achievable with enrollment growth.  Staff
responded that the rate of growth at lower grades is not significant across this region, so it would be years
before growth would generate sufficient enrollment.

• Michael Bacon, Assistant Director of Dual Language Immersion programs, provided information about DLI
expansion and guidance on configurations.  Judy Brennan and Melissa Niiya shared several options for
reconfiguring dual language programs to meet the DBRAC goal of all programs being either balanced with
neighborhood programs or stand-alone programs.

o Home language by attendance area
o Population Density for Students Speaking Chinese, Spanish, Vietnamese

• After clarifying questions were answered, the committee broke into small groups for discussion of the information
received and the potential impact on students.  Groups were organized around three immersion school issues and
were asked to consider impact on other K-5 schools in the area, as well.  Copies of the racial equity lens were
provided for committee use.

o The first group, focused on potential locations for Vietnamese Immersion, reported that they felt an ideal
arrangement would be to shift Russian Immersion to a different district, since most enrolled students are
not PPS residents, to move Spanish Immersion from Lent to Kelly and to place Vietnamese Immersion at
Lent.  The group felt the best option that keeps Vietnamese Immersion in Madison cluster is to co-locate
the program at Lee.  Modular classrooms may be needed in the future.  One committee member asked
that Harrison Park be considered as a site for Vietnamese Immersion as well.

o The group focused on Spanish Immersion at Rigler and Scott schools stated that they had looked at all the
options presented, but felt that a new option should be considered:  Both schools should convert to stand-
alone Spanish Immersion schools, and students from the neighborhood who are seeking English only
programs would be assigned to other nearby schools, which could boost enrollment at Faubion, Vernon or
Rose City Park.  The group acknowledged that the families who would experience change have endured
many other changes in recent years.

o The third group focused on Spanish Immersion DLI at Beach.  This group felt that the option to move
Spanish Immersion to Chief Joseph held an advantage because more nearby neighborhood schools could
grow to three sections per grade level and there would be less likelihood of overcrowding at Chief Joseph.
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The group also stated an understanding that the Chief Josep/Ockley Green community has experienced 
significant change in past years.  

 This group also supported the idea of the King neighborhood growing to have two neighborhood
sections which would balance with two Chinese Immersion sections at each grade level.  They
suggested that PPS move toward having more three-section K-5 schools by starting where there
are high concentrations of historically underserved students and move out to other schools next.

June 9, 2016: DBRAC Meeting 
• “Working session on draft guidance for Superintendent”

o Draft outline provided at June 4th meeting (first bullet)
o Video

June 16, 2016: Last Meeting/Notes in the DBRAC archive 
• No notes online (just video) but only thing on agenda was “Working session on draft report to Superintendent:

o Main issues to be included in report to the Superintendent
o Directions to staff for additional modeling
o Suggestions for fall process and timeline”

• 17-page DBRAC memo to Superintendent – this is the one listed in meeting notes on website (v2 – 6/16/16)
• DBRAC memo to Superintendent v4 – newer version of the above memo (v4 – 6/24/16)

September 6, 2016: Introduction of Interim Superintendent Bob McKean at Board meeting 

September 6, 2016: School Board Meeting  
• Sept 15 Memo “Update on Fall Balancing”

October 10, 2016: School Board Meeting 
• Agenda item: “Work Session: DISTRICT-WIDE BOUNDARY REVIEW 2016-17” – no materials or notes provided
• Oct 7 Memo from Interim Superintendent Bob McKean to Board, “Implementation Options for Enrollment

Balancing and Middle Grade Program Improvement 2017-18 School Year”

December 13, 2016: School Board Meeting 
• Dec 9, 2016 Memo from Judy to Board, “Update on DBRAC”
• Update on DBRAC Process to PPS School Board presentation

Feb 6, 2017: School Board Meeting 
• Jan 31, 2017 Memo to Board, “Boundary change recommendation for Chief Joseph and Peninsula Elementary

Schools”
• Chief Joseph-Peninsula Boundary Change Recommendation presentation

Feb 13, 2017: School Board Meeting 
• RESOLUTION No. 5389, “Boundary Change between Chief Joseph and Peninsula Elementary Schools”

o The Interim Superintendent RECOMMENDED adoption
o Director Knowles moved and Director Kohnstamm seconded the motion to adopt Resolution 5389. The

motion was put to a voice vote and passed unanimously (7-yes, 0-no), with Student Representative
Bradley abstaining.

April 19, 2017: School Board Meeting – information about Middle School Implementation (conversation started due to 
DBRAC recommending a system-wide shift to a mostly K-5 and middle school structure) 

• Memo from Interim Superintendent Bob McKean to Board re: Middle School Plan
• PPS Middle Grades Framework DRAFT
• Middle School Planning & Implementation PPT
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• Resolution No. 5451: Resolution to Adopt the Middle Grades Framework
o Director Anthony moved and Director Knowles seconded the motion to adopt Resolution 5451.  The

motion was put to a voice vote and passed by a vote of 4-1 (4-yes, 1-no [Rosen]), with Directors Esparza
Brown and Koehler absent, and Student Representative Bradley voting yes, unofficial.

 Director Knowles moved and Director Buel seconded the motion to amend Resolution 5451 by
adding the following language to Resolution 3: “…. working draft of the Middle Grades 
Framework and following completion of that Framework, to open Roseway Heights and ……”.  
The motion was put to a voice vote and passed unanimously (5-0).   

 Revised version is what the link is above
• Public comment regarding Middle School Implementation:

o Chris Riser: urged the Board to vote no on the Middle School Framework as it was a rotten process. If the
Board votes yes, they would be approving the systemic process of the District.  The community has not
been heard.  Tubman and Roseway Heights will be no different than what currently exists.  PPS has a
problem with process.

o Bryan Chu:  the absence of transparency creates a hostile atmosphere.  A white woman who has done
harm to communities of color has been selected to produce a middle school framework.  The plan is a
catch-all of acronyms.  The framework should not be approved.

o Gabrielle Mercedes Bolivar: the process has not been transparent, there is no accountability, and the
framework contains no stakeholder input.  Every day we continue to fail our students and every day we
lose kids out of PPS.  She had asked all year to include the community.  The proposed framework was
nothing, just a group of buzz words.  She asked the Board to not approve the resolution.

June 19, 2017: DBRAC Response to Informational Summary (pulled from report prepared by Jason Trombley January 8, 
2019, for Portland Public Schools) 
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