
 
 
 
 
 
 

BOARD OF EDUCATION  Windows Cafeteria 
Portland Public Schools Blanchard Education Service Center 
Study Session 501 North Dixon Street 
October 17, 2011 Portland, Oregon 97227 
 
  Note: Those wishing to speak before the School Board should sign the citizen comment sheet prior to the start of 
the regular meeting.  No additional speakers will be accepted after the sign-in sheet is removed, but citizens are 
welcome to sign up for the next meeting.  While the School Board wants to hear from the public, comments must 
be limited to three minutes.  All citizens must abide by the Board’s Rules of Conduct for Board meetings. 

 
 Citizen comment related to an action item on the agenda will be heard immediately following staff presentation on 

that issue.  Citizen comment on all other matters will be heard during the “Remaining Citizen Comment” time. 
 

This meeting may be taped and televised by the media. 
 

   

STUDY SESSION AGENDA 
  

1. CITIZEN COMMENT       5:00 pm 

 

2. SUPERINTENDENT OVERVIEW     5:20 pm 

 

3. ENROLLMENT BALANCING UPDATE     5:25 pm 
 

4. DINNER BREAK       6:10 pm 
 
 
5. FINANCE AND OPERATIONS TOPICS     6:30 pm 

 Marysville School Options 
 2011-2012 Draft Budget Process 
 Youth Pass Transit Option 

 
 
6. BUSINESS AGENDA       8:10 pm 

 
7. BOARD CONVENES AS BUDGET COMMITTEE   8:15 pm 

 Amendments to 2011-2012 Budget 
 

8. UPCOMING AGENDA REVIEW      8:30 pm 

 
9. ADJOURN                                                                                                   8:45 pm       

 
The next Regular Meeting of the Board will be held on October 24, 
2011, at 5:00 pm in the Board Auditorium at the Blanchard Education 
Service Center. 
 

NOTE:  The Board’s agendas are focused on the five strategic operatives of the 
District as found in the 2005-2010 Strategic Plan:  Excellence in Teaching and 
Learning; Excellence in Operations and Services; Strong Partnerships with 
Families and Community; Leadership for Results; and Continuous Learning Ethic. 

 



   

Portland Public Schools Nondiscrimination Statement 

Portland Public Schools recognizes the diversity and worth of all individuals and groups and their 
roles in society.  All individuals and groups shall be treated with fairness in all activities, programs 
and operations, without regard to age, color, creed, disability, marital status, national origin, race, 
religion, sex, or sexual orientation.  
Board of Education Policy 1.80.020-P 
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MEMO 

From:    Judy Brennan, Enrollment Planning Director 

To:    Carole Smith, Superintendent 

Date:    October 11, 2011     

RE:    2011‐12 Enrollment Balancing Priorities   

Since mid‐September, staff has been gathering preliminary enrollment information and assessing 
program size and utilization across all elementary, middle and K‐8 schools.  This memo describes the 
priorities for enrollment change that have emerged from this assessment.  Official enrollment count 
data will be available later in October, but are not expected to bring any significant changes to the 
priorities listed below. 

PRELIMINARY ENROLLMENT ASSESSMENT RESULTS 

The attached table shows preliminary enrollment for all elementary, middle and K‐8 schools.  Schools 
that are significantly smaller or larger than enrollment and utilization targets are highlighted on the 
chart.  Seven schools have enrollment that is at least 150 students below program targets (highlighted in 
yellow), while 16 schools are over 100% utilization (blue highlight), meaning that there are not enough 
regular classrooms available for their teaching staff.  Preliminary utilization is based on teacher data 
recorded through the end of September, and does not include changes due to fall balancing. 

With 33% of all elementary, middle and K‐8 schools experiencing under/over‐enrollment, prioritization 
for actions is a critical step in this process.  Over the past two weeks, regional administrators, principals 
and, in some cases, teachers and parents have been consulted to match up data with real‐world 
experience.  These discussions have allowed for a broader understanding of the degree of enrollment 
challenges different schools are facing.  As a result, we have prioritized the over/under‐enrolled schools 
into the following categories.  Schools in the first categories will move through the process this year, 
with Board decisions expected by February and implementation beginning in September 2012.  Schools 
in the next category will likely have longer timelines for decisions and actions.   
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ENROLLMENT BALANCING PRIORITIES 

PRIORITY ONE:  Enrollment changes scheduled to take effect in September 2012 

Group A:  Complete enrollment change processes begun in 2010‐11 school year 

Last year, enrollment balancing processes began in the Grant and Madison clusters.  Immediate changes 

to address serious overcrowding were implemented this September, with Rigler 7th & 8th grade students 

transferred to Vernon and Alameda students given priority to transfer to Sabin.  Preliminary assessment 

shows that permanent changes are still needed to improve enrollment conditions across schools in the 

these clusters.   

Enrollment balancing will restart immediately in these sets of schools, and informational meetings have 
been scheduled at Alameda, Sabin, Beaumont, Rigler, Scott and Vernon.  Other adjacent schools are 
potentially impacted by changes, as well, and additional outreach will be planned for more schools as 
needed.  Two sample of tools that support this process are included with this memo: a draft stakeholder 
participation plan and enrollment data pack. 

Group B:  Address Sabin and Skyline enrollment guarantees 

In 2006, as part of the K‐8 conversion, students at Sabin K‐8 school were provided a guaranteed transfer, 
with transportation, to Beaumont Middle School, while Skyline K‐8 students received the same 
guarantee to East/West Sylvan Middle School.  Both guarantees were to be in place for five years, with a 
decision due this year whether to continue the option.  Skyline is one of the smallest K‐8 schools in PPS, 
with 277 students.  Sabin, as noted above, is small but growing, and will be a part of the Grant cluster 
process this year.  Both schools would benefit from more stable enrollment in their middle grades 
program. 

Discussions will be held at both schools this fall, and fiscal and academic impacts of the guarantee will 
be analyzed .  A staff recommendation for your review is expected in December. 

 

PRIORITY TWO:  Enrollment changes likely to take effect in September 2013 

Group A:  Jefferson Cluster enrollment discussion 

Several Jefferson cluster schools continue to experience very low enrollment, including Humboldt PK‐8 
(220 students), King PK‐8 (292 students) and Ockley Green K‐8 (270 students).  Other schools in the 
cluster are near capacity limits, including Faubion PK‐8 (99% of classrooms used), Chief Joseph K‐5 (95% 
classrooms used) and Woodlawn PK‐8 (93% classrooms used).  Because of the complexity of these 
interrelated issues and the unique opportunities that exist in this set of schools, we propose conducting 
a balancing enrollment process across the full cluster.   

Stakeholder participation will begin this school year, and will likely continue into 2012‐13, with regular 
updates provided to the School Board along the way.  Implementation is not expected before the 2013‐
14 school year.  
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Group B:  Further assessment of relief options for overcrowded schools 

Pockets of high growth are occurring across the district, with 30% of all elementary, middle and K‐8 
schools adding at least one classroom full of additional students this year.  Higher enrollment was 
predicted at many of these schools.  But is some places, growth is greater than anticipated or has 
resulted in overcrowding.  In addition to the enrollment challenges noted above, high growth and lack of 
classroom space exists in every quadrant of the district:  Southeast (Harrison Park, Lent, Kelly and 
Llewellyn), Northeast (Beverly Clearly, Laurelhurst, Scott), North (Astor); Northwest (Chapman) and 
Southwest (Rieke).  Each of these schools will be reviewed in depth this year to identify any program 
changes or minor facility changes that will bring some relief.  If needed, major adjustments, such as 
boundary change and grade reconfiguration will also be considered, however, implementation is not 
likely prior to the 2013‐14 school year. 

Group C:  identify strategies to increase enrollment at small middle schools 

Three middle schools, George (357 students), Gray (422 students) and Lane (443 students) have 
preliminary enrollment more than 150 students below the 600 student target.  A team of regional 
administrators, school staff and community members will begin meeting this year to identify the most 
appropriate strategies to increase enrollment at these schools, with recommendations for you to 
consider likely in the 2012‐13 school year. 

 

ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS 

There are a few schools that are highlighted on the chart due to over‐enrollment, but are not addressed 
in the priorities above.  Based on feedback from regional and school administrators, we see these 
schools as full but stable, and functioning well, despite space limitations.  We will monitor these schools, 
and elevate their priority status if conditions worsen next year. 

Two programs, ACCESS Academy and the Harriet Tubman Leadership Academy for Young Women, will 
also be under review for change this school year.  However, because each program has a unique 
academic program and configuration, the process for determining future growth targets, grade 
configuration and facility requirements will be separate from the enrollment balancing priorities 
identified here. 

 

VIEWING ENROLLMENT BALANCING THROUGH AN EQUITY LENS 

The enrollment balancing initiative is launching concurrently with the District’s new Racial Equity policy , 
and the creation of an Equity department.  This presents an ideal opportunity to review enrollment 
balancing assumptions and strategies through an equity lens, and to modify practices to increase 
equitable outcomes for students of color.  Here are a few early reflections on the link between 
enrollment balancing and equity: 

 Because school boundaries have existed for many decades, they often represent historically 
classist and racist housing patterns.  Redrawing boundary lines can provide an opportunity to 
improve the baseline diversity at schools.  At the same time, the change process will be very 
emotional for parents and community members, and delving into the historical identities of 
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neighborhoods will compound the sensitivity and complexity of any boundary change 
discussion.  Our change process must allow time for this exploration.  To the degree allowed by 
district policy, potential racial impact will be described in all boundary change proposals. 

 Many of the schools listed as priorities educate high populations of students of color.  A lack of 
access to rigorous programs and lack of space for effective teaching and learning are particularly 
harmful in these schools.  However, the pace of the change process must be considerate of all 
the stakeholder groups involved, and, thus, may take longer than a single school year to plan 
and implement respectfully and effectively.  As such, supplemental staff allocations and other 
above‐formula expenditures may be required at some schools even while enrollment balancing 
efforts are underway.   



Attachments 

• Preliminary 2011 enrollment for elementary, middle and K‐8 schools 

• Preliminary enrollment chart—elementary schools 

• Preliminary enrollment chart—middle schools 

• Preliminary enrollment chart—K‐8 schools 

• Sample stakeholder participation process 

• Sample data pack for a school under consideration for enrollment change 

o Historic and projected school and neighborhood enrollment 

o Capacity information (under development) 

o Notes space for unique program/enrollment details 

o Neighborhood and school attendance details 

o Maps showing students residing in attendance areas (2010 data shown) 

Data pack note: 

Future data packs will also include: 

‐State report card 

‐School floor plan 

Data packs will be posted on enrollment balancing webpage and available at all community input 

meetings.  Text will be in English, with interpretation available in other languages. 



Enrollment Data Analysis Preliminary 2011 Grades PK-8                                        DRAFT FOR DISCUSSION

Cluster School
Grade 
Structure

Class- 
rooms

School 
Enroll

Utili- 
zation

School 
Enroll

Utili- 
zation

Capture 
Rate

Enroll 
change Notes, Priority options

Cleveland Abernethy K-5 21 455 93% 421 88% 68% 34
Cleveland Buckman K-5 29 490 84% 497 84% 87% -7
Cleveland Duniway K-5 25 425 81% 442 79% 86% -17
Cleveland Grout K-5 27 359 77% 361 76% 58% -2
Cleveland Hosford 6-8 34 534 82% 548 86% 55% -14
Cleveland Lewis K-5 19 363 111% 396 107% 70% -33 Full but stable; monitor 

Cleveland Llewellyn K-5 23 545 105% 485 90% 75% 60

High growth continues; program 
changes in 2011-12, possible 
boundary change in 2013-14

Cleveland Sellwood 6-8 33 488 62% 474 67% 75% 14
Cleveland Whitman K-5 25 360 70% 347 78% 72% 13
Cleveland Winterhaven K-8 16 347 87% 352 91% -5
Cleveland Woodstock K-5 26 491 88% 466 85% 59% 25
Franklin Arleta K-8 29 423 77% 428 79% 61% -5
Franklin Atkinson K-5 23 450 102% 484 101% 70% -34 Full but stable; monitor 

Franklin Bridger K-8 23 397 100% 365 106% 43% 32 Utilization change due to new staffing

Franklin Creston K-8 18 379 99% 345 104% 44% 34
Moved off priority list due to 
enrollment growth

Franklin Glencoe K-5 25 454 76% 480 100% 65% -26

Franklin Kelly K-5 27 570 111% 509 100% 78% 61

Growth in neighborhood and 
immersion; expand into annex, 
consider other options next year for 
implementation in 2013-14

Franklin Lane 6-8 38 440 58% 400 61% 67% 40 Middle school discussion next year 

Franklin Lent K-8 33 577 102% 561 112% 80% 16 Modulars in 2011; monitor enrollment

Franklin Marysville K-8 26 363 84% 404 93% 60% -41
Consider expanding boundary as part 
of rebuild, relief to Harrison Park

Franklin Mt.Tabor 6-8 32 593 82% 581 81% 63% 12

Franklin Richmond K-5 29 663 90% 612 90% 51
Growth expected; next year consider 
impact at Mt. Tabor MS

Franklin Sunnyside K-8 27 608 100% 580 99% 74% 28
Franklin Woodmere K-5 22 398 92% 393 97% 67% 5

Grant Alameda K-5 31 782 107% 774 103% 88% 8

Consider boundary change to 
adjacent schools; implement in 2012-
13

Grant Beaumont 6-8 36 482 59% 455 54% 63% 27 discussions
Grant Beverly Cleary K-8 33 674 83% 604 80% 63% 70 High growth; monitor
Grant da Vinci Arts 6-8 32 462 69% 464 70% -2

Grant Irvington K-8 29 485 81% 529 85% 70% -44
Possible inclusion in Alameda 
discussion

Grant Laurelhurst K-8 28 680 108% 704 106% 79% -24 Monitor enrollment

Grant Sabin PK-8 22 392 81% 362 60% 49% 30

Moved off priority list due to 
enrollment growth; ACCESS 
classrooms not counted; include in 
Alameda discussion; Address 
Beaumont guarantee for 
implmentation in 2012-13

School Information 2011 Prelim data 2010 Data

Blue highlight = enrollment above 100% utilization   Yellow highlight = enrollment below program target floor
Student Database Extract as of October 3, 2011



Enrollment Data Analysis Preliminary 2011 Grades PK-8                                        DRAFT FOR DISCUSSION

Cluster School
Grade 
Structure

Class- 
rooms

School 
Enroll

Utili- 
zation

School 
Enroll

Utili- 
zation

Capture 
Rate

Enroll 
change Notes, Priority options

School Information 2011 Prelim data 2010 Data

Jefferson Beach PK-8 34 582 79% 561 90% 50% 21
Jefferson Boise-Eliot PK-8 35 389 64% 390 71% 65% -1
Jefferson Chief Joseph K-5 19 485 95% 408 95% 54% 77
Jefferson Faubion PK-8 19 435 99% 401 116% 58% 34
Jefferson Humboldt PK-8 22 220 59% 230 82% 46% -10
Jefferson King PK-8 34 292 61% 288 62% 40% 4
Jefferson Ockley Green K-8 34 270 56% 310 59% 34% -40
Jefferson Vernon PK-8 30 504 82% 376 73% 41% 128
Jefferson Woodlawn PK-8 29 443 93% 478 98% 42% -35
Lincoln Ainsworth K-5 26 568 101% 551 105% 93% 17 Modulars in 2011; monitor enrollment
Lincoln Bridlemile K-5 25 470 81% 463 84% 89% 7
Lincoln Chapman K-5 26 563 98% 522 81% 81% 41 High growth; monitor
Lincoln Forest Park K-5 21 491 102% 507 99% -16 Full but stable; monitor 

Lincoln Skyline K-8 14 276 95% 281 107% 71% -5

Isolated; small but stable; Address W. 
Sylvan guarantee for implementation 
in 2012-13

Lincoln West Sylvan 6-8 55 848 64% 850 62% 82% -2

Madison Creative Science K-8 23 357 83% 305 79% 52
Moved off priority list due to 
enrollment growth

Madison Harrison Park K-8 38 753 112% 751 110% 72% 2

Consider program change in 2011-12, 
boundary change planning aligned 
with Marysville decisions for 
implementation in 2013-14

Madison Lee K-8 25 458 100% 457 107% 71% 1 Full but stable; monitor 

Madison Rigler K-8 28 528 107% 588 121% 64% -60

Grade change to Vernon in 2011; 
consider boundary change, grade 
reconfiguration for implementation in 
2012-13

Madison Roseway Heights K-8 41 589 69% 551 74% 65% 38
Possible inclusion in Alameda and/or 
Rigler discussion

Madison Scott K-8 26 522 124% 533 134% 65% -11

Smaller classes at lower grades; 
consider program changes; possible 
inclusion in Rigler discussion

Madison Vestal K-8 25 420 107% 451 106% 58% -31 Full but stable; monitor 
Roosevelt Astor K-8 22 492 111% 445 110% 64% 47 Full and growing; monitor
Roosevelt Cesar Chavez K-8 27 455 88% 477 98% 60% -22
Roosevelt George 6-8 27 360 79% 365 86% 49% -5 Middle school discussion next year 
Roosevelt James John K-5 26 402 90% 394 96% 61% 8
Roosevelt Peninsula K-8 28 358 76% 361 83% 56% -3
Roosevelt Rosa Parks K-5 25 407 88% 434 96% 68% -27
Roosevelt Sitton K-5 22 333 102% 307 97% 55% 26 Growth across 4 grades; monitor
Wilson Capitol Hill K-5 19 372 89% 351 92% 78% 21
Wilson Gray 6-8 28 422 72% 428 69% 72% -6 Middle school discussion next year 
Wilson Hayhurst K-8 22 422 84% 396 82% 72% 26
Wilson Jackson 6-8 38 540 68% 584 72% 89% -44
Wilson Maplewood K-5 16 335 98% 350 97% 78% -15
Wilson Markham K-5 24 384 86% 376 90% 67% 8
Wilson Rieke K-5 17 419 99% 356 99% 80% 63 High growth; monitor
Wilson Stephenson K-5 20 335 69% 324 73% 93% 11

Jefferson cluster:  Multiple, 
interrelated enrollment issues and 
opportunities; Planning to beginning in 
2011-12 with implementation of any 
changes likely to begin in 2013-14; 
Vernon grade increase from Rigler in 
2011, include in Rigler discussion

Blue highlight = enrollment above 100% utilization   Yellow highlight = enrollment below program target floor
Student Database Extract as of October 3, 2011
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Stakeholder Participation Process 

 

DRAFT – Version 2.3  4 of 8  DMM – 9/11 

Overview 
Department: Enrollment Balancing Project Lead: Judy Brennan 

Phone: ext 6‐3355  Email: jbrennan@pps.net 
 

Start of Project: Sept 2011  Proposed End: Feb 2012 

Purpose of the Process 
X  Are you initiating a process? 

 
  Are you responding to an issue?

 
Decision Making Model ‐ Who makes the final decision and how is it done (board resolution, superintendent decision, 
departmental decision, etc.)? 
Final decision made through Board Resolution, based on Superintendent recommendation, an outcome of staff 
proposals. 

 

What is the purpose of this process? Define problem and objectives.
Purpose of process is to inform stakeholders of the enrollment balancing process, and gain their input on the 
cause of over/underenrollment, and the benefits or challenges of options for change. 

What are the major phases/stages in this process (different phases/stages for different levels of participation)? How 
do we know that we are done? 
Phase I:  Initial exploration of problem statement and participation plan (small group of administrators, parents, 
staff) Complete when staff is ready to launch phase 2. 
Phase 2:  General discussion of problem statement, formation of options, and description of decision timeline and 
input opportunities (All stakeholders).  Complete when staff is ready to propose recommendation to 
Superintendent. 
Phase 3:  Gather responses to specific staff recommendation(s) (all stakeholders) Complete when staff 
recommendation goes to Superintendent. 
Phase 4:  Further opportunity for comment through Board decision process, notification of final Board decision (all 
stakeholders).  Complete when Board decision is complete and notice of decision has been provided. 
 
What is earliest you can involve the stakeholders? Can you test assumptions with stakeholders? Could you involve the 
stakeholders earlier? 
Initial involvement can begin as soon as the school is being considered for the enrollment balancing priority list.  
Involvement assumptions can be tested with a small, representative group.   
 

Is this process creating the type of change that stakeholders will believe they are losing something?  
Boundary change, reconfiguration and closure can be expected to feel like loss to parents, students, staff, partners 
and community members. 
Does the way in which stakeholders are involved acknowledge this loss and the corresponding grief? 
Increases in important in the latter process phases—particularly in cases of closure during the final phase. 
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Phase 1 
Purpose of the Phase/Stage

To use the expertise of the building administrators, key partners, and parent groups to help create the stakeholder 
engagement framework for the enrollment balancing for the Rigler School Community.  
 
* Last year decisions had to be made quickly to deal with Rigler’s capacity issues. Many parents and community 
members felt that the district was not responsive to the request to look at grade configuration and school 
boundaries.  The framework for this process has taken this into consideration. 

 

Decision Making Model – Who decides when this phase/stage is complete and how? 

Staff decides based on the degree in which all expected stakeholder groups have been consulted in the plan  
 

Desired Level of Participation from Stakeholders ( Select only one) 

Inform  Consult  Involve Collaborate 
 
X 

Empower

Promise to Stakeholders

Automatically self populate. Add additional information to address any potential barriers to participation for given 
stakeholders. 
We will look to you for advice and innovation in formulating solutions and incorporate your advice and 
recommendations into the decisions to the maximum extent possible. 

List Stakeholders  Strategies for 
Engagement 

Means of 
Communication 

Barriers to Engagement

1. Parent groups:  Immersion, 
Latino, Anglo 
2. Staff groups:  Immersion 
staff, principal and vice 
principal 
3. Partners:  SUN, Latino  

Network Weekly meetings 
until the Nov. 2 meeting 

Phone calls and 
emails 

Schedules and the deadline to 
get to the next phase 

Evaluation (summative and/or evaluative)
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Phase 2

Purpose of the Phase/Stage

 
 
Discussion of problem statement, formation of options, and description of decision timeline and input 
opportunities.  Concurrent process underway for all schools that may share a common problem or solution. 
 
 

Decision Making Model – Who decides when this phase/stage is complete and how? 

 
Staff decides based on the degree in which all expected stakeholder groups have provided input to the problem 
statement and formation of options  
 
 

Desired Level of Participation from Stakeholders ( Select only one) 

Inform  Consult  Involve
 
X 

Collaborate 
 
 

Empower

Promise to Stakeholders

Automatically self populate. Add additional information to address any potential barriers to participation for given 
stakeholders. 
We will work with you to ensure that your concerns and aspirations are directly reflected in the alternatives 
developed and provide feedback on how stakeholder input influenced the decision. 

List Stakeholders  Strategies for 
Engagement 

Means of 
Communication 

Barriers to Engagement

1. Parent groups:  Immersion, 
non‐immersion, K‐5, 6‐8, 
Latino, African, African‐
American, Anglo 
2. Staff groups:  Immersion, 
non‐immersion, support 
3. Partners:  SUN, IRCO, Latino 
Network 
4. Community groups:  Cully‐
Concordia Neighborhood 
Association, Hacienda CDC 

 

1. Meetings at school and 
at parent gathering places; 
small group discussion and 
feedback 
2. Small group feedback @ 
staff meeting 
3. May be covered in 1; 
direct call to partner 
director 
4.  Discussion, feedback @ 
scheduled meetings 

1. Written invites 
home w/students; 
phone calls home; 
word of mouth 
through parent 
leaders 
2.  Through 
principal 
3.  Through 
partner’s 
established 
channels 
4.  Same as 3 

‐Lack of bilingual staff
‐Mistrust of district intent 
‐Many groups to reach, few 
resources 
‐Most families won’t attend 
school meetings 
 

Evaluation (summative and/or evaluative)
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Phase 3

Purpose of the Phase/Stage

Gather responses to specific staff recommendation(s
 
 

Decision Making Model – Who decides when this phase/stage is complete and how? 

 
Staff decides based on the degree in which all expected stakeholder groups have been informed of staff 
recommendation(s) and feedback received  
 
 

Desired Level of Participation from Stakeholders ( Select only one) 

Inform  Consult 
 
X 

Involve Collaborate 
 
 

Empower

Promise to Stakeholders

Automatically self populate. Add additional information to address any potential barriers to participation for given 
stakeholders. 
We will keep you informed, listen to and acknowledge concerns and aspirations, and provide feedback on how 
stakeholder input influenced the decision. 

List Stakeholders  Strategies for 
Engagement 

Means of 
Communication 

Barriers to Engagement

1. Parent groups:  Immersion, 
non‐immersion, K‐5, 6‐8, 
Latino, African, African‐
American, Anglo 
2. Staff groups:  Immersion, 
non‐immersion, support 
3. Partners:  SUN, IRCO, Latino 
Network 
4. Community groups:  Cully‐
Concordia Neighborhood 
Association, Hacienda CDC 

 

1.  Meetings at school & at 
parent gathering places.  
Feedback sheets that can 
be returned to school 
2.  Staff meeting 
3 & 4:  Discussion/ 
feedback forms at 
scheduled partner/ 
community group events 

1.  In writing home 
w/students; phone 
autodialers; 
through lead 
parents 
2.  Through 
principal 
3.  In writing, 
through partner 
leads 

‐Lose interest after phase 2
‐Lack of bilingual staff 
‐Mistrust of district 
 

Evaluation (summative and/or evaluative)
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Phase 4

Purpose of the Phase/Stage

 
Further opportunity for comment through Board decision process, notification of final Board decision  
 
 

Decision Making Model – Who decides when this phase/stage is complete and how? 

Staff decides based on depth of change, Board direction and format of final notice
 
 

Desired Level of Participation from Stakeholders ( Select only one) 

Inform  Consult 
 
X 

Involve Collaborate 
 
 

Empower

Promise to Stakeholders

Automatically self populate. Add additional information to address any potential barriers to participation for given 
stakeholders. 
We will keep you informed, listen to and acknowledge concerns and aspirations, and provide feedback on how 
stakeholder input influenced the decision. 
 

List Stakeholders  Strategies for 
Engagement 

Means of 
Communication 

Barriers to Engagement

1. Parent groups:  Immersion, 
non‐immersion, K‐5, 6‐8, 
Latino, African, African‐
American, Anglo 
2. Staff groups:  Immersion, 
non‐immersion, support 
3. Partners:  SUN, IRCO, Latino 
Network 
4. Community groups:  Cully‐
Concordia Neighborhood 
Association, Hacienda CDC 

 

1.  Written information 
home w/students & in 
mail; auto‐dialers; 
meetings at school, 
through lead parents 
2.  Discussion @ staff 
meeting 
3 & 4:  Discussion at 
partner/group meetings, in 
writing 

1. Parent alerts; 
auto‐dialers; word‐
of‐mouth through 
lead parents 
2. Through 
principal 
3.  In writing, 
through directors 

1.  Lack of bilingual staff
2.  Process fatigue 
3.  Dissatisfaction with 
recommendation 

Evaluation (summative and/or evaluative)

 

 



Sample School (K-8) School Enrollment Facts

School Capacity & Utilization

School Enrollment Snapshot

2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17

Non-Residents 55 50 68 59

Residents 352 387 367 345

Total Enrollment 407 437 435 404

Percent Resident 86% 89% 84% 85%

Percent Non-Resident 14% 11% 16% 15%

Projection 398 449 441 404 392 388 390 403 409 416

352 387 367 345

55
50 68

59

This chart shows the 
number of students who 
attended a school over the 
past five years and 
whether they lived in or out 
of the school's 
neighborhood.  Grade 
level details are on the 
next page.

Projections updated 
annually by PSU 
Population Research 
Center.  Projections from 
each prior year shown for 
2007-2011.

Neighborhood Students and the Schools They Attend

2007-08

K-7

2008-09

K-8

2009-10

K-8

2010-11

K-8

2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17

Other 8 13 12 13

Special Program/Focus 44 46 58 58

Other Neighborhood School 110 133 137 157

Own Neighborhood School 352 387 367 345

Total Neighborhood 514 579 574 573

Projection 520 577 595 579 580 581 585 596 594 588

352 387 367 345

110
133 137 157

44
46 58 58

8
13 12 13

The number of public 
school students who lived 
in a school's neighborhood
over the past five years, 
and the type of school they 
attended are shown here.  
More attendance details 
are on page 3.

Current Data - eSIS
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2010-11 enrollment 404
Classrooms 2 4 7 6 1 1 1 0 1 1 24 0 1 2 1 1 1 1 Student capacity * 411
Teachers 3 5 7 4 19 0 Enrollment/Capacity 98%
Classrooms/grade level 24 24 24 24 * Source: 2007 Capacity Study

UNDER DEVELOPMENT
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Sample School (K-8) School Enrollment Facts

School Enrollment Details
Historic School Enrollment by Grade

School Demographics (Federal reporting categories shown, based on 2010 enrollment)

Neighborhood Enrollment Details
Neighborhood Demographics

Historic Neighborhood Enrollment by Grade

School Notes

K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total
2007 67 50 46 45 58 48 48 45 407
2008 45 60 45 47 60 53 51 36 40 437
2009 43 41 56 52 52 61 50 47 33 435
2010 43 46 36 52 55 40 49 47 36 404

Hispanic Not Hispanic Ethnicity and Special Programs

Any Race White Race

African 
American 

Race

Asian 
and/or 
Pacific 

Islander 
Race

Native 
American / 

Alaskan 
Native 
Race

Multiple 
Races Sum of o

Special 
Education

Talented 
and Gifted

Free and/or 
Reduced 

Lunch

English 
Language 
Learners

17.3% 38.1% 11.4% 25.2% 1.5% 6.4% 875 17.3% 5.9% 82.2% 26%

Hispanic Not Hispanic Ethnicity and Special Programs

Any Race White Race

African 
American 

Race

Asian 
and/or 
Pacific 

Islander 
Race

Native 
American / 

Alaskan 
Native 
Race

Multiple 
Races

Special 
Education

Talented 
and Gifted

Free and/or 
Reduced 

Lunch

English 
Language 
Learners

21.3% 35.6% 10.1% 25.3% 1.6% 6.1% 18.7% 6.7% 77.6% 30.3%

K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total
2007-08 Live in Neighborhood - Total 88 65 62 64 63 59 57 54 512

Live in Neighborhood - Enrolled 66 45 40 38 46 41 41 36 353
% of Neighborhood Enrolled (Capture Rate) 75% 69% 65% 59% 73% 69% 72% 67% 69%

2008-09 Live in Neighborhood - Total 64 82 59 65 77 66 62 50 54 579
Live in Neighborhood - Enrolled 43 58 39 41 53 45 43 30 35 387
% of Neighborhood Enrolled (Capture Rate) 67% 71% 66% 63% 69% 68% 69% 60% 65% 67%

2009-10 Live in Neighborhood - Total 67 59 79 71 63 70 59 54 49 571
Live in Neighborhood - Enrolled 39 37 53 45 42 50 38 38 26 368
% of Neighborhood Enrolled (Capture Rate) 58% 63% 67% 63% 67% 71% 64% 70% 53% 64%

2010-11 Live in Neighborhood - Total 61 75 58 80 73 55 63 57 51 573
Live in Neighborhood - Enrolled 36 41 32 48 48 33 40 36 31 345
% of Neighborhood Enrolled (Capture Rate) 59% 55% 55% 60% 66% 60% 63% 63% 61% 60%

Draft - Unverified Data



Sample School (K-8) School Enrollment Facts

Current School and Neighborhood Attendance Patterns

Sample School Students
by Where They Live

Student's Neighborhood Total
Arleta 6
Bridger 2
Creston 2
Grout 2
Harrison Park 3
Hosford 1
Kelly 1
Lane 6
Lee 2
Lent 17
Sample 345
Vestal 2
Woodlawn 1
Woodmere 3
Woodstock 6
Non-PPS 5
School Total 404

School Attended by Sample
 Neighborhood Students

Student's School Total
ACCESS 2
Arleta 20
Arthur Academy Charter 5
Atkinson 8
Beach 1
Beaumont 1
Bridger 14
Buckman 3
Chapman 2
Creative Science 3
Creston 21
da Vinci 4
Duniway 2
Emerson School 1
Glencoe 1
Grout 4
Harrison Park 1
Hosford 7
Irvington 1
Jackson 2
Kelly 7
King 1
Lane 2
Laurelhurst 1
Lent 26
Lewis 16
Llewellyn 1
Sample 345
Mt Tabor 6
PPS Pioneer Programs 1
Richmond 4
Roseway Heights 2
Self Enhancement Inc. 3
Sellwood 4
Sunnyside Environmental 4
Trillium 2
Vernon 1
Vestal 8
Whitman 3
Winterhaven 3
Woodmere 17
Woodstock 12
Mt Scott Park MS Learning Ctr 1
Neighborhood Total 573

Draft - Unverified Data
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DATE:  
 

 
To:    Superintendent Carole Smith 

 
From:    David Wynde 

      Deputy Chief Financial Officer 
 

Date:    October 11, 2011 
 
 

The purpose of this memorandum is to outline a possible executive level budget process and timeline 

for PPS for the 2012‐13 school year. 

 

Budget Calendar  

There are three critical events in the overall budget process around which we build the budget calendar:  

 the superintendent proposes a budget to the board and delivers the budget message to our 

community;  

 the board, acting as the budget committee, approves the budget;  

 the board, as governing body, adopts the budget.    

The budget approval has to happen in time for the approved budget to be filed with the Tax Supervising 

and Conservation Commission by May 15th, and the board adoption has to happen no later than June 

30th. 

Last year PPS used a priority‐based budgeting process for the first time.   We will be doing so again this 

year.   A traditional budgeting process to respond to declining revenue is a top down effort wherein we 

would identify the size of cuts needed and allocate percentage reduction targets to divisions of the 

organization. 

Under a priority‐based budgeting system we build from the bottom up and allocate funding to the 

highest priority programs, services and activities in alignment with strategic goals and priorities of the 

district. 

PORTLAND PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

P.O. Box 3107 / Portland, Oregon  97208-3107 
Telephone:  (503) 916-3741 • FAX: (503) 916-2724 
 
 
MEMORANDUM 

TITLE:   2012‐13 BUDGET PROCESS AND TIMELINE



2012‐13 Budget Process and Timeline 
 

 

2 
 

There is a more detailed description of Priority Based Budgeting and our process last year at the end of 

this memo.    

 

Budget Development 

The first phase of the process is the budget development phase which culminates in the 

superintendent’s presentation of proposed budget & budget message.   Key activities include confirming 

the priorities; department managers’ review of all activities, programs and services; staff teams’ review 

and analysis of alignment and prioritization of these submissions; development of a proposed budget to 

reflect these processes.    

Staff will bring forth a priority framework for 2012‐13 and propose to review and discuss this with the 

Board on December 5th so that confirmed priorities can be developed for use in the budget 

development work in December‐ February. 

The date for the budget proposal has not been set.   On the one hand there is interest in having this be 

as early as possible because school staffing is usually started immediately after the proposed budget is 

presented.   On the other hand, there is a lot of work to be done to complete the budget development.   

In 2012‐13 we have the advantages that we are in the second year of the biennium and the local option 

has been renewed so there is less uncertainty about the level of funding than there was last year.    

We are tentatively planning on a date of early‐mid March (March 12th or 19th) for the budget message 

and presentation of the proposed budget.   In the 2011‐12 budget process this took place on April 25th, 

2011. 

PPS staff would present a monthly update to the board on the budget development work during 

December, January and February. 

 

Budget Review 

Upon the superintendent’s proposal of a budget and the presentation of the budget message, we are in 

the budget review phase where the board, acting as the budget committee, takes responsibility for the 

work.   The budget committee has to hold at least one publicly noticed meeting that serves as a budget 

hearing.   Last year the board did effectively all of its work meeting as the budget committee and held 

several meetings to ask questions of staff, to be briefed on key aspects of the proposed budget, and to 

discuss many of the key elements.   The board did not delegate any of the budget consideration to a 

board committee save that the board’s Finance, Audit and Operations Committee did meet and 

summarized the deliberations that had taken place in a report and recommendation for the board’s 

consideration when it met to approve the budget. 
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Staff will look to the board for direction on the activities and meetings that are wanted in this phase. 

We are tentatively planning on a date of April 23rd for the budget approval.   In the 2011‐12 process 

this took place on May 23rd, 2011. 

 

Budget Revision/Budget Adoption 

The third phase, between approval and adoption is often the least active.   The approved budget is 

submitted to the Tax Supervising and Conservation Commission which reviews the budget.   There is a 

public hearing of the TSCC.   This is also an opportunity for revisions or adjustments to the proposed 

budget.   Finally the board meets to adopt the budget. 

We are expecting June 25th for this meeting. 

 
Citizen Budget Review Committee 
 
In PPS the school board as a committee of the whole is the Budget Committee.   In addition to the board 

we have a Citizen Budget Review Committee (“CBRC”).   The mission of the CBRC is to review, evaluate, 

and make recommendations to the Board regarding the Superintendent’s Proposed Budget and other 

budgetary issues identified by the CBRC or the Board.  

 

The CBRC receives direction from the Board and is charged with reviewing the Superintendent’s 

Proposed Budget and making recommendations to the Board. The CBRC will also monitor and advise the 

Board on the allocation and expenditure of Local Option Levy funds. No other specific charge has been 

made for 2012/13 budget cycle.   The CBRC meets regularly during the budget development and budget 

review phases of this process.  

 

The CBRC presents its formal reports to the Board prior to the approval of the budget. 

 

Currently we are actively soliciting applicants to serve on the CBRC and will be presenting members 

for confirmation and appointment by the Board on November 29th.   This year, in addition to the 

traditional advertisements and other publication of this opportunity, staff is reaching out to our 

community partners including communities of color to solicit candidates for this committee.    

 

Community and Partner Engagement 

Last year, during the budget process, senior staff (the superintendent, district leadership, the budget 

leadership team) met regularly with a Critical Friends Group that included representatives of PAT, 

PAPSA, PFSP, SEIU, and DCU.   Regular meetings of this group will be held again this year during the 

budget development phase to review priorities, and to provide updates and solicit input and feedback 

on the development of the budget. 
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In addition, this year regular meetings will be held with community partners including communities of 

color with similar consultation on the priorities, and review and discussion of progress during the budget 

development process. 

In addition, there will be a number of opportunities for members of the community to provide input and 

comments including surveys, parent advisory committees, and public testimony at board meetings and 

public hearings. 

 

Equity Policy 

We are developing the budget process this year making every effort to ensure that we are acting in 

alignment with the district’s equity policy.   In addition to more proactive efforts to include 

underrepresented families and communities of color in the budget process described above, we will also 

ensure that translators are available at all public meetings, and that the primary budget documents are 

available in the six major languages spoken by PPS families.   One of the explicit statements in the equity 

policy is that related to differentiating resources in support of the goal of providing “every student with 

equitable access to high quality and culturally relevant instruction, curriculum, support, facilities and 

other educational resources”.   Recognizing that no activity in PPS is more central to the notion of 

differentiating resources than the budget, as the budget team works with other staff in budget 

development an element of the technical assistance and analysis undertaken by the budget team will 

include clarification of the explicit ways in which programs, services and activities align with the goals 

of the equity policy.  

 

Roles 

Budget development and monitoring is a part of every manager’s job and each manager “owns” the 

budget for the organization they are accountable for.   The budget department “owns” the budget 

process and budget tools and is responsible for providing technical assistance to managers at all levels of 

the organization to enable them to do their budget work.   All of this activity takes place within the 

framework of policies and priorities determined by the board. 
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Additional Background 

 

Priority Based Budgeting 

A traditional budgeting process is a top down effort wherein we would identify the size of cuts needed 

(unfortunately, we really haven’t had the occasion to look at what to do with increased funding) and 

then ask each department to identify possible cuts and quantify the impact.   Then we’d make decisions 

based upon minimizing impact or perhaps allocate a percentage reduction target across the board. 

Under a priority‐based budgeting system we identify organizational priorities.  We review the entire 

budget and align every element with these priorities.   We assess the alignment of every program, 

service or activity with these priorities.   Then we allocate funding to the highest ranked items and even 

add new investments where these are highly aligned – even at the same time as we are eliminating 

funding for some existing programs, services and activities. 

This is what PPS did last year.   The eight priorities we used were: 

 Improve Milestones outcomes 

 Successful implementation of high school system design 

 Improve ELL and special education services 

 Increase cultural competence and diversity of staff 

 Build shared leadership and accountability for results 

 Measure and report on effectiveness of schools and programs 

 Design and implement a capital improvement plan 

 Deepen community and student engagement 

 

Staff is developing a draft of priorities for 2012‐13 and would propose to review these with the Board 

on December 5th so that staff can use these priorities in the budget development work in December‐ 

February. 

A district team of school leaders from every grade level met regularly over several months to review and 

prioritize the elements of school staffing: school administrators, secretaries and other support staff, 

teachers, counselors, librarians and aides.   The analysis was deep, identifying the minimum staffing 

level needed to maintain the core program and supports, not only school by school, but using class‐by‐

class data within each school. 

Another team, a cross‐departmental group of central staff, met to prioritize every service and program 

within the central office – from educational services (such as special education, ESL/ELL to curriculum) to 

other operational supports. 

This process enabled us to make investments in several high priority areas even while dealing with a $20 

million budget shortfall (after the benefit from passage of the local option levy).   These included: 

implementation of new principal and teacher evaluation processes; K‐5 math and 6‐8 science curriculum 
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materials adoptions, with related professional development; maintaining Striving Readers, SUN schools, 

and culturally specific family engagement programs in certain locations; support and mentoring for new 

teachers; and effective implementation of Response to Intervention. 

 

The Tax Supervising and Conservation Commission 
 
The Tax Supervising and Conservation Commission (“TSCC”) protects and represents the public interest, 

ensures Multnomah County governments’ compliance with Local Budget Law, promotes economy and 

efficiency within those local governments, and provides advice and assistance to them. 

The TSCC is an independent, impartial panel of citizen volunteers established to monitor the financial 

affairs of local governments. The Oregon Legislature created the Commission in 1919 (Chapter 375), 

with the first Commission being organized in 1921. Prior to that time, the Legislature controlled local 

governments’ budgets. 

The Commission has jurisdiction over all local governments that are required to follow local budget law 

and which have more real market value within Multnomah County than in any other county. The 

Commission presently oversees the budgeting and taxing activities of thirty‐nine municipal corporations, 

including Oregon’s largest: city (Portland), county (Multnomah), school district (Portland), community 

college (PCC), education service district (Multnomah), port (Portland), mass transit district (TriMet), 

regional government (Metro), and urban renewal agency (Portland Development Commission).  
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Purchases, Bids, Contracts 
 

The Superintendent RECOMMENDS adoption of the following item: 
 

Numbers 4498 



 

 3 
 

 

  

RESOLUTION No. 4498 

Revenue Contracts that Exceed $25,000 Limit for Delegation of Authority 
 

RECITAL 

Portland Public Schools (“District”) Public Contracting Rules PPS-45-0200 (“Authority to Approve District 
Contracts; Delegation of Authority to Superintendent”) requires the Board of Education (“Board”) to enter 
into and approve all contracts, except as otherwise expressly authorized.  Contracts for $25,000 or more 
per contractor are listed below. 

RESOLUTION 

The Superintendent recommends that the Board approve these contracts.  The Board accepts this 
recommendation and by this resolution authorizes the Deputy Clerk to enter into agreements in a form 
approved by General Counsel for the District. 

 

NEW CONTRACTS 

No New Contracts 
 

AMENDMENTS TO EXISTING CONTRACTS 

Contractor Contract Term  Contract Type Description of Services 

Amendment 
Amount, 

Contract Total 

Responsible 
Administrator, 

Funding Source 

State of Oregon 
Military Department 

10/01/10  
through  
09/30/12 

Year 2 of 
Contract 

IGA/R 57909 
Amendment 1 

District-wide:  One-year 
extension of contract for 
continued implementation of 
the Science Technology 
Academics Reinforcing Basic 
Aviation and Space 
Exploration (“STARBASE”) 
program to increase at-risk 
students’ awareness of math 
and science in the work 
environment. 

$300,000  
$600,000 

 

C. Randall 

Fund 205             
Dept. 9999            

Grant G1133 

 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENTS / REVENUE (“IGA/Rs”) 

No IGAs 
 

LIMITED SCOPE REAL PROPERTY AGREEMENTS 

No Limited Scope Real Property Agreements 
 

N. Sullivan 
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RESOLUTION No. 4474 
 

Impose Taxes and Adoption of the FY 2011/12 Budget for School District No. 1J,  
Multnomah County, Oregon 

 
RECITALS 

 
A. Oregon Local Budget Law, ORS 294.406 requires each legal jurisdiction’s Budget Committee 

approve a budget and specify ad valorem property tax rate for all funds 
 

B. The Board of Education (“Board”) appointed a Citizen Budget Review Committee (“CBRC”) to 
review the Proposed Budget and current year expenditures of the existing Local Option Levy. The 
CBRC acts in an advisory capacity to the Board. 
 

C. On May 23, 2011, the Budget Committee received testimony and a report on the current year 
Local Option Levy expenditures, and testimony and budget recommendations from the CBRC.  
 

D. On May 23, 2011, by way of Resolution No. 4456, and under the provisions of Oregon Local 
Budget Law (ORS Ch. 294), the Budget Committee for School District No. 1J, Multnomah County, 
Oregon (“District”), approved the FY 2011/12 budget and imposed taxes. 
 

E. Oregon Local Budget Law, ORS 294.411, requires submission of the budget document to the Tax 
Supervising Conservation Commission (“TSCC”) by May 15 of each year.  ORS 294.411 allows 
taxing jurisdictions to request an extension of the submission date. 
 

F. The District requested, and the TSCC authorized, extending the submission date to no later than 
June 3, 2011.   
 

G. The TSCC held a public hearing on the Approved Budget on June 27, 2011. 
 

H. The District intends to increase the size of two funds by greater than percent between the time 
the budget was approved by the Budget committee and adoption of this resolution 

 
I. Increase of greater than ten percent require the District to resubmit the budget to the TSCC and 

hold another budget hearing.  

 
J. The TSCC held another public hearing on the budget on June 27, 2011 and certified the 

approved budget with no objections. 
 

K. ORS 457.010(4)( a) provides the opportunity for a school district to exclude from urban renewal 
divide-the-taxes that amount with a statutory rate limit on July 1, 2003, that is greater than $4.50 
per $1,000 of assessed value, to the extent that the rate limit was increased under section 11 
(5)(d), Article XI of the Oregon Constitution and, property tax revenue from said increase is 
excluded from local revenues, as that term is used in ORS Chapter 327, and provided that the 
school district notifies the county assessor of the rate to be excluded for the current fiscal year not 
later than July 15. 

L. Portland Public Schools has a statutory rate limit that in is in excess of the $4.50 limitation that 
includes an increase under section 11 (5)(d), Article XI of the Oregon Constitution. 

M. The Finance, Operations and Audit committee of the Board reviewed this resolution on June 21, 
2011 and recommends approval to the Board. 
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RESOLUTION 
 

1. The District’s Board of Education hereby adopts the budget for the fiscal year 2011/12 in a total 
amount of $681,185,950. 

  
2. The Board appropriates for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 2011, the expenditure amounts 

summarized by program in Attachment A to this resolution and as detailed in the budget book, 
Adopted Budget, For the fiscal year 2011/12, School District 1J, Multnomah County, Oregon . 

 
3. The budget document shall be available in the District administrative office and available on-line 

at the District’s website no later than July 15, 2011. 
 

4. The Board resolves that the District hereby imposes the taxes provided for in the adopted budget: 

a. At the rate of $5.2781 per $1,000 of assessed value for operations; 

b. At the rate of $1.9900 per $1,000 of assessed value for local option tax; and that these 
 taxes are hereby imposed and categorized for tax year 2011/12 upon the assessed value 
 of all taxable property within the district. 

 
5. The Board further resolves that the $0.5038 per $1,000 of taxable assessed value Gap Tax Levy 
 is excluded from division of taxes calculations. 

 
M.Murray 
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Fund Instruction
Support 

Services

Enterprise & 

Community 

Services

Facilities 

Acquisition & 

Construction

Debt Service & 

Transfers Out
Contingency

Ending Fund 

Balance
Fund Total

Fund 101 254,456,703    177,021,524    550,000            3,109,593         7,604,088         24,559,259       -                          467,301,167      

Fund 201 8,150,000         -                          -                          -                          -                          -                          3,157,000         11,307,000         

Fund 202 -                          -                          17,025,398       -                          -                          -                          2,530,374         19,555,772         

Fund 205 44,355,480       26,867,345       3,305,755         427,578            -                          -                          -                          74,956,158         

Fund 225 -                          -                          -                          -                          1,900,000         -                          15,300,000       17,200,000         

Fund 299 12,053,975       1,845,584         50,472               4,313,072         -                          -                          -                          18,263,103         

Fund 304 -                          -                          -                          -                          1,667,254         -                          -                          1,667,254           

Fund 306 -                          -                          -                          -                          3,976,828         -                          -                          3,976,828           

Fund 307 -                          -                          -                          -                          613,630            -                          -                          613,630              

Fund 308 -                          -                          -                          -                          34,673,326       -                          -                          34,673,326         

Fund 309 -                          -                          -                          -                          376,514            -                          -                          376,514              

Fund 320 -                          -                          -                          -                          1,354,693         -                          -                          1,354,693           

Fund 404 -                          -                          -                          3,299,625         677,347            250,000            -                          4,226,972           

Fund 405 -                          -                          -                          7,067,703         -                          500,000            -                          7,567,703           

Fund 407 -                          2,104,891         -                          -                          -                          1,325,232         -                          3,430,123           

Fund 420 -                          12,670               -                          4,510,330         -                          500,000            -                          5,023,000           

Fund 480 -                          -                          -                          3,000,000         -                          -                          -                          3,000,000           

Fund 601 -                          2,922,707         -                          -                          3,270,000         500,000            -                          6,692,707           

Total 319,016,158$  210,774,721$  20,931,625$    25,727,901$    56,113,680$    27,634,491$    20,987,374$    681,185,950$     
 



 

 

RESOLUTION No.  
 

Amendment to the 2011/12 Budget for School District No. 1J, Multnomah County, Oregon 
 

RECITALS 
 
A. On June 27, 2011, the Board, by way of Resolution No. 4474, adopted a budget 

previously approved by the Finance, Audit and Operations (“FAO”) Committee.  
 

B. The adopted budget contained revisions to Fund 405 “School Modernization Fund” from 
the approved budget greater than ten percent, which requires a public hearing as 
provided for by ORS 294.435(2).   
 

C. A public hearing was held with the Tax Supervising & Conservation Commission 
(“TSCC”) on June 27, 2011; however, the revisions to Fund 405 were not discussed at 
that time.    
 

D. Board Policy 8.10.030-AD, “Budget Reallocations – Post Budget Adoption,” establishes 
the guidelines to ensure consistent and detailed communication on fiscal issues between 
the Superintendent and the Board of Education (“Board”). Communication is essential 
under circumstances that could result in significant reductions or reallocations of funding 
after the Board has adopted the budget. 
 

E. Oregon Local Budget Law, ORS 294.480, allows budget changes after adoption under 
prescribed guidelines. 
 

F. This action will revise the FY 2011/12 Adopted Budget under ORS 294.480 guidelines, 
which states the budget may be amended at a regular meeting of the governing body. 
 

G. This amendment amends the expenditures for Fund 405 to within ten percent of the 
approved 2011/12 budget, which will ensure the District complies with the program level 
budgeting requirements of Local Budget Law. 

 
 

RESOLUTION 
 
1. The Board hereby amends budgeted revenues and expenditure appropriation levels as 

summarized by fund and appropriation level in Attachment A for the fiscal year beginning July 
1, 2011.  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 ATTACHMENT “A” TO RESOLUTION No.  
 

 

 

Fund 405 - School Modernization Fund Adopted Budget This Amendment Amended Budget
Resources

Beginning Fund Balance 7,567,703                           -                                          7,567,703                           
Total Resources 7,567,703                           -                                          7,567,703                           
Requirements

Facilities Acquisition & Construction 7,067,703                           (3,830,851)                          3,236,852                           
Debt Service & Transfers Out 500,000                              3,830,851                           4,330,851                           

Total Requirements 7,567,703                           -                                          7,567,703                           



RESOLUTION No.  
 

Amendment to Resolution No. 4474 (“Impose Taxes and Adoption of the FY 2011/12 Budget for 
School District No. 1J, Multnomah County, Oregon’) 

 
RECITALS 

 
A. On June 27, 2011, by way of Resolution No. 4474, the Board of Education (“Board”) for 

School District No. 1J, adopted the FY 2011/12 budget and imposed taxes. 
 

B. On August 3, 2011 the Tax Supervising & Conservation Commission (“TSCC”) advised 
the District’s Budget Office of needed corrections to the language imposing and 
categorizing property taxes for the 2011/12 budget. 
 

C. Specifically, the TSCC advised that the resolution did not formally categorize the property 
tax levy under the Ballot Measure 5 categories. 
 

D. ORS 457.010(4)(a) provides the opportunity for a school district to exclude from urban 
renewal divide-the-taxes that amount with a statutory rate limit on July 1, 2003, that is 
greater than $4.50 per $1,000 of assessed value, to the extent that the rate limit was 
increased under section 11 (5)(d), Article XI of the Oregon Constitution and, property tax 
revenue from said increase is excluded from local revenues, as that term is used in ORS 
Chapter 327, and provided that the school district notifies the county assessor of the rate 
to be excluded for the current fiscal year not later than July 15. 

E. Portland Public Schools has a statutory rate limit that in is in excess of the $4.50 
limitation that includes an increase under section 11 (5)(d), Article XI of the Oregon 
Constitution. 

 
 

RESOLUTION 
 
1. The Board resolves that the District hereby imposes the taxes provided for in the adopted 

budget: 

a. At the rate of $5.2781 per $1,000 of assessed value for operations; 

b. At the rate of $1.9900 per $1,000 of assessed value for local option tax; and that 
these taxes are hereby imposed and categorized for tax year 2011/12 upon the 
assessed value of all taxable property within the district. 

 
2. These taxes are hereby imposed and categorized as Education for tax year 2011/12 

upon the assessed value of all taxable property in the District, as follows: 
 

Education 
Permanent Rate Tax Levy   $5.2781/$1,000 of assessed valuation 
Local Option Rate     $1.9900/$1,000 of assessed valuation 

  
 
3. The Board further resolves that $0.5038 per $1,000 of taxable assessed value of the 

Permanent Rate Tax Levy attributable to the increase provided for in section 11 (5)(d), 
Article XI of the Oregon Constitution (such increase a result of the expiring Gap Tax 
Levy) is excluded from division of taxes calculations. 













Portland Public Schools 
2011-2012 OEBB Open Enrollment 

 

Opt-Out Cash 
 
All full-time employees will have the option to waive participation in OEBB medical/RX and 
dental plans with proof of other medical coverage and receive opt-out cash in lieu of benefits. 
Retirees and part-time employees will not be eligible to receive opt-out cash. 
 
While various levels of opt-out cash were considered as well as different amounts for single 
employees vs. families, the final recommendation is $200 per month for waiving medical/rx and 
dental coverage, regardless of dependent enrollment.  
 
There are currently 34 employees who are opting out of medical coverage for the 2011-2012 
plan year, beginning October 1, 2011.  The estimated potential District premium savings for 
2011-12 plan year is $310,066.20. Please see attached spreadsheet outlining how those 
savings will be realized.  
 



2011 Opt Out Analysis

23 Employees waived  9/30/11 Savings 394,066.20$        
12 New Opt Out for 10/1/11 Annual Cost 84,000.00$          

34 Total Opt Out 10/1/11 310,066.20$        

ID Coverage as of 9/30/11 Coverage as of 9/30/11 Savings/Month Cost Plan Group
017651 Kaiser w/ KP dntl & vision FT EE + Child(ren)               847.37$           200.00$                      OPOUTL ADM
006638 Kaiser - no dental no vsion FT EE + Spouse                   967.96$           200.00$                      OPOUTL ADM
007762 ODS7 no dental no vision FT   EE + Spouse                   967.96$           200.00$                      OPOUTL ADM
016384 ODS6 w/ dental no vision FT   EE + Spouse + Child(ren)   1,369.29$        200.00$                      OPOUTL ADM
016480 ODS7 w/ dental & vision FT    EE + Spouse + Child(ren)   1,369.29$        200.00$                      OPOUTL ADM
020165 ODS7 w/ dental & vision FT    EE + Spouse + Child(ren)   1,369.29$        200.00$                      OPOUTL ADM
020289 Kaiser w/ ODS dntl & vision FT Employee Only                 444.42$           200.00$                      OPOUTL ADM
019946 ODS6 w/ dental & vision FT    Employee Only                 444.42$           200.00$                      OPOUTL ADM
008568 ODS9 w/ dental & vision FT    Employee Only                 358.29$           200.00$                      OPOUTL ADM
000389 ODS9 w/ vision no dental FT   Employee Only                 308.60$           200.00$                      OPOUTL ADM
019980 Kaiser w/ KP dntl & vision FT EE + Spouse                   967.96$           200.00$                      OPOUTL ADM
020328 New Hire 976.00$           200.00$                      OPOUTL ADM
020327 Waived 976.00$           200.00$                      OPOUTL ADM
019667 Waived 976.00$           200.00$                      OPOUTL ADM
019651 Waived 976.00$           200.00$                      OPOUTL ADM
016098 Waived 976.00$           200.00$                      OPOUTL ADM
020287 Waived 976.00$           200.00$                      OPOUTL ADM
008710 Waived 976.00$           200.00$                      OPOUTL ADM
020366 Waived 976.00$           200.00$                      OPOUTL ADM
009434 Waived 976.00$           200.00$                      OPOUTL ADM
016052 Waived 976.00$           200.00$                      OPOUTL ADM
020358 Waived 976.00$           200.00$                      OPOUTL ADM

Savings assumed that if an employee had previous coverage, the district cost is applied for that same 
coverage.  If the employee previously waived, then the district cap of $976 is applied.

Total Annual Savings (less opt out 
incentive)

Updated:9/29/2011



2011 Opt Out Analysis
005608 Waived 976.00$           200.00$                      OPOUTL ADM
016490 Waived 976.00$           200.00$                      OPOUTL ADM
006535 Waived 976.00$           200.00$                      OPOUTL ADM
015812 Waived 976.00$           200.00$                      OPOUTL ADM
020220 Waived 976.00$           200.00$                      OPOUTL ADM
017318 Waived 976.00$           200.00$                      OPOUTL ADM
019977 Waived 976.00$           200.00$                      OPOUTL ADM
020193 Waived 976.00$           200.00$                      OPOUTL ADM
020209 Waived 976.00$           200.00$                      OPOUTL ADM
017018 Waived 976.00$           200.00$                      OPOUTN SEIU
007719 Waived 976.00$           200.00$                      OPOUTN SEIU
018440 Waived 976.00$           200.00$                      OPOUTN SEIU
007976 Waived 976.00$           200.00$                      OPOUTN SEIU

Updated:9/29/2011
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