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The following report was prepared by the Task Force to Joint Committee on Educational
Facilities. The numbers contained within are estimates as of November 29, 2004. Status of
school facilities is ever changing due to many variables including new deficiencies, new building
construction, repairs, renovations, and updated cost estimates. The following numbers are for
planning purposes only. School construction costs will vary depending on solutions identified.
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To: Joint Committee on Educational Facilities
Representative Joyce Elliot, Co-Chair
Senator Shane Broadway, Co-Chair

From: The Executive Committee of the Task Force to Joint Committee
John S. Copas, Chair

Subject: Arkansas Statewide Educational Facilities Assessment - 2004
Task Force Findings & Recommendations

Date: November 30, 2004

Dear Senator Broadway & Representative Elliott,

Since early July 2003, a dedicated group of over 60 Arkansans including legislators, school officials, state
department officials, architects, engineers, contractors, private industry representatives and concerned
individuals, have continually met to address the issues arising from the Lake View decision. It is with great
pride that our group, The Task Force to Joint Committee on Educational Facilities, can report that we
have successfully completed our task, on time and under budget, of addressing seven of the eight
mandates set forth by Act | 181 of the 84™ regular session of the General Assembly. A report on the final
mandate regarding funding will be submitted in mid-December of this year as agreed.

In addition to the Task Force volunteers, we would like to recognize the superb work of our Program
Manager, the DeJong Group, and their partners, Magellan K12, Inc, Summit Consulting, and
Fanning/Howey Associates. They have advised and supported all operations of the Task Force since early
March 2004. Under the guidance of our Assessment and Monitoring Committee, the DeJong Group
directed the largest state assessment of public schools ever performed in the country in a period of less
than ninety days. We would also like to acknowledge and thank the individual assessment teams
comprised of Arkansas licensed professional architects and engineers that performed the on-site
condition evaluations.

Further acknowledgement and appreciation goes to the Department of Education for allowing Mr. Dave
Floyd and Ms. Tena Katchur to advise and serve on our Executive Committee throughout the entire
process. Other State departments have played significant roles in our program including the Office of
Information Technology. The Arkansas Geographic Information Office [AGIO] designed and constructed
the portal to access all the information collected on our individual school buildings, including their
geographical locations.

Special thanks goes to the Arkansas Contractors Licensing Board who allowed the Task Force to
completely disrupt their operations for over nine months by housing the headquarters and operations
within their facility at no cost. This gesture of cooperation has resulted in a substantial savings to the
State of Arkansas.

Finally, the Task Force would like to recognize and honor a very special group of citizens who have
literally put their business and personal lives on hold for over a year to address the issues of adequacy and
equity of public school facilities for the children of the State of Arkansas. | am referring to the Executive
Committee of the Task Force. This group of ten, chaired individual committees, organized, managed and
completed tasks assigned, and met collectively to review findings and recommendations of all committees
during bi-monthly sessions averaging five to six hours per session. They have remained steadfast in the
mission of the Task Force to provide and maintain the very best learning environment, within reasonable
standards and guidelines, to each and every child. As Chairman of the Task Force, | would respectfully
request that all members of the Joint Committee take time to personally thank each and every one of
them.
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The subsequent reports and data will provide the State of Arkansas necessary information to properly
address the condition and adequacy of public school facilities, and the equipment and technology required
to provide an adequate and substantially equal education. The following summarizes the findings and
recommendations included in the report.

e Standards and guidelines for providing adequate structures including site improvements,
equipment, network infrastructure, and unattached equipment.

e Standards and guidelines for maintaining adequate structures including site improvements,
equipment, network infrastructure and unattached equipment.

e Procedures and options for delivering adequate structures, equipment, technology infrastructure,
and unattached equipment.

e Alternative methods of project delivery incorporating public/private or public/public partnerships
as well as more efficient cost control delivery systems.

e Data and statistics on the “state of condition” of all structures, equipment and technology
infrastructure and the associated life cycle costs.

e Space requirements for existing and new facilities based on standards and guidelines applied to
educational programs conducted within the facilities.

e  Priorities for achieving adequacy within existing facilities.

e  Proposal for determining whether to renovate or replace existing facilities.
e Cost, within a reasonable range, of repairing existing facilities.

e Cost, within a reasonable range, of replacing existing facilities.

e Cost, within a reasonable range, of additional space for existing facilities to meet educational
suitability standards.

e  Cost, within a reasonable range, of growth based on ten-year district projections.

e Accountability measures for continually monitoring and evaluating the condition of school
facilities.

e Accountability measures for maintaining and updating school facility data.
In addition to the information above the Task Force has developed a geographical mapping system of all

school facilities and is developing the Arkansas School Facility Manual that will provide school
management a quick and easily accessible resource for developing and maintaining school facilities.
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For the purpose of determining values and costs, certain assumptions were utilized as follows.

I. All buildings would be brought up to proposed building system standards where facilities were in
need of renovation.

2. Current state guidelines for student/teacher ratios were maintained.

3. Cost estimates were based on current cost models and state of condition at time of assessment
and do not include escalation factors.

4. The number of current school buildings and school districts would remain the same.
Consideration for any future consolidation was not included.

5. Alternative uses of facilities for the purpose of generating income, reducing operating expenses,
or reducing capital expenditures were not estimated or incorporated.

6. Additional space for growing districts was accounted for, but no credit was taken for declining
districts.

7. Additional square footage for schools that do not meet proposed educational suitability
standards was added, but no credit was taken for schools that exceeded space standards.

8. Temporary buildings were not included in total available square footage.

Depending upon the appropriate solution for individual buildings, schools or school districts, the program
that is ultimately established for new construction, renovation and building replacements could
significantly reduce the scope of work with corresponding reduction on overall costs. The Task Force
has taken a relatively conservative approach based on the assumptions listed above. Significant changes in
state law and policies including approval of more efficient methods of project delivery could achieve
additional reduction in costs. Theoretically, credits for declining enrollment could be applied to negate
some growth costs. Obviously, if consolidation occurred at a facility, school, or district level, improved
utilization factors could be achieved and facility repair, suitability, and even growth costs could be
substantially less.

The Task Force to Joint Committee on Education is honored to have had the opportunity to serve the
Joint Committee and the State of Arkansas. We fully recognize that the report will generate the need for
further analysis and deliberation in how these needs can be met. We stand ready to provide further
assistance if required.

Sincerely,

734, B Cna)

John S. Copas
Chairman
Executive Committee
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History

Preamble - - - to ensure that adequate facilities and substantially equal facilities are, and will continue to be provided for
Arkansas’ school children.”
Act 1181 of 2003

Background

On November 21, 2002, the Arkansas Supreme Court affirmed in the Lake View School case (Lake View School District
No.25 of Phillips County, Arkansas et al, vs. Governor Mike Huckabee, et al)) that educational facilities serving the public school
system in Arkansas were inadequate, unequal, and in violation of the state constitutional guarantee of a free, adequate,
efficient, and substantially equal public education for the children of Arkansas. The court has charged the Governor and the
Arkansas General Assembly with the responsibility of correcting these defects in public policy. To meet these ends, the
Arkansas General Assembly, in Regular Session of the 84" General Assembly of 2003, has established a joint legislative
committee under Act | 181 of 2003, AN ACT TO CREATE THE JOINT COMMITTEE ON EDUCATIONAL FACILITIES;
AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES, to serve the General Assembly in exercising its responsibilities relative to the provision of
adequate and substantially equal educational facilities for the State of Arkansas.

By law, the Joint Committee has the responsibility for the eight (8) mandates identified in Section 2 of this report.

In May 2003, the total statewide organization of public schools consisted of 308 independent school districts operating an
estimated 5,700 buildings comprising approximately 80 million square feet of floor space. In order to establish the
educational adequacy and substantial equality of the facilities across the state as required by the Court, an assessment had
to be made of all educational facilities. The physical assessment was required to be standardized, uniformly applied, and
objectively evaluated and reported. State law required that the assessment must be conducted by registered professional
architects and/or engineers who have demonstrated capabilities in educational facilities. The court mandated that self-
assessment by any school district would not be allowed in the statewide facilities assessment.

In June 2003, the Joint Committee established a Task Force to Joint Committee on Educational Facilities to be its
designee in carrying out the work of the facilities assessment and its related activities. The eighty (80) members of the Task
Force are volunteers and consist of both government officials and private citizens representing diverse areas of the
legislature, independent school districts, code enforcement agencies, state government agencies, private industry, and the
engineering / design community.

All findings of this Task Force are for the sole purpose of determining the adequacy, as further defined in the “General
Scope of Work for Facilities Adequacy Assessment”, of all public school structures in light of their intended educational use.
The determination of adequacy is based on an assessment of the general condition of each facility for compliance with
current building codes, current technology support systems requirements, current educational adequacy standards and
proposed facility standards. The possibility of alternative or dual-purpose usage or occupancy was not considered for
assessment purposes. The facility assessment data would also allow evaluation in the context of its equality in comparison
to the required standards for educational facilities and to other educational facilities serving the same purpose.

All estimated costs for achieving and maintaining statewide facilities adequacy and equality resulting from the findings of the
assessment are presented as general estimates, within a reasonable range and may not necessarily reflect the actual cost of
renovating or upgrading a specific facility at some future point in time. The core principle of the ‘as is, where is’ assessment
is that it will be an objective evaluation of the facility’s current condition for its intended use.

Scope of Work

The scope of work of the Task Force to the Joint Committee on Educational Facilities and its consultants is described
herein as a two-phase process that is intended to achieve the goals and mandates relating to educational facilities as set
forth in Act 1181 of 2003. The work embodied the preparation of two initial reports. The first, hereinafter referred to as
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the “General Scope of Work” plan, was published in December 2003, as required by the Act. The second, a more
comprehensive plan, hereinafter referred to as the “Specific Scope of Work” plan, was published and approved by the
Joint Committee in March 2004.

All educational structures were assessed. The level of assessment and the prioritization of repair, renovation, or
replacement of the structures was determined by the best judgment of the Task Force. The structures were assessed in the
following general categories.

= |Instructional
= Administration

= Athletic
=  Maintenance
= Storage

=  Transportation
= Cafeteria

= Leased [to]

= Leased [from]

Phase | Plan — The General Scope of Work Plan
The General Scope of Work plan has been published, approved, and fully executed.

Step one was to develop the General Scope of Work plan along with an estimate of all costs associated with the
development of the plan which was presented to the Joint Committee on Educational Facilities on November 13, 2003.

Step two was to begin the development of the Specific Scope of Work plan by expanding and clarifying the General Scope
of Work plan to include individual tasks which were chronologically organized and scheduled, and incorporating a critical
path method of organization. The Task Force then established the following subcommittee form of organization to carry
out the work of defining the Specific Scope of Work Plan.

=  Executive Committee

= Educational Facilities Standards Committee

=  Format & Values Committee

=  Assessment and Monitoring of Operations Committee
= Custodial/Maintenance Committee

*  Technology Support Committee

=  Data Accumulation and Preparation Committee

= Project Delivery Methods Committee

*  Funding Committee

Phase Il — Specific Scope of Work Plan

The Specific Scope of Work plan has been published, approved, and fully executed and is summarized as follows:
I. Furnish, equip and staff a facilities adequacy assessment headquarters.
2. Determine the educational and facilities adequacy standards for performing the assessment.

3. Develop building classifications, hereinafter referred to as “State of Condition” (SOC), to be used to delineate,
within a reasonable range, the “adequacy” of all public school buildings.

4. Develop a critical path schedule of events for use in monitoring and controlling all tasks required for Phase II.

5. Determine the scope of the Request for Proposals (RFP) and solicit proposals from nationwide firms experienced
in public school facility assessments and monitoring.

Page 2
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6. Issue “Notice to Proceed” to the successful firm or firms for the statewide assessment of all school facilities.
7. Prepare cost models for each category of “State of Condition” (SOC) and “Scope of Work” (SOW).

8. Prepare annual scheduled maintenance plan and cost models for determination of a proposed “Continued
Assurance of Adequacy” budget.

9. Apply findings from data received in Phase 1.4 to cost models determined in Phases II.5 and 1l.6 above and
determine an overall cost including design professionals’ fees for obtaining and maintaining facilities adequacy.

10. Determine the priorities and timeframes for correcting all deficiencies in public school buildings found by this Task
Force.

Il. Determine recommended accountability and monitoring procedures for achieving and maintaining facilities
adequacy.

12. Submit findings and recommendations to the Joint Committee on Educational Facilities on or before December I,
2004.

Cost of Assessment

The cost of assessment has been broken down into two phases. Phase | ran from February |, through May 31, 2004 and
was focused on pre-assessment activities. Phase Il began in June | and will run through December 31, 2004, and is focused
on the actual facility assessment and the generation of final reports. Every effort was made to employ Arkansas’ citizens and
firms to support the Program Manager and participate in the facilities assessment. The majority of the proceeds of the
contracts for this project was consumed in the State of Arkansas. The benefit of this budgeting is not just economic. The
primary benefit will accrue from Arkansans becoming integrated into the work of assessment at an early stage thus
preparing them to engage in the remediation work that will follow resulting in the improvement our educational facilities
for following generations.

Project Budget Summary

Phase | Phase Il Totals
Staff $439,323 $1,053,646 $1,492,696
Sub-Consultants $380,000 $415,000 $795,000
Total Program Manager Fees $819,323 $1,468,646 $2,287,969
Expenses $107,365 $194,110 $301,475
Equipment $95,000 $99,990 $194,990
Total Equipment & Expenses $202,365 $294,100 $496,465
GIS Development $25,000 $100,000 $125,000
Design Manual $0 $200,000 $200,000
Total Optional Additional Services $25,000 $300,000 $325,000
Assessment $0 $6,400,000 $6,400,000
Total Assessment $0 $6,400,000 $6,400,000
Task Force Contingency $50,000 $440,000 $490,566
Total Project Budget $1,096,688 $8,903,312 $10,000,000
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GIS Development

The Arkansas Geographic Information Office [AGIO] received its notice to proceed with the Customized Web Mapping
Application on July 1, 2204, as was proposed and approved by the Bureau of Legislative Research on May 21, 2004. The
scope of the project included development of a customized web mapping application containing spatial data layers of
information to answer commonly asked questions about the statewide school facility assessment. Anyone visiting the web
site, www.arkansasfacilities.com, will be able to view school districts in a variety of themes including historic enrollment,
projected enrollment, Facility Condition Index [FCI], cost per square foot, and cost per student. In addition, the user may
simply click on the school point and be directed to school and district reports.

Arkansas School Facility Manual

On July 13, 2004, the Joint Committee authorized the Task Force to develop an Arkansas School Facility Manual to provide
a clear path for implementation allowing school district to develop facilities that will respond to the current and future
educational needs unique to their district. The Manual consists of five sections as follows:

Section I: Policies and Procedures

Section 2: Standards and Guidelines

Section 3: Custodial and Maintenance

Section 4: Furniture, Fixtures, and Equipment Procurement

Section 5: Technology

On October 5, 2004, a draft of Section 2: Standards and Guidelines was presented to the Joint Committee. Items such as
site guidelines, space plates for required program space, and building system performance standards were developed
specifically for the State of Arkansas. State and local officials, school district personnel, and design professionals, will have
the knowledge, standards, and guidelines to construct school buildings that will be flexible, adaptable, and further promote
equality and uniformity in the planning and construction of educational facilities.

Custodial/Maintenance

The Task Force incorporated Act 87 of the Second Extraordinary Session of the 84" General Assembly as an interim
solution for the continuing custodial/maintenance standards that are to be practiced by each school district in Arkansas.
These standards include national best practice models that shall be employed as each facility’s interim maintenance program.
An interim cost estimate was supplied to provide an initial focus on the budgetary impact of ongoing custodial/maintenance
expenses for each facility. According to the 32™ Annual Maintenance and Operation Study conducted by “American School
and University Magazine”, the estimated cost to address the custodial/maintenance procedures in Arkansas is approximately
nine percent (9%) of the state’s educational budget. The Standards set forth in Act 87 are further refined in this report for
adoption by the Legislature.

Technology

Technology structural elements were included in the statewide school facilities assessment. The specification concentrates
the assessment on those technology components that are considered an integral part of the school facility infrastructure
and enable the instructional and school management applications to function effectively. The seven technology categories
that are included in the facilities assessment are:

Electrical power system based on the National Electric Code (NEC)
Local Area Network (LAN)

Wide Area Network (WAN)

Video System

Campus Voice System

Compressed Video Conferencing System

On-Sight Technical Support

NouUuhwN —

The timeline on the following page illustrates a history of events from November 2002 through January 2005.
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Summary of Mandates

Over the past decade, the Lake View case brought K-12 education to the forefront of public discussion in Arkansas.
Resulting from the decision rendered by the Arkansas Supreme Court in the Lake View case, the 84" General Assembly
recognized the need to perform a school facility study. The General Assembly further recognized that, while any such study
would be a useful component toward satisfying the requirements imposed by the court’s decision in Lake View, the General
Assembly acknowledged that it ultimately has the responsibility for making the final determination of what constitutes an
adequate educational facility and how to provide substantially equal facilities throughout the state. Therefore, during the
Regular Session of the 84™ General Assembly, Act |18] of 2003 was passed to establish the Joint Committee on
Educational Facilities. The Joint Committee was charged by law to deliver the following eight (8) mandates to the
legislature, as cited in Act 1181, in sufficient time to support the legislative agenda of the 85" General Assembly.

The Task Force submits the following summary of its findings and recommendations to the Joint Committee on Educational
Facilities in the context of the eight (8) required mandates of Act |1181.

Mandate I: Review the opinion of the Arkansas Supreme Court in the matter of Lake View School District No. 25 of
Phillips county, Arkansas et al. vs. Governor Mike Huckabee, et al. issued on November 21, 2002, and use the opinion and
other legal precedent cited by the court in the committee’s deliberations.

On November 21, 2002, the Arkansas Supreme Court affirmed in the Lake View case that educational facilities serving the
public school system in Arkansas were both inadequate, unequal, and in violation of the state constitutional guarantee of a
free, adequate, efficient, and substantially equal public education for the children of Arkansas'. An efficient method to
provide adequacy and equity in education for the children of Arkansas was mandated by the Supreme Court, and was
expressed in summary form in the following mandates, which were deliberated in the 84" General Assembly and following
special legislative session. The preceding history and timeline of events in this report provides the background of the Lake
View school case, a review of Act 1181 that established the Joint Committee on Educational Facilities, and outlines the
general scope of work and specific scope of work developed by the Task Force in order “to ensure that adequate facilities
and substantially equal facilities are, and will continue to be provided for Arkansas’ school children.”

Mandate Il: Recommend what constitutes an adequate school facility, including all necessary components, for:
A. Elementary Education
B. Middle School Education
C. High School Education

A fundamental tenet of educational facility planning is that school facilities must be responsive to a school district’s
educational program. Throughout Arkansas’ long history, there have been no State mandated facility design and/or
construction standards defining the minimum requirements for educational adequacy, building efficiency, and substantial
equality in facility design and construction. Currently, the state requires that school buildings only need to meet current
state and local building and life-safety codes and conform to a recommended room size for various academic programs.
Since the state has not defined what constitutes adequacy in design and construction, local districts have followed their own
facilities criteria and implemented a local strategy to meet their educational facilities needs as best they could. This has
resulted in a widely diverse collection of buildings across the state that are substantially unequal, and now have been found
to be largely inadequate to meet current educational program requirements.

This is further complicated by the fact that more than half of Arkansas’ school buildings have been built prior to 1964 and
do not optimize current educational program requirements, technology requirements, nor meet operational efficiency
opportunities. Since it is impossible for local districts to develop consensus facilities standards for the state, the court has
mandated that the General Assembly develop and maintain minimum educational facilities standards that must apply to
school facilities across the state in every district insuring educational adequacy and substantial equality among school
buildings.

" Arkansas Public Education — Constitutional History
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The Arkansas School Facility Manual has been developed to provide consistent, clear information for school districts to use
in planning, designing, and building their educational facilities. Section Two: Standards & Guidelines contains the culmination
of standards, accepted procedures, statutory requirements, and the experience of experts and authorities throughout the
United States in order to establish a uniform level of acceptable quality for all public school buildings.

The Standards and Guidelines Section contains a vast number of educational planning, facility design, and construction
concepts including classroom size, square foot per student, teaching station counts, site size, and size of specific spaces for
elementary, middle, high, and combination or blended school configurations. It is suggested that new school buildings
should be planned and designed in accordance with the “Program of Requirements” including facility space standards as
defined in Chapter 5 and the building system standards as defined in Chapter 7. Also suggested is that renovation and
repairs to existing school facilities should be planned and designed in accordance with the “Safe, Dry, and Healthy”
priorities further defined and applicable in Chapter 7 and as outlined in section 1200-1 of the Arkansas School Facility
Manual.

Mandate lll: Recommend a method of providing substantially equal facilities and equipment for all schools in Arkansas as
necessary to ensure equal opportunity for an adequate education.

The Arkansas Department of Education, Division of Public Schools Academic Facilities is charged with overseeing the design
and construction of school facilities in the State of Arkansas. The Arkansas School Facility Manual has been developed to
provide consistent, clear information for school districts and design professionals as a new generation of school facilities is
being created for Arkansas. These standards and guidelines are the culmination of a review of standards, accepted
procedures, statutory requirements, and the experience of experts and authorities throughout the United States and
establish a uniform level of quality in new educational facilities and substantial renovations to existing buildings.

The Arkansas School Facility Manual has been developed as the tool to provide a clear process for implementation allowing
school districts to develop facilities that will respond to the current and future educational program needs unique to their
district. To further promote the concept of equality and uniformity in the planning and construction of educational
facilities, the Manual contains the following sections outlining the necessary steps.

Section One: Policies & Procedures

Section Two: Standards & Guidelines

Section Three: Custodial & Maintenance

Section Four:  Furniture, Fixtures, and Equipment Procurement
Section Five: ~ Technology

Because the Arkansas School Facility Manual is so comprehensive, the scope and breadth of the document might be
intimidating. However, understanding how the Manual is organized and what information will be needed during the various
phases of the process will enable each participant to be better prepared for the exciting opportunity of creating and
maintaining school facilities.

The Standards and Guidelines are intended as a starting point for architects, engineers, and other design professionals and
school districts to meet the needs of the individual school communities. The information is provided to allow the planning,
design, and construction process to proceed most efficiently without undo restriction on the design of the facilities,
focusing efforts on the creation of the best possible school facilities for each project without “reinventing the wheel”, and
yet providing consistency throughout the state.

Adopt practices outlined in the Project Delivery Methods Report: It is imperative that school districts across the
state be given flexibility through a variety of project delivery options to repair and replace their school facilities. Providing
options will allow districts to choose the delivery method best suited to their location, funding capacity, and schedule.

Unattached Equipment Committee: In June of 2004 the Joint Committee commissioned an Unattached Equipment
Committee to prepare a list of the unattached equipment items needed for Arkansas educators to provide the necessary
services for the students in the State to receive an equitable and adequate education. The Committee consisted of
approximately seventy Arkansas educators including representatives from the Curriculum Unit of the Arkansas Department
of Education [ADE], Arkansas Department of Workforce Education [ADWE], public school administrators, media
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specialists, counselors and teachers. The Report from Unattached Equipment Committee defines equipment according to
the APSCN Financial Accounting Manual, Handbook Il, and details, by instructional support area, the equipment necessary
for Arkansas educators.

Mandate IV: Establish a process to conduct a review and assessment of all school facilities in the state to determine
which are in compliance with the recommendations of subdivision (f)(2) of this subsection.

In order to fully understand the adequacy of the existing schools, and what aspects may require renovation, maintenance
and/or replacement, a Task Force was established to implement a comprehensive evaluation of all K-12 public educational
facilities in the State of Arkansas. The evaluation included a three-step process: pre-assessment, assessment, and data entry.

Starting April 2004, pre-assessment teams visited each school building, walking through all of the instructional spaces, and
collected information regarding educational suitability as well as baseline facility information. This paved the way for the
facility assessment allowing teams to be more efficient as they moved throughout a school district.

During the “Building Condition Assessment” which began on June 2004, professional assessment teams were required to
assess physical building systems incorporating civil, structural, architectural, mechanical, plumbing, and electrical disciplines
in accordance with statewide construction standards for educational facilities. All building construction characteristics were
entered into a centralized database that inventoried accurate and up-to-date facility data for each school building within the
state. All building deficiencies and major repair items were also entered into the facilities database which allowed the
Program Manager to prepare a school-by-school listing of required system repairs (and their associated costs) and prioritize
those repairs.

In addition, an “Educational Suitability Assessment” form was completed. The primary objective of this assessment was to
examine each school building in terms of its ability to deliver the educational program. This part of the assessment
considered eight categories that include:

e  Enrollment

e  Support for Programs

e Technology

e  Security and Supervision
e Instructional Aids

e  Physical Characteristics
e  Learning Environment

The combination of these two evaluations provided the State of Arkansas and the Joint Committee on Educational Facilities
with comprehensive technical information needed to make informed and responsible decisions regarding future school
building improvements. This information will be essential in identifying the budget that will be required to ensure that
Arkansas’ schools are adequate and substantially equal, to provide the children of Arkansas quality and efficient public
education in the 21* Century.

Mandate V: Recommend policies and criteria for use in determining renovation, replacement, or discontinuation of
inadequate buildings and facilities based upon statewide adequacy standards and other requirements necessary to ensure
adequate and substantially equal school buildings and facilities.

Facility Condition is the state of repair of the building infrastructure. Facility condition takes into consideration all of the
building systems from roofs and windows to electrical and mechanical systems. The Facility Condition Index [FCI] is an
index which compares the cost to address the facility condition to the cost of replacing the same amount of square footage.
The index is measured on a scale of 0-100%. The higher the percentage, the closer the cost to repair the building condition
is to the cost of replacing the building. A lower FCl indicates a better condition of the building. A higher FCI indicates a
poorer condition.

The Executive Committee recommends that an FCl of 65% would determine renovation versus replacement. In other
words, if the cost of to renovate a building was equal to 65% or more of the cost to replace that building, the
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recommendation would be to replace that building. To arrive at this number the committee took into consideration that a
renovated building would still have a life expectancy less than that of a new structure, even if a major overhaul of the
structure and finishes took place. For example, a building undergoing major renovation would likely only have a life
expectancy of possibly twenty years without further major renovation. Whereas a new structure built to standards would
likely have a much longer life expectancy, (say 50 years), with ongoing maintenance and some minor renovation. The cost
to benefit ratio over the Life Cycle of a given building appears significant.

In addition, the 65% number is one that has served as a benchmark on a variety of similar projects nationally. This includes
education and other types of facilities. This value, or ratio, has also been employed by other states in the assessment of
school facilities.

The committee recognizes that each situation must be evaluated independently and that there may be other factors to
consider, such as historical significance, building location, and potential for functions other than those originally intended. It
is emphasized that this would be a recommendation only and was not reported on a school-by-school basis in the final
report because there are many other variables when determining whether a school should be replaced including further
structural analysis and historical value. The ultimate disposition of a building should be determined after further analysis and
master planning of the school district.

School districts should dedicate 9% of their operating expenditures exclusively for custodial/maintenance operations. The
custodial/maintenance expenditure for the national median school district is 7.7% of total district expenditures for the
2003-2004 school year. This is down from the highest percentage expenditure over the last 10 years (1997) of 9.59
percent. The reductions of the last several years indicate that custodial/maintenance expenditures are being deferred
because of revenue shortfalls. School districts may carry forward small amounts of this required expenditure for future
maintenance obligations. This allowance excludes capital improvements and insurance premiums. It is recommended that
dedicated funding must be provided at the above described levels, or Section Three of the Arkansas School Facility Manual
cannot be implemented. In the 2003-2004 school year this would have equated to 109 million dollars additional
expenditures for local school districts in Arkansas. This amount of deferred maintenance is a key element driving the cost
of current deficiencies and repairs.

Mandate VI: Recommend the cost of an adequate school facility in Arkansas

The public educational facility needs in Arkansas are composed of
three major variables: facility condition; educational suitability; and

enrollment growth.
Fam!ﬂ_:y Facility Condition: is the state of repair of the building
Condition infrastructure. Facility condition takes into consideration all of the
building systems from roofs and windows to electrical and
mechanical systems. For comparison purposes a Facility Condition
. Index was developed (see above). Facility condition cost is the cost
Educational Enrollment Pec! ) )

, i of correcting all existing deficiencies and the replacement of all
Suitability Growth systems that have exceeded their life expectancy based on
established standards.

Educational Suitability: is based on having adequate space to support the educational program. Educational suitability
cost is the cost of bringing a school up the required square footage based on the space standards for educational programs.
For example: If an elementary school has an enrollment of 500 students, the space standards call for a school of 63,500 S.F.
If the existing school has only 50,000 S.F., the suitability cost would be based on multiplying 13,500 S.F. by the cost per S.F.
based on the new construction cost model.

Educational Suitability Cost = [S.F. required — S.F. existing] X $ per S.F.

Page 9

DeJONG Inc. B Summit Consulting B Magellan K12, Inc. ® Fanning/Howey Associates



Task Force to Joint Committee on Educational Facilities

Enrollment Growth: addresses the projected school enrollment for the next five and ten years.

The cost for new construction is typically based on a new construction cost model. For the purposes of the study, the cost
was a range of $94.31to $108.93 per square foot based on the size, type, and location of the building. Through the
involvement of the Format & Values Committee, which was composed of industry experts in school construction in
Arkansas, cost estimates were developed using RS Means, a highly recognized national estimating system, as well as a
regional Arkansas index that was developed to address cost variations by region of the State.

Building condition costs, depending on the system or deficiency, were calculated on unit costs, area costs, and in some
cases square foot costs.

|Mandate VII: Recommend a method of funding the cost of adequate and substantially equal school facilities.l

The Funding Committee will prepare and present various options for financing of school construction projects to the Joint
Committee on Educational Facilities in mid-December 2004.

Mandate VIII: Recommend a system or method to assess, evaluate, and monitor the school facilities across the state to
ensure that adequate facilities and substantially equal facilities are, and will continue to be provided for Arkansas’ school
children.

The Task Force submits the following findings and recommendations to the Joint Committee on
Educational Facilities to ensure that adequacy and substantial equality in educational facilities will be
maintained.

e Activate the Arkansas Division of Public Schools Academic Facilities to be included within the Arkansas
Department of Education.

The State of Arkansas currently does not have the capacity to develop, implement and manage a statewide school facility
program. It is recommended that new programs for the renovation and construction of schools be developed and
procedures established in order to determine funding mechanisms, maintain databases, monitor the maintenance plan and
expenditures, and structure communications.

o Establish a State Educational Facilities Oversight Committee.

It is proposed that the State Educational Facilities Oversight Committee be an advisory committee that would report to the
State Board of Education. The purpose of the Oversight Committee would be to assist the new educational facilities
division in developing programs to meet the State school facility needs and to provide oversight and accountability to
ensure that funds are appropriately invested, and that local strategic facilities master plans are met on a timely basis.

e The State of Arkansas establishes an ongoing uniform process for collecting, inventorying, and updating
facility information.

The status of school facilities is constantly changing. New schools and additions are being constructed, new deficiencies
occur. It is important keep the information on school facilities up to date as possible to have a current inventory of school
facilities.

e Adopt statewide educational facility standards and guidelines.

Standards are needed to guide the planning, design, construction and maintenance of school facilities in the State of

Arkansas. To ensure equity and uniform quality of educational facilities throughout the State, standards and guidelines are
required. Utilizing appropriate standards and guidelines will ensure that students, regardless of where they live, will attend
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comparable and adequate educational facilities. The Educational Facilities Standards Committee has drafted the Arkansas
School Facility Manual to assist in this effort.

e Develop a State program for school facility construction.
Currently, school construction is primarily a local school district responsibility. The Task Force proposes a State program
be established which is a shared responsibility between the State and local school districts. The Task Force recommends

that there should be greater involvement by the State to ensure equity and quality of school facilities.

e Review and Update the Arkansas School Facility Manual on an annual basis.

The Arkansas School Facility Manual needs to be a living document that is kept current with the best educational and school
construction practices, as well as allowing for new and improved systems and materials. The Division of Public School
Academic Facilities shall be responsible for overseeing the update with guidance from the State Oversight Committee.

e The Division of Public School Academic Facilities must report annually on the state of condition of
educational facilities statewide.

The Arkansas Division of Public School Academic Facilities must establish and implement a standardized reporting method
and format to support the development of an annual report establishing the current state of condition for all school
facilities within the state. This state of condition must be reported in the same format as the existing twelve (12) building
systems that are currently defined in this final report.

e The Division of Public School Academic Facilities must provide an annual report and forecast of
ongoing facilities projects.

The Division of Public Schools Academic Facilities must provide an annual statewide report of committed improvement
projects along with a three (3) year rolling forecast of planned construction, renovation, improvement, and heavy
maintenance activities.

¢ Maintain a public access website.

The Arkansas Division of Public School Academic Facilities shall maintain a website that will be available as a public access
for all current reports, calendars, facility reports, and other pertinent information on a continuing basis.

Page |1

DeJONG Inc. B Summit Consulting B Magellan K12, Inc. ® Fanning/Howey Associates



Task Force to Joint Committee on Educational Facilities

Statewide District Facility Statistics

School/Campus Data

The following table indicates baseline data by school or campus by school type. There are 1,205 schools and 5,766 school
related permanent buildings in Arkansas that support 451,040 students in 254 school districts. The largest number of
buildings house elementary school programs. High schools are typically larger in square footage and often a single school is
composed of multiple buildings.

Number of Schools

Schools Permanent

School/Facility Type Buildings

Pre-K 10 24
Elementary 585 1,631
K-8 17 54
K-12 5 30
Middle School 202 685
Middle/High Schools 191 1,245
High School 143 1,003
Other Schools 52 109
Administrative/Maintenance/Athletic 985
Total 1,205%* 5,766

*Includes new schools not opened as of 2003-04 school year, schools located within schools, and schools without enroliment.

Building Data - Number of Schools

O Pre-K B Elementary OK-8 OK-12
B Middle School O Middle/High Schools B High School O Other
B Administrative B Maintenance O Athletic Facilities
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Every building located within a school district has been identified as and classified by one of the following facility types.
The table below summarizes the number of facility types and the total square footage.

There are 6,569 permanent buildings with a total of 85.3 million square feet. There are also 803 temporary buildings
which are often portable buildings that may be used as classrooms or support space.

Facility Information (Permanent and Temporary)

School/Facility Type # of Schools  # of Buildings Sq Ft

Pre-K 10 31 324,424
Elementary 585 1,991 28,500,353
K-8 17 76 851,865
K-12 5 36 397,637
Middle School 202 773 15,984,856
Middle/High Schools 191 1,345 13,075,714
High School 143 1,101 19,670,656
Other 52 124 1,374,277
Administrative 331 1,007 4,408,855
Maintenance 25 60 521,613
Athletic Facilities 10 25 235,696
Total 1,571 6,569 85,345,946
School Only Area 1,205 * 5,477 80,179,782

Temporary Buildings

803 915,013

*Includes new schools not opened as of 2003-04 school year, schools located within schools, and schools without enrollment.

Building Data - Number of Buildings

O Pre-K B Elementary O K-8 OK-12
B Middle School @ Middle/High Schools M High School O Other
B Administrative B Maintenance O Athletic Facilities
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Age of Buildings

The chart below provides the information on the age of school
buildings in the state of Arkansas. 40.2% of the buildings were
constructed prior to 1970 or are 35 years of age or older. A large
number of buildings constructed during the post World War Il baby
boom of the 1950’s and 1960’s. A resurgence of new buildings was
constructed after 1990 as a result of what is often referred to as the
echo boomlet.

Many buildings were constructed prior to the focus on energy
conservation, prior to the advent of the modern day technology and
prior to the inclusion of many special needs students. The life
expectancy of most buildings systems is less than 40 years.

Age of Buildings

Number of Buildings

School/Facility Type <1900  1900-24 1925-49  1950-59  1960-69 1970-79  1980-89 1990-99  2000-04 Total
Pre-K 4 10 10 4 2 | 31
Elementary Schools 6 15 156 262 377 326 312 369 168 1,991
K-8 Schools 3 8 Il 13 14 15 6 6 76
K-12 Schools 7 I 6 8 5 9 36
Middle Schools 4 66 130 140 106 118 144 65 773
Middle/High Schools 3 184 118 225 255 218 221 121 1,345
High Schools 4 58 76 239 206 166 239 113 1,101
Other/Alternative Schools 3 19 13 17 24 22 21 5 124
Administrative Facilities | 21 138 102 168 173 185 160 59 1,007
Maintenance/Transportation | 11 5 13 16 2 12 60
Athletic Facilities 6 3 6 8 2 25

Total 7 54 647 722 1,214 1,141 1,053 1,191 540 6,569

Age of Buildings
1,400
1,200
1,000
800
600
400
200
; [ :
< S Qf\?‘ 'ﬁo’b‘q (’qu y @ /\Q:\q %Qibq opaq qu
L K K K o 3 d Ky NS
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Square Feet per Student

There is a wide range in the space available per student in the state of Arkansas based on type. This ranges from |34
square feet per student to 266 square feet per student.

Typically, the square feet per student at the high school level is greater than the elementary level. This is consistent
with national norms with more specialized spaces such as science laboratories and spaces supporting vocational

education.

Square Feet per Student

School Type # of Schools ~ # of Students ~ Total Sq Ft 59 Ft/ Student
Pre-K 10 2,068 324,424 |57
Elementary Schools 585 210,028 28,500,353 136
K-8 Schools 17 2,557 851,865 333
K-12 Schools 5 1,860 397,637 214
Middle Schools 202 103,446 15,984,856 I55
Middle/High Schools 191 47,341 13,075,714 276
High Schools 143 87,221 19,670,656 226
Other/Alternative Schools 52 740 1,374,277

Total 1,205% 455,261 80,179,782 176

*Includes new schools not opened as of 2003-04 school year, schools located within schools, and schools without enrollment.

Square Foot per Student

250

200 -

150
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School Size

The following table and graph state the number and percentage of schools in Arkansas by size of enrollment. 79.5%
of schools in Arkansas have less than 550 students enrolled.

Size of Schools

Enrollment # of Schools %
<100 58 5.15%
101-250 268 23.80%
251-350 216 19.18% School Size
351-450 212 18.83% .
451-550 140 12.43%
551-650 75 6.66% ]
651-750 66 5.86% 0
751-850 24 2.13% 100 4
851-1000 31 2.75% 50|
1001-1250 20 1.78% o
1251-1500 10 089% L T
1551-1750 4 0.36%
1751-2000 - 0.00%
>2000 2 0.18%
Total 1,126

Note: # of Schools does not include 27 new schools with no enrollment.

Note: Does not include other/alternative

The following tables and graphs illustrate the number of students per district as well as the number of schools within
a district. Fifty-two percent of the school districts have fewer than 1,000 students, and 51% of the districts have
fewer than five school campuses. Fifty-five districts are over 2,000, students and only 2 districts have over 30 school
campuses.

Size of Districts

Enrollment # of Districts %

350-450 28 11.02% Schools per District
45]1-550 21 8.27%

551-650 25 9.84%

# of Schools # of Districts

651-750 21 8.27%

551-750 18 7.09% -4 129
851-1000 19 7.48% 5-9 92
1001-1250 27 10.63% 10-19 26
1251-1500 16 6.30% 20-29 5
15511750 14 5.51% 30+ 2
1751-2000 10 3.94% Total 254
2001-3500 29 11.42%

>3500 26 10.24%
Total 254
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The following map illustrates school districts by size of enrollment as of the 2003-04 school year.

Arkansas 2003-2004 School Year
Student Enrollment by School District

EXPLANATION

Enroliment "
0- 499 !
500 - 749

750 - 999

1000 - 1999
60 90 Miles

> 4000

I
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Facility Condition

The public educational facility needs in Arkansas are composed of three

/ / major variables:

Facility Facility Condition is the state of repair of the building infrastructure.
Condition Facility condition takes into consideration all of the building systems from
//7 ] 7 roofs and windows to electrical and mechanical systems.
Educational Suitability is based on having adequate space to support
Educational Enrollment the educational program.
Suitability Growth
4 " Enrollment Growth addresses the projected school enrollment for

the next five and ten years.

The facility condition cost includes the cost of bringing all
schools to current codes and standards. This is a process
that will likely require ten or more years to accomplish.

Nearly all schools in Arkansas were constructed prior to
current building codes and standards. Over half of the
schools are 40 years or older. Since that time, there have
been new codes and standards published for virtually every
building system ranging from air quality and air conditioning
to technology and fire and safety.

Although there is a cost associated with rectifying every
building according to current codes and standards, this does
not mean that all schools need massive and immediate repairs
and renovations. Rather, this provides an understanding of
the effort it would take to bring all facilities up to the same
standard.

At the same time, the facility condition information does provide:
e comparative analysis of building conditions
e approximate cost to address the facility conditions of all buildings in the State of Arkansas
e understanding of which buildings are in the worse conditions that might be slated for more immediate focus
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Facility condition costs, depending on the system or deficiency, were calculated on unit costs, area
costs, and in some cases square footage costs.

FaC|_I|1_:y Facility Condition consists of two variables. The first is Current Deficiencies. Deficiencies
Condition include any items that require repair as identified by the assessment teams. This might include the
need for new flooring, replacement of carpets, or problems associated with wiring.

The second variable is Year Zero Lifecycle. Included in this category are systems, identified by the assessors based on
their age, which have expired. For example, a building was constructed in 1960 and the windows have not been replaced.
Even though the windows may not be leaking today, based on their life expectancy, the windows should be replaced now or
in the near future. This cost is driven up primarily because of the age of the buildings. Forty percent of all the school
facilities in Arkansas are over 35 years old. Most building systems have a lifecycle of 15-40 years depending on the
particular system.

In this report, the Facility Condition was defined as the sum of the Current Deficiencies and the Year Zero Life
Cycle. Furthermore, each Building Condition Cost was identified and further classified according to repair priority, and
deficiency category. The Assessment Program for Performance Learning Environments [A.P.P.L.E] system defines priorities
as follows. These priorities have been established based on health, safety, and comfort issues, which impact the ability to
operate the building.

Priority | Mission Critical Concerns

These issues are considered deficiencies or conditions that directly affect the school’s ability to remain open, or
deliver the educational curriculum. These deficiencies typically include items related to building safety, accessibility
codes, severely damaged or failing building components and other items that require near term correction. These
are also deficiencies that are currently contributing to further degradation of other building components. These
are primarily systems and conditions that have failed.

Priority 2 Concerns with an Indirect Impact to the Educational Mission

Items found, that if not addressed in the near term, may progress to a Priority | item. These include poor roofs
that, if they deteriorate further, will cause deterioration of integral building systems, HYAC and plumbing issues
that may render the building unusable if not addressed, and other items that require repair in order to keep the
facility in appropriate operating condition. These are systems that are at risk of failing possibly within the year.

Priority 3 Short Term Conditions

These items are necessary to the mission of the school, but may not require immediate attention. These items
should be considered as necessary improvements requiring incorporation in order to maximize efficiency and
usefulness of the facility. Priority 3 items include site improvements and improvements to other important
systems. Priority 1,2, and 3 deficiencies may be referred to as those items needing correction in order to keep the
facility “safe, dry and healthy”.

Priority 4 Long Term Requirements
These items or systems are likely to require attention within the next five years, or would be considered an
enhancement to the instructional environment. The enhancements may be aesthetic or may provide greater
functionality. Examples include cabinets, finishes, paving, removal or abandoned equipment, and educational
enhancement associated with special programs.
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Facility
Condition

Statewide Crosstab by System by Priority

Task Force to Joint Committee on Educational Facilities

| Facility Condition Priority |

The following table summarizes deficiencies by priority and reflects current deficiencies and year
zero Life Cycle costs. The priority | & 2 costs might provide the best indicator of the level of
short-term funding that may be required.

ol m2 03 0O4
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73%

Impact Functioning of Short Term Least Critical

Mission critical School Conditions i.e. Program

i.e. Health & Safety i.e., Mechanical, i.e. Finishes, Site Enhancement,

Building System Electrical, HVAC Improvements, etc. Aesthetics Total
Site $ 184,644 | $ 101,208,940 | $ 10,572,590 | $ 159,472,540 | $ 271,438,714
Roofing $ 2,785459 | $ 145,550,930 | $ 871,097 | $ 33529 $ 149,241,015
Exterior $ 1,894,606 | $ 144,128,160 | $ 72,842 | $ 843,922 | $ 146,939,530
Structure $ 25,528 | $ 30,117,188 | $ 3920 $ 144376 | $ 30,291,012
Interior $ 4,433,088 | $ 279,402,460 | $ 37,796,904 | $ 10,505,409 | $ 332,137,861
HVAC $ 855,228 | $ 549,728,640 | $ 12,549,026 | $ 10,903,996 | $ 574,036,890
Plumbing $ 7,112 % 198,124,720 | $ 37,194 | $ 8271339 | $ 206,440,365
Electrical $ 1,494,351 | $ 120,615,670 | $ 180,188 | $ 10,209,332 | $ 132,499,541
Technology $ - $ 894,678 | $ 7,676,782 | $ 19,656,378 | $ 28,227,838
Fire and Safety $ 57,466,968 | $ 53,924,676 | $ 17554 | $ 38353| $ 111,447,551
Specialties $ 17,520,008 | $ 50,319,636 | $ 40,860,896 | $ 186,799,600 | $ 295,500,140
Total $ 86,666,992 $ 1,674,015698 $ 110,638,993 $ 406,878,774 § 2,278,200,457
Total Cost by Priority
)
18% 4%
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System Costs

The following table and graph illustrate statewide facility condition costs by system. The most
Facility costly item for repair is HYAC, followed by fire and safety systems and site issues.

Condition

Statewide Cost By Building System

Building System System Cost
Site $ 271,438,714
Roofing $ 149,241,015
Exterior $ 146,939,530
Structural $ 30,291,012
Interior $ 332,137,861
HVAC $ 574,036,890
Plumbing $ 206,440,365
Electrical $ 132,499,541
Technology $ 28,227,838
Fire & Safety $ 111,447,551
Specialties $ 295,500,140
Total $ 2,278,200,457

Building System Costs

$600,000,000

$500,000,000 -

$400,000,000

$300,000,000

$200,000,000

$100,000,000 -~ I I I I

. | - | = W
Site Roofing Exterior  Structural Interior HVAC Plumbing  Electrical Technology  Fire & Specialties
Safety
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Condition
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Each building system and subsystem has an expected life based on historical performance of similar
systems, construction materials, and methods. Estimated Life Cycles for building systems will vary
depending on classification and type of material. For example, the life expectancy of a shingle roof
is shorter than the life expectancy of a metal roof. The following chart identifies the systems and
subsystems included for the statewide assessment and a typical life expectancy for each. The

Life Cycle Systems Table

n Site

Sidewalks

Canopies

Parking Surface

Fencing

Playgrounds & Phys. Ed Equip.

Estimated Life

Cooling - Packaged Units

Cooling - Air Handlers

Cooling - Fan Coils

Cooling - Chillers

Cooling - Thermal Storage

Estimated Life

A.P.P.L.E database defines many more systems based on construction material.

nFire & Safety Fire Alarm

Fire Sprinkler System

Security System

Closed-Circuit TV System

MTech nology

Public Address and Intercom

Site Equipment Cooling - Piping Computer Technology Infrastructure
Roofing Roofing System Cooling Towers Telephones
Exterior Window Systems Heating - Packaged Units m Specialties Elevators

Other Wall Systems Heating - Furnace Writing Surfaces

Exterior Painting Heating - Radiant Heaters Fixed Cabinetry

Exterior Doors Heating - Boilers Fixed Laboratory Equipment
Structural Foundation Systems Heating - Piping Fixed Equipment

Wall Systems Heating - Fan Coils Moveable Partitions (Major)
Interior Carpet Cool Storage Tanks Lockers (Refurbish)

Vinyl or Sport Flooring

Wood Flooring

Concrete

Ceramic Tile

Other Flooring

Quarry Tile

Terrazzo

Interior Paint and Wall Finishes

Ceilings - Suspended Tiles

Ceiling Grid System

Ceilings - Non-Suspended, No Tiles

Controls

Stage Equipment

Ductwork, Air Terminals, Dampers

7/ |Electrical

Electrical Service

Electrical Distribution

Lighting Fixtures

Emergency Lighting

Emergency Generator

Sanitary Sewer

Domestic Water Piping System

Faucets and Fixtures

Backflow Preventers

Interior Doors and Frames

Door Hardware
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Facility Condition Index [FCI] is an index that compares the cost to repair the facility
conditions to the cost of replacing the facility with same amount of square footage. The index is
on a scale of 0-100 percent. The higher the percentage, the closer to the cost to renovate the
Facility building is to the cost to replace the building. The lower percentage indicates the better the
Condition condition of the building. The higher the percentage indicates the poorer the condition.

The cost for new construction is typically based on a cost per square foot model. For the
purposes of the study, the cost was based on an average of $101.62 per square foot. Through the involvement of the
Format & Values Committee, which was composed of industry experts in school construction in Arkansas, cost estimates
were developed using RS Means, a highly recognized national estimating system, as well as a regional Arkansas index
developed to address costs by region of the State.

The table and graph below demonstrates that 4,207 buildings have an FCI of less than 30 percent. Even though these
buildings still have facility needs, they would be considered to be in relatively better condition.

On the other end of the spectrum, approximately 566 buildings have an FCI of 50% or greater, which would suggest these
buildings are in need of major renovation or replacement.

Statewide Facility Condition Index (FCI)

<10% 2,660
10-19% 798
20-29% 749
30-39% 569
40-49% 424
50-59% 218

60-69% 144
70-79% 76
80-89% 51
90-100% 33
>100 44

Total 5,766

Facility Condition Index by Buildings

3,000

2,500 1

2,000 -

1,500 -
1,000 ~

500 -+

<10% 10-19% 20-29% 30-39% 40-49% 50-59% 60-69% 70-79% 80-89% 90-100% >100
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This information can also be viewed by school campus. Keep in mind, one school campus can be
composed of several individual buildings. For example, one building may have been constructed in
the 1950’s and another constructed in the 1970’s. This number would total the cost of repairing
Facility all of the buildings located on one campus and compares that to the cost of replacing all of the
Condition buildings on that campus. The chart and graph below indicate the FCI based on school campus.

Statewide Facility Condition Index (FCI)

FCI Schools

<10% 133
10-19% 224
20-29% 210
30-39% 245
40-49% 178
50-59% 71
60-69% 48
70-79% 27
80-89% 6
90-100% 9
>100% 2
Total 1,153

Note: Chart excludes Other/Alternative Schools

Facility Condition Index by School Campus

300

250

200
150
100
’ 1 5

<10% 10-19%  20-29%  30-39%  40-49%  50-59% 60-69% 70-79%  80-89% 90-100% >100%
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This information can also be viewed by school district. ~ Again, one school campus can be
composed of several individual buildings constructed in different years. This number would total

the cost of repairing all of the campuses and comparing that to the cost of replacing all of the
Facility zyild'ings within a school district. The chart and graph below indicate the FCI based on school
Condition istrict.
FCI Districts
<10% 9 i
10-19% 57 e LRET Moy, SCHOO
20-29% 85 : z JOL_
30-39% 63 Wdd
40-49% 27 =5
50-59% 9
60-69%
70-79% |
80-89% -
90-100% -
>100% -
Total 254

Note: Chart excludes Other/Alternative Schools

Facility Condition Index by District
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The following map illustrates total FCI by District. This number compares the total cost to repair all of the buildings
located within a district to the cost to replace all the buildings in that district.

Arkansas 2003-2004 School Year
Facility Condition Index by School District

EXPLANATION

Facility Condition Index
-in percent
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The difficulty in providing clear estimates is that solutions for each school will vary from building
to building. For example, in one building it may be a matter of repairing roof; in another building,
it may be an issue of replacing the roof. In other cases, it may be more appropriate to replace the

Facility building itself. Some schools may be composed of a half dozen or more separate buildings, all
Condition constructed at different times. Decisions will need to be made regarding replacement, repairs and
their phasing.

To provide an understanding of the comparisons from school to school, use the FCl. To gain an understanding of the
longer term costs use the total facility condition costs. To gain an understanding of the shorter-term costs, use the priority
| & 2 costs.

Future Life Cycle Costs

The life cycle forecasting concept is that buildings systems expire at different times and these times are reasonably
predictable. Therefore, the need to replace a roof in 20 years can reasonably be predicted. By using escalated cost factors
and the size of the roof, the cost of replacement can be estimated. This concept can be applied across several building
systems to generate a total average demand for long-term capital renewal dollars. For a building that is designed to last 40
to 50 years overall, the average annual expenditure would be approximately 2-3% of the replacement value per year. Of
course, this amount is not a flat line amount for each building as systems expire at different times, and many systems are
replaced numerous times over the course of the building’s life.

The relationship between current deficiencies and life cycle capital renewal forecasts is difficult to reconcile. Since many of
the life cycle forecast needs have not yet failed, a deficiency has not been recorded. On the other hand, the current life
cycle requirement will have items that have already been identified and are slated for repair. Therefore, the approach used
was to look at the year zero life cycle forecast and incorporate that number into the building condition cost. For all
current deficiencies that are life cycle related, i.e., the replacement of roofing or HVAC systems, an adjustment was made
to avoid double counting in both the current deficiencies listing and the current life cycle forecast.

Future Life Cycle Costs (Unescalated)

Current Cost per Year | Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Total
Building System Conditions Square Foot 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 Life Cycle Total 5-Year Need
Site $ 271,438,714 $ 3.181% 12,382,719 $ 14,307,988 $ 24,597,882 $ 11,484310 $ 88,982,488 $ 151,755,387 $ 423,194,101
Roofing $ 149,241,015 $ 1751% 15,728,260 $ 24,743,420 $ 33,214,766 $ 15935772 § 77,636,560 $ 167,258,778 $ 316,499,793
Exterior $ 146,939,530 $ 1.721%$ 8,464,330 $ 13,108,579 $ 16,868910 $ 6,792,093 $ 36,823,144 $ 82,057,056 $ 228,996,586
Structural $ 30,291,012 § 035]'$ 412,442 1,707,644 $ 1,650,494 $ 2,817,068 $ 3,736,468 $ 10,324,116  $ 40,615,128
Interior $ 332,137861  $ 3891% 32,281,274 § 66,318,836 $ 92,303,488 $ 74,660,760 $ 209,748,192 $ 475,312,550 $ 807,450,411
HVAC $ 574,036,890 $ 6731$ 5,003,071 $ 7234601 $ 7,787,295 $ 4,098,460 $ 16,206,035 $ 40,329,461 $ 614,366,351
Plumbing $ 206,440,365 $ 2421% 4,946,820 $ 8,386,658 $ 9,155235 $ 4,923,955 $ 16,123,137 $ 43,535,804 $ 249,976,169
Electrical $ 132,499,541 $ 1550%$ 13,104,857 $ 13,328,003 $ 13,358,316 $ 8,555,563 $ 45,283,584 $ 93,630,323 $ 226,129,864
Technology $ 28,227,838 § 033]$ 17,352,174 $ 12,510,010 $ 12,854,276 $ 14,768,710 $ 64,877,920 $ 122,363,090 $ 150,590,928
Fire & Safety $ 111,447,551 13113 5341217 $ 6,795,587 $ 6,730,049 $ 7,372,800 $ 25,598,848 $ 51,838501 $ 163,286,052
Specialties $ 295,500,140  $ 34613 2,746,610 $ 4,327,198 $ 5,523,962 $ 2,580,164 $ 18,423,268 $ 33,601,202 $ 329,101,342
Total $ 2,278,200,457 $ 26.69)$ 117,763,773 $ 172,768,523 $ 224,044,673 $ 153,989,654 $ 603,439,644 $  1,272,006,267 $  3,550,206,724
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The cost associated with addressing Facility Conditions may include a wide range of dollars
depending on the policies and programs which are established.

Facility e If a building is to be fully renovated, the total cost of renovation is likely to be
Condition approximately the cost of the combination of Current Deficiencies and Year Zero of
Lifecycle costs.
e If decisions are made where only the most critical repairs are to be made, it is likely to be
approximately the costs of Priorities | and 2.

As the assessments are translated into a building program there are likely to be three or more major programs established.
The actual cost will depend on the programs that are established.

.  Building Replacement: Once the repair cost of a building exceeds 65% of new construction, consideration
might be given to replace the building. Exceptions may be made due to historical significance or other factors.

2. Component Replacement: This is selective improvement of building systems like a new roof, new
electrical service or window replacement.

3. Emergency Repairs: This might include replacing a failed boiler or HVAC system in order for the building
to function as a school.
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Educational Suitability

A second major component of facility needs is having adequate space to support the educational
program. Space requirements in education have changed significantly over the past forty years.

Educational Listed below are just a few changes in education that have resulted in the need for additional
Suitability space.

e Inclusion of special education students who require smaller class sizes and specialized facilities for the
physically impaired

Kindergarten & Pre-Kindergarten programs

Greater numbers of students with limited English proficiency

Addition of computers and other technology

Class size reduction [compared to 40 years ago]

Cafeterias and gymnasiums

Gifted and Talented programs

Code requirements such as ADA restrooms, size of stairwells, corridors, air quality, etc.

To determine educational suitability, the space requirements for comprehensive elementary, middle, high, and combination
schools were identified. The spaces were determined based on the curriculum and class size guidelines of the State of
Arkansas. The standards and guidelines were developed to provide an adequate educational program for all schools.

The types of spaces included program areas such as classrooms, science labs, art and music, computer lab, cafeteria,
gymnasium, media centers, and workforce education. Provisions for administration, guidance, special education, tutorial
areas and other program support areas were included. Square footage was provided for corridors and building services.
Examples are listed on the following page.

The size of spaces was based on the number of students to be
accommodated and program pedagogy. For example, in a
classroom, students may be engaged in lecture, projects
learning, small group interaction, and individualized education.
At times, the instruction will be teacher-directed; at other
times, it may involve students working with technology.

While developing the space requirements it was determined
that there was a significant difference in the amount of space
required based on size of enrollment and the type of school.
The lower the enrollment, the more square footage per student
was required. This may result, for example, when a regulation
gym is required to be a certain size regardless of the enrollment
of the school. In addition, smaller schools may still require
items such as separate media centers and science labs where
the efficiency of space is not realized.
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Task Force to Joint Committee on Educational Facilities

The Program of Requirements summary tables referenced below can be found in Section Two,
Standards and Guidelines, Chapter 5 of the draft Arkansas School Facility Manual. The tables
include examples of the instructional and support spaces that may be selected for inclusion in
various sized Elementary Schools. In addition, a summary of a 425 student, K-5 elementary school
is shown. Similar tables are included in Chapter 5 of the Standards and Guidelines, for middle,
high, and combination schools.

EXAMPLE 200 Students 350 Students 550 Students 700 Students
SF SF SF SF
Grade Configuration: K-5
Number of Students 200 350 550 700
Square Feet Per Student 182.07 131.24 128.76 127.98
Total Gross Square Feet Allowable 36,413 45,935 70,818 89,586
PROGRAM AREA
E-AC Academic Core Spaces 12,950 17,800 26,300 34,350
E-SE Special Education Spaces 2,250 2,550 3,600 4,650
E-AD Administrative Spaces 2,710 2,860 4,015 5,525
E-MC Media Center Spaces 2,320 2,595 3,595 4,420
E-VA Visual Arts Spaces 0 0 1,425 1,450
E-MU Music Spaces 0 0 1,300 1,300
E-PE Physical Education Spaces 3,200 3,200 4,800 5,400
E-SD Student Dining Spaces 2,350 3,725 5,725 7,250
E-FS Food Service Spaces 1,125 1,450 2,200 2,750
E-CU Custodial Spaces 300 300 400 500
E-BS Building Services 6,511 8,052 12,212 15,355
Facility Total 33,716 42,532 65,572 82,950
Construction Factor 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08
Gross Square Feet Developed 36,413 45,935 70,818 89,586
WORKSHEET
Enter Grade Configuration K-5
Enter Student Capacity 425
Square Feet Per Student 129
Total Gross Square Feet Allowable 54,825
SELECT ONE — ®@ single Story Building O Multistory Building
Plus Vertical Circulation (for Multistory Buildings) Area Allowable 0
Total Adjusted POR Gross Square Footage 54,825
PROGRAM AREA New SF Existing SF TOTAL SF
E-AC Academic Core Spaces 19,350 0 19,350
E-SE Special Education Spaces 2,550 0 2,550
E-AD Administrative Spaces 2,560 0 2,560
E-MC Media Center Spaces 3,058 0 3,058
E-VA Visual Arts Spaces 1,425 0 1,425
E-MU Music Spaces 1,300 0 1,300
E-PE Physical Education Spaces 4,250 0 4,250
E-SD Student Dining Spaces 4,488 0 4,488
E-FS Food Service Spaces 1,713 0 1,713
E-CU Custodial Spaces 350 0 350
E-BS Building Services 9,722 0 9,722
Facility Total 50,764 0 50,764
Construction Factor 0.08 na na
Actual Gross Square Feet Developed 54,825 0 54,825
Adjusted Existing Area 0 -
Total Adjusted Gross Square Footage 54,825
Difference of SF developed from SF allowable 0
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Suggested Square Feet per Student

Educational
Suitability The space requirements were translated into a square foot per student formula that was adjusted
based on the school enrollment and type of school. The table below provides a comparison of

the space requirements per student based on various sizes of enrollment.

Elementary School Middle School High School
Enroliment | SF/Student | Enrollment | SF/Student | Enrollment | SF/Student
200 182 200 200 250 268
350 131 350 140 500 196
550 128 550 128 1000 181
700 127 700 132 1500 170

2000 163

The reason smaller schools require more square feet per student is a result of space efficiencies. Although the sizes of core
spaces, such as media centers and cafeterias, are reduced, they are still necessary spaces. There may be alternative ways to
lower the square feet per student in smaller schools. Reducing the number of special program areas or incorporating
different educational pedagogies like multi-age, grouping, and project-based learning rather than subject-based learning could
create more efficiency of space.

The following tables describe the existing number of square feet per student at elementary, middle and high schools in
Arkansas. There is a direct correlation between the school enrollment and the existing square feet per student.

Elementary Schools: Existing Square Feet Per Student

Enrollment Total Enrollment Total Sq Fe Sq Ft/ Student Elementary Sq. Ft./Student in Existing Schools

<100 1714 690,377 403 450

101-250 25542 4,494,696 176 400

251-350 37,501 5,448,501 145 ;gg

351.450 50,868 6,547,099 129 250

451-550 45,026 5,255,877 n7 200

551-650 20431 2,226,459 109 : gg

651-750 19,602 2,171,536 i 50

751-850 5,525 528,999 9% -

851-1000 4,439 450,210 ol S P S S S S S S

1001-1250 1,101 164,024 149 S S S ) & &
Total 211,749 27,977,778 N
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Educational
Suitability

Middle Schools: Existing Square Feet Per Student

Enrollment Total Enrollment Total Sq Ft Sq Ft/ Student Middle Sq. Ft./Student in Existing Schools

<100 148 90,422 611 700

101-250 4,630 994,125 215 600

251-350 6,309 938,013 149 500

351-450 17,466 2,805,739 161 400

451-550 12,505 1,975,159 158 300

551-550 16,966 2,610,601 154

651-750 19,367 2,585,417 133 200

751-850 5512 958,170 174 100

851-1000 12,960 1,799,829 139 °

1001-1250 8,441 964,094 114 o Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q

1251-1750 1,509 226,700 150 e e\'s s\'ﬁj’ s\ﬁ’ s\g’ s\g’ s\'«% s\ggo \'\BQB \'\'t> \'\’\¢>

’ " N VYoo s D) ¥ A? H &

Total 105,813 15,948,269

High Schools: Existing Square Feet Per Student

Enrollment Total Enrollment Total Sq Ft Sq Ft/ Student
<100 1.552 724,582 267 High Sq. Ft./Student in Existing Schools
101-250 17,408 5,592,354 321 500
251-350 20,477 5,290,284 258
351-450 15,273 4,021,721 263 400
451-550 12,530 2,867,805 229 300
551-650 7,132 1,455,623 204 200
651-750 6,968 1,641,521 236
751-850 7,965 1,608,549 202 100
851-1000 10,836 2,282,744 2101
1001-1250 12,158 2,169,010 178 i
1251-1500 10,664 1,660,327 156 L@“ ff?“ :,,cP J;.,“ f;,@ g,“ :\30 Sg,“ \Q@ \,\3,0 \(,,QQ :L@ @@
1551-200 8,208 1,484,208 181 I I & \@\’ \,ﬁ,\' N7
>2000 4771 750,235 157
Total 135,942 31,548,963
Page 32

DeJONG Inc. B Summit Consulting B Magellan K12, Inc. B Fanning/Howey Associates



Task Force to Joint Committee on Educational Facilities

To determine Educational Suitability, the space guidelines were applied to all existing schools in
Arkansas. A program space model based on size and type of schools was applied and if a school had
more space than required, no cost was identified. If there was less space than required, the cost of
the additional space was determined.

Educational
Suitability

Required Square Feet

Permanent

School Type Existing Sq. Ft. Required Sq. Ft.

Pre-K 324,424 284,126
Elementary Schools 28,500,353 27,984,788
K-8 Schools 851,865 426,018
K-12 Schools 397,637 342,818
Middle Schools 15,984,856 14,167,628
Middle/High Schools 13,075,714 10,708,646
High Schools 19,670,656 16,474,649
Total 78,805,505 70,388,673

Note: Totals exclude Other/Alternative school types.

Based on the suggested space requirements, it is interesting to note the statewide comparison above. The problem clearly
lies not in the required amount of space, but in the location of space. The chart below indicates the approximate number
of schools that do not meet the suggested guidelines and the number of schools that exceed the suggested guidelines.

Schools within Student Guidelines

# of School Campuses

% Guidelines Elementary Schools Middle Schools High Schools Total

<50 24 10 16 101

g 50-59 I5 5 2 22
= 60-69 35 10 8 53
3 70.79 71 9 18 98
% 80-89 86 I5 14 115
2 90-99 84 18 27 129
100 - 109 64 22 41 127

° 11o-119 53 28 44 125
% 120-129 27 21 32 80
';% 130-139 I5 5 32 52
4 140-149 16 7 14 37
29 150+ 59 31 56 147

Note: Total excludes new schools with no enrollment

Excluldes Other/Alternative Schools

Schools that exceed the square feet required are often the result of schools being under-enrolled. A second explanation is
one or more oversized spaces, such as a gymnasium or field house, exist.
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Conversely, many schools do not meet square feet requirements because they lack special
purpose spaces such as adequate spaces for art, music, or special education or they may have
classrooms considered too small. A second reason could be that schools have insufficient space
to accommodate the existing enrollment and are considered overcrowded.

Educational
Suitability

In some cases, this situation can be resolved by changing grade configurations or attendance
boundaries within a school district. In other cases, it cannot be resolve due to proximity. Additional space may be needed
in a2 completely different area or district than where space is available. Space was added where needed but not taken away
when there was excess. No attempt was made to combine or alter the enrollment of schools.

The educational suitability cost is based on the cost of additional square footage to bring all schools up to guidelines. This

would ensure that all students, regardless of where they, would be afforded school facilities to provide a comprehensive
educational program.

Total Suitability Cost by School Type

School Type # of Schools Total Cost
Pre-K 10 $ 1,641,258
Elementary Schools 585 $ 314,098,509
K-8 Schools 202 $ 9,369,475
K-12 Schools 17 $ 1,644,561
Middle Schools 143 $ 112,618,417
Middle/High Schools 191 $ 57,046,596
High Schools 5 $ 89,343,865
Total 1153 $ 585,762,681

*Does not include Other/Alternative Schools

Depending on program and policy issues, the educational suitability cost can be adjusted upward or downward by any one
of the following factors.

e Adding/deleting programs

e  Changing class size

e  Altering the space requirements

e  Adjusting enrollment between schools

e  Changing size of schools
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The map below indicates educational suitability by illustrating square foot shortages or excess by school districts based on
2003-04 enrollment and facility use.

Arkansas 2003-2004 School Year
Square Foot Per Student by School District

-

EXPLANATION

Square foot per student
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N > 24999

0 30 % 90 Miles
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Projected Enrollment

As part of the Statewide School Facilities Assessment, enrollment projections for every district in
the State for the next ten years were developed. Projections took into consideration historical
enrollments and retention rates as part of the Cohort Survival Method of projecting student
population. Additional data such as building permits issued by statistical area and births by county
were analyzed and incorporated into the projection system.

Enrollment
Growth

Producing statewide enrollment projections was a five-step process occurring during the summer of 2004.

|.Gather Data 2. Projection 3. Initial Review 4. Select Revisions

5. Final Review

Data

Live Births
. Historic
Enrollment

Most Likely
- Low

High

District-by
Analysis district

considerations

Housing

At the statewide level, it appears that total enrollment will continue to increase, but at a slightly faster rate than that of the
last ten years. However, there is likely to be a wide variation in enrollment by grade level as well as by region of the State.
Obviously, some districts are likely to grow while other districts will level off or decrease due to population aging and other
economic variables.

To meet the growth needs in developing areas, school districts will need to consider adding space to existing facilities and
constructing new buildings. At the same time, other districts may need fewer school facilities in declining districts.

As with any projection, the State should pay close attention to the variables associated with determining enrollment
projections discussed in this document. Any one or more of these factors can increase or decrease enrollment within the
State of Arkansas. More importantly, as projections are updated annually, they provide the State with a valuable planning
tool to assist them in determining the future direction of Arkansas Public Schools.

The following pages provide a summary of enrollment projections for the State of Arkansas including demographics, birth

data, historical, and projected enrollment. A more detailed analysis and projections for each district can be found in a
separate report.
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Statewide Demographics

The following charts represent historic and projected population growth in the State of Arkansas as
recorded by the US Census Bureau. Arkansas has grown by approximately one million people over
the past forty years and is projected to continue increasing by 400,000 over the next 25 years.

Arkansas Historic Population
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Source: US Census Bureau, United States Census

Arkansas Projected Population
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According to the US Census Bureau, the number of school-aged children is also going to increase in
the next five years at every level with the exception of 5-9 year olds. This anomaly may be the

Enrollment result of a low birth rate year.
Growth
Arkansas School-aged Population
Year Ages 0-4 Ages 5-9 Ages 10-14 | Ages 15-18 Total
2003 185,483 186,564 193,059 150,885 715,991
2008 [Projected] 191,775 183,825 202,233 158,702 736,535

School Aged Population

300,000
200,000

100,000

0
Ages 0-4 Ages 5-9  Ages 10-14 Ages 15-18

B 2003 M 2008 [Projected]

Source: US Census Burean, United States Census & Market Research Demographics

Birth Data

Utilizing live birth data is recommended when projecting future enrollments. This provides a helpful overall trend, as well
as a useful estimation of kindergarten enrollment 5 or 6 years in the future. Large bubbles in birth rates, either up or
down, can be planned for and anticipated.

The following chart and graph illustrate live birth data in the State of Arkansas for the past fifteen years. During that time,
the number of births in Arkansas has increased by 2,683 births or 7.6 %, peaking in the year 2000 at 39,301 births.

Year Live Births
1988 35,498
1989 35,998 Live Births
1990 36,549 50000
1991 35,543 40000
1992 36,138 30000
1993 35,526
1994 35,892 20000
1995 36,333 10000
L
| o PE L PP
1998 38,100
1999 38,080 Sonrce: Arkansas Center for Health Statistics
2000 39,301
2001 38,514
2002 38,907 Page 38
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Over the past nine years, the total number of students has increased by 5,998 or approximately |
percent. While different grade levels have increased at different rates, historically grades 9 — 12

escalated the most, increasing approximately 4% since the 1994-95 school year. The following
Enrollment chart and map illustrate statewide historic enrollment.
Growth
Statewide 10-year Historic Enrollment
Grade 1994-95 1995-96 1996-97 1997-98 1998-99 1999-00 | 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 | 2003-04
K 35,521 36,743 36,504 35,053 34,167 34,163 33,931 34,909 35,237 36,316
1 35,231 36,324 37,445 36,977 36,209 34,617 34,524 34,031 35,134 35,540
2 33,498 34,257 35,286 35,892 35,668 35,054 33,888 33,543 33,164 34,173
3 33,523 33,608 34,074 34,992 35,862 35,572 35,135 33,726 33,675 33,566
4 34,357 33,941 33,816 34,051 35,065 35,677 35,706 35,143 33,761 33,983
5 34,473 34,861 34,295 33,682 34,216 34,981 35,906 35,710 35,336 34,119
K-5 Subtotal|] 206,603 209,734 211,420 210,647 211,187 210,064 209,090 207,062 206,307 207,697
6 34,984 35,087 35,302 34,431 34,215 34,352 35,400 36,010 36,001 35,667
7 36,756 37,008 36,835 36,634 35,763 35,242 35,533 36,197 36,767 37,062
8 36,406 36,679 37,121 36,213 36,076 35,407 35,145 35,352 36,020 36,898
6-8 Subtotal| 108,146 108,774 109,258 107,278 106,054 105,001 106,078 107,559 108,788 109,627
9 36,633 36,993 37,144 37,028 36,545 36,609 36,421 35,863 36,370 37,255
10 34,124 35,192 35,322 35,322 35,251 35,069 34,913 34,377 34,357 35,324
11 29,385 30,555 31,875 31,862 31,707 31,827 31,535 32,218 31,624 31,208
12 27,121 27,064 27,603 29,189 29,097 29,264 28,902 28,857 29,245 28,807
9-12 Subtotal| 127,263 129,804 131,944 133,401 132,600 132,769 131,771 131,315 131,596 132,594
K-12 Subtotal| 442,012 448,312 452,622 451,326 449,841 447,834 446,939 445,936 446,691 449,918
Other 3,030 3,260 3,051 3,418 3,138 2,845 1,437 1,642 1,623 1,122
Grand Total] 445042 451572 455,673 454,744 452,979 450,679 448,376 447578 448,314 451,040
Source: Arkansas Department of Education
Statewide Historic Enrollment
500,000 —
450,000
400,000
T 350,000
&
HH
300,000 -
250,000 -
200,000 -
1994-95 1995-96 1996-97 1997-98 1998-99 1999-00 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04
Year
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The following map illustrates percentage of change in historic enrollment from 1994-95 to 2003-04 by school district.

Arkansas 1994 - 2003 Historical Enrollment
Change by School District

EXPLANATION
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Projected Enrollment

Based on the cohort survival method and review of some housing data in growing areas of the
State, enrollment projections for Arkansas indicate continued growth at a higher rate. This can be

accredited to an overall increase in population and birth rates. In addition, it is likely that migration
Enrollment of population and students into the State from other regions of the country and beyond,
Growth particularly in the northwest region of Arkansas, is likely to contribute to an increase in student
enrollment.
Statewide 10-year Projected Enrollment
Grade 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14
K 36,831 38,019 37,345 37,776 37,720 37,367 36,988 36,910 37,085 37,425
1 36,767 37,232 38,442 37,765 38,227 38,158 37,797 37,411 37,331 37,506
2 34,494 35,693 36,132 37,311 36,658 37,125 37,081 36,688 36,329 36,245
3 34,249 34,589 35,794 36,238 37,426 36,782 37,278 37,241 36,809 36,447
4 33,739 34,433 34,777 36,004 36,424 37,630 37,002 37,514 37,476 37,026
5 34,245 34,020 34,718 35,090 36,345 36,760 37,984 37,364 37,880 37,865
K-5 Subtotal 210,325 213,986 217,208 220,184 222,800 223,822 224,130 223,128 222,910 222,514
6 34,505 34,623 34,432 35,165 35,543 36,824 37,243 38,477 37,874 38,402
7 36,845 35,678 35,777 35,597 36,326 36,746 38,061 38,504 39,792 39,160
8 36,926 36,753 35,586 35,699 35,544 36,296 36,736 38,050 38,489 39,771
6-8 Subtotal 108,276 107,054 105,795 106,461 107,413 109,866 112,040 115,031 116,155 117,333
9 37,552 37,593 37,384 36,201 36,342 36,183 36,943 37,409 38,740 39,192
10 35,943 36,230 36,272 36,137 35,023 35,161 35,051 35,834 36,280 37,585
11 32,061 32,591 32,889 32,929 32,834 31,800 31,937 31,843 32,570 33,015
12 28,475 29,242 29,708 30,000 30,033 29,951 28,992 29,107 29,019 29,654
9-12 Subtotal 134,031 135,656 136,253 135,267 134,232 133,095 132,923 134,193 136,609 139,446
K-12 Subtotal 452,632 456,696 459,256 461,912 464,445 466,783 469,093 472,352 475,674 479,293
Other 825 829 828 830 831 832 833 838 840 844
Grand Total 453,457 457,525 460,084 462,742 465,276 467,615 469,926 473,190 476,514 480,137

Source: DeJONG

Statewide Projected Enrollment
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The following map illustrates percentage of change in projected enrollment from 2004-05 to 2013-14 projected enrollment
by school district.

Arkansas 2003 - 2014 Projected Enrollment
Change by School District

EXPLANATION
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Enrollment Decline/Enrollment Increase

Based on the preceding projections, the Projected # Districts # Districts
following table indicates and compares the

number of school districts with the Growth or Within 5 Within 10

Enrollment

Growth corresponding percentage of growth or Decline Years Years
decline for the next five and ten years. The
majority of districts fall into the —5% to +4% 20% + 9 30

range over the first five years while the number of districts -
increasing and decreasing is greater by the tenth year. In general 15 -19% 13 16

terms, larger aggregates yield more accurate forecasts, and short- 10 - 14% 17 19

term forecasts will be more accurate than long-term forecasts.

5-9% 33 32
0-4% 49 33
0--4% 60 39
-5--10% 37 30
-11--15% 23 21
-16 - -20% 7 21
-20% + 6 13

Five & Ten Year Enrollment Growth/Decline

20% +

5-9%

_———— |

Rate _——— |
5. .0y ———
_

N ————p)

0 10 20 30 40 50 60

# Districts

O 5 Years @ 10 Years
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Enrollment Growth Space Requirements

The net projected increase in enrollment in the State of Arkansas is 14,236 students in five years
and 29,097 students in ten years. However, the projected increase in growing districts is 27,594 in
five years and 46,41 | in ten years.

Enrollment
Growth

Additional Students

5 Year 10 Year
Enroliment Growth # Districts Enrollment Growth  # Districts
Growing 27,594 121 46,41 | 130
Declining (13,358) 133 (17,317) 124
Total 14,236 254 29,097 254

In most cases, because of geography, it may not be possible to shift students from growing districts to declining ones.
Therefore, for planning purposes, the projected increases in growing districts will drive the need for additional space. The
projected increase in enrollment may occur at the elementary, middle, or high school level or a combination of all three.
Still it is not possible at this time to determine the appropriate solution for each school district. The estimated additional
space need was based upon 143 sq. ft. per student. This is the average space requirement for elementary, middle and high
schools.

Enrollment Growth Costs

Additional Students Cost
[-5 Years ['04-'08] 27,594 $ 368,260,775
6-10 Years ['09-'13] 18,817 $ 266,535,073
Total 46,411 $ 634,795,848

Calculations have not been included for the reduction of space in declining districts. This may result in buildings not
needing to be renovated or larger buildings to be replaced with more efficient smaller buildings.
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Cost Summary

The overall costs are based on facility condition, educational suitability and

enrollment growth as discussed on the previous pages of this report. For
Facili the purpose of determining values and costs, certain assumptions were
aCI_ I!:Y utilized as follows.
Cond ition
I.  All buildings would be brought up to proposed building system
standards where facilities were in need of renovation.

Educational Enrollment 2. Current state guidelines for student/teacher ratios were

Suitability Growth maintained.
3. Cost estimates were based on current cost models and state of

condition at time of assessment and do not include escalation.

4. The number of current school buildings and school districts would remain the same. Consideration for any future
consolidation was not included.

5. Alternative uses of facilities for the purpose of generating income, reducing operating expenses, or reducing capital
expenditures were not estimated or incorporated.

6. Additional space for growing districts was accounted for, but no credit was taken for declining districts.

7. Additional square footage for schools that do not meet proposed educational suitability standards was added, but
no credit was taken for schools that exceeded space standards.

8. Temporary buildings were not included in total available square footage.

Overall deficiency and construction costs were derived from RS Means, a nationally recognized cost-estimating tool. New
construction, repair and replacement cost models were developed for Elementary, Middle, High, and combination schools
originating from the bracketing developed in the Arkansas School Facility Manual. These models include different square
footage sizes based upon enrollment and school type. The cost modeling was based on total project cost which includes
construction dollars as well as all soft costs such as design, engineering and construction administration costs. No land
acquisition costs have been estimated or included within the new construction cost model.

Soft costs and regional factors were finalized by industry
experts in the State of Arkansas as part of the Format & - .
Values Committee. The RS Means factor for Little Rock ; B N Central
is approximately 80.7% of the national average. The 1
northwest and southeast regions of the state experience
elevated cost for construction and their values have been
adjusted accordingly. The northwestern regions are
approximately 5% higher as a result of the current large Weste Arch Ford .
volumes of construction while the opposite is true in the Wilbur D. Mills |
southeastern regions. However, both areas suffer from a
shortage of contractors and materials.

. R Degueen f
The following table indicates the range of cost per square Meha
foot according to school type.

School Type Cost/Sq. Ft. DEFEEHE e
Elementary $94.31 - 103.74 B =i o RSMeans
Middle School $103.04 - 107.89 ' Construction
High School $99.65 - 108.93 e

K-12 $106.72 - 108.93
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Facility Condition Costs

Facility Condition Costs include current deficiencies Building Condition Cost by Type of School
plus year zero life cycle costs. Facility condition costs

are further divided into four priorities with Priorities Type Building Condition Cost
| & 2 considered more immediate. It should be Schools

Total Cost

noted that an assessment is an assessment at a _FPreK $ 11585771
particular point in time. It does not directly translate into a building program ie;":";“’l Schools : 8‘:2;2;’232
. . . = chools y A
or a scope of work. The actual program is likely to include: 17 Sehools s 1345031
Middle Schools $ 442037222
e  Building Replacements Middle/High Schools $ 343763441
° System Replacements High Schools $ 484,651,305
° S)’Stem Repairs Other/Alternative Schools $ 42,672,803
Total Schools $ 2,205,965,261
Depending on the c!|scu55|on regarding .each bU|Id|.n.g, these. f:osts will vary. o rict Facilities
The charts to the side and bel.ow. provide the facility condition assessment —, - i $  72235.1%
cost by type of school and by priority.
Total $ 2,278,200,457

Building Condition Cost by Priority

Type Priority | Priority 2 Priority 3
Schools
Pre-K $ 428263 $ 8,085,465 $ 500,712 $ 2,537,307
Elementary Schools $ 35113,732 $ 603,621,196 $ 38,064,187 $ 175,484,558
K-8 Schools $ 631,671 $ 13,989,201 $ 254,177  $ 4,590,650
K-12 Schools $ 880,340 $ 8,621,808 $ 1,471,934 $ 2,421,494
Middle Schools $ 18,709,559 $ 331,087,645 $ 27,651,268 $ 63,290,604
Middle/High Schools $ 9,169,400 $ 242,680,044 $ 15,725,420 $ 75,179,025
High Schools $ 17,915,353 $ 370,053,260 $ 22,282,468 $ 72,976,935
Other/Alternative Schools $ 2,032,269 $ 30,099,837 $ 2,191,327 $ 8,224,152
Total Schools $ 84,880,587 $ 1,608,238,456 $ 108,141,493 $ 404,704,725
Other District Facilities
Admin., Maintenance, Athletic $ 1,786,402 $ 65,777,142 % 2,497,495 $ 2,174,157
Grand Total $ 86,666,989 $ 1,674,015,598 $ 110,638,988 $ 406,878,882

Combined Total $ 2,278,200,457

The difficulty in providing clear estimates is that solutions to
address building conditions issues will vary from building to
building. For example, in one building it may be a matter of
repairing the roof, in another building it may be an issue of Cost/Sq. Ft. # Districts
replacing the roof. However, in some cases, it may be more < $20 70
appropriate to replace the building itself. This situation is often

Facility Condition Costs / Square Feet

complicated when a school may be composed of a half dozen or $20 - $39 3]
more separate buildings, all constructed at different times. $40 - 59 31
Decisions will need to be made regarding replacement, repair, $60 - 79 2
and phasing. $80 - 99 -

. . . . $I00 + )
To provide an understanding of the magnitude of the statewide Total 254

facility condition cost, the chart to the right indicates the
number of districts based on a range of cost per square foot.
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Educational Suitability Costs

The educational suitability costs are based on bringing up all school square footages up to space

Total Cost standards. Approximately 43% schools are below the guidelines. In some cases, the issue can be
addressed by transferring students from one school to another, thus, creating a more efficient
system. Further analysis is imperative to determine where and if this is a possibility. The following
chart indicates educational suitability cost by school type.

Total Suitability Cost by School Type

School Type Total Cost
Pre-K $ 1,641,258
Elementary Schools  $ 314,098,509
K-8 Schools $ 9,369,475
K-12 Schools $ 1,644,561
Middle Schools $ 112,618,417
Middle/High Schools  $ 57,046,596
High Schools $ 89,343,865
Total $ 585,762,681

*Does not include Other/Alternative Schools

Three measures have been identified to compare facility condition cost and educational suitability costs. They include
Facility Condition Index [FCI], cost per square foot to renovate a building and cost per student to address both the
facility condition and educational suitability.

Although these measures are invaluable in determining the facility needs in Arkansas, they do not necessarily factor in
inefficiencies in the system. For example, a district may have buildings that are under-enrolled and under-utilized.

Often these schools cost more to renovate per student then more efficiently operated schools.

The following table illustrates the number of school districts based on the cost per student for facility condition and
educational suitability.

Condition + Suitability Costs per Student

Cost/Student # Districts

< $2,500 9
$2,500 - 4,999 66
$5,000 - 7,499 83
$7,500 - 9,999 55
$10,000 - 12,499 26
$12,500 - 14,999 9
$15,000 + 6
Total 254
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The following map indicates the facility condition cost per square foot of existing permanent space by school district.
Please note that this is based on building use as of May 2004.

Arkansas 2003-2004 School Year
Cost Per Square Foot by School District

EXPLANATION

Cost per square foot
$50 and over
$40.00 - $49.99
$30.00 - $39.99
$20.00 - $29.99

0 30 9 M
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The map below illustrates the facility condition cost plus the educational suitability cost per student by school district.
Please note that this data is based on 2003-04 enroliments.

Arkansas 2003-2004 School Year
Cost Per Student by School District

EXPLANATION

Cost per student

I > 510,000
$7,500 - $10,000
$5,000 - $7,500

N $2,500 - $5,000
B < 52,500 Y Miles
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Enrollment Growth Costs

Over half of the districts are projected to increase in enrollment. These districts are expected to
add 27,594 projected students over the next five years, and 18,817 over the following ten years, for
a total of 46,41 | estimated students.

Total Cost

Some districts will be able to absorb the growth within their existing schools. In other cases, additions or new schools will
have to be constructed. Preliminary estimates indicate that up to 25% of projected growth could be absorbed into existing
schools.

Enrollment Growth Costs

Additional Students Cost

I-5 Years ['04-'08] 27,594 $ 368,260,775
6-10 Years ['09-'13] 18,817 $ 266,535,073
Total 46,41 | $ 634,795,848

The chart below compares and summarizes current and projected costs for all school facilities in the State organized
by condition, suitability and growth. School facilities are a long-term investment. As buildings age, systems need to
be repaired or replaced. Future life cycle models have been developed to project future expenditures five years out.
In addition, enrollment growth costs have been projected five years into the future so that the total cost can be
compared today [current costs] and the cost five years from now [projected costs]. It should be made clear, to
address all of the needs identified would likely require an implementation schedule of ten or more years.

All Buildings

Schools Only All Buildings Schools Only
2= || Condition: Current $ 2205965261 | $ 2,278,200,457 § $  2,205,965,261 | $  2,278,200,457
Yr 1-5 Life Cycle N/A N/AR$S 1,199,764344 | $  1,272,006,267
_ﬂw Suitability $ 585,762,681 | $ 585,762,681 | $ 585,762,681 | $ 585,762,681
|  Growth N/A N/AL$ 368,260,775 | $ 368,260,775
,,,,,, Total $ 2,791,727,942 $ 2,863,963,138 $ 4,359,753,061 $ 4,504,230,180

* All costs in 2004 Dollars
* Does not include land purchase and off site development costs

* Does not include efficiency opportunities [i.e. improved use of existing building]

Depending upon the appropriate solution for individual buildings, schools, or school districts, the program that is ultimately
established for new construction, renovation and building replacements could significantly impact the scope of work and the
overall costs. The Task Force has taken a relatively conservative approach based on the assumptions listed above.
Significant changes in state law and policies, including approval of more efficient methods of project delivery, could achieve
reduction in costs. Theoretically, credits for declining enrollment could be applied to negate some growth costs. If
efficiency were to improve, space utilization factors could improve, and facility repair, suitability, and even growth costs
could be substantially less.
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Dan Farley Dr. Benny Gooden Luke Gordy Darwin Gray
Eddie Holt Larry Kircher Charles Knox Robert Larman
Cole Martin Charles Miller Dr. Greg Murry Ulicious Reed

Dr. Eugene Smith Milton Smith Dr. Don Stewart
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The Program Manager was comprised of four separate consulting and design
firms from Ohio, Virginia, and Texas. Each firm had particular specialties
imperative in creating the team of experts to oversee this study.

DEJONG

William S. DeJong, PhD, REFP — President
Charles Warner, AlA, REFP — Vice President
Carolyn Staskiewicz, REFP — Project Director

Jodi Yutzy — Project Planner
Aliza Jones — Project Coordinator
Brett Kingrey — Project Coordinator
Drew Coppock — Project Coordinator
Stan Leek — Project Coordinator
Mickey McFatridge — Project Liaison

SUMMIT *
Consulting Services

Randall A. Fischer, AlA — Project Director
Robert Kelly, Sr. - CEO
Robert Kelly, Jr. — Vice President
John Neely — Project Coordinator
Patrick Kelly — Project Coordinator
Scott Claiborne — Project Coordinator

Magellan D;E X
K12 ‘_E]—i Associates, Inc.
: gt

Archi -

Sam Wilson — K12 Educational Adequacy Specialist
Casey Morris — K12 Facility Assessment Specialist
Mark McCormack — K12 Specialist

Ronald Fanning, AlA, PE, REFP — Chairman of the Board
Clair Howey, AIA — Vice Chairman of the Board
Rose Lefeld — Data Administrator

The assessment portion of this study employed eight architectural and engineering firms and one specialty firm from
Arkansas, Tennessee, and Delaware. The eight firms provided eighteen assessment teams and surveyed over 84 million
square feet of school buildings in approximately 80 days during Summer 2004. These firms are recognized below.

Carter Burgess — Little Rock, Arkansas
EFS, A Joint Venture — Memphis, Tennessee
Fleming Associates — Memphis, Tennessee
JAED — Wilmington, Delaware
Jones Engineering — Scott, Arkansas
Stocks Mann Architects/3DI — North Little Rock, Arkansas
Taggart Foster Currence Gray Architects — North Little Rock, Arkansas
URS - Little Rock, Arkansas
Woods Caradine Architects — Little Rock, Arkansas
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Task Force to Joint Committee on Educational Facilities

Assumptions & Glossary of Terms

* Methodology for Enrollment Projections — The method used for producing the Enrollment Projections
portion of this report was a modified cohort survival method. The cohort survival projection methodology uses
historic live birth data and historic student enrollments to “age” a known population or cohort throughout the
school grades. For instance, a cohort begins when a group of kindergarteners enrolled in grade K and moves that
cohort to first grade the following year, second grade the next year, and so on based on the historical survival
ratio. This projection method was augmented by other data such as housing and federal census information.

* Determining Suitability — Educational suitability is measured as a comparison of proposed space requirements
in comparison to existing space (excluding portables). In order to provide a comprehensive educational program,
a space calculator was developed which takes into consideration the enrollment, state class size ratios, along with
the quantity and types of spaces needed.

* Determining Conditions — An FCI [Facility Condition Index] is an index which compares the cost to address
the facility condition to the cost of replacing the same amount of square footage. The index is on a scale of 0-
100 percent. The higher the percentage, the closer to the cost to address the building condition is to the cost of
replacing the building. The lower percentage indicates the better the condition of the building. The higher the
percentage indicates the poorer condition.

» Grade Configuration — for planning purposes, the following grade configurations have been suggested for the

State of Arkansas:

a. Pre-K-5,6-8,9-12

b. Pre-K-8,9-12

c. Pre-K-12
Pre-kindergarten will be a component of grade configurations for districts required by state law. Kindergarten is
assumed to be full day. Programs of Requirements will be developed for alternative grade configurations by
modifying the grade configuration POR which most closely matches.

* School Size - the following ranges are for planning purposes only:

a. Elementary School 200 — 700 students
b. Middle School 200 — 700 students
c. High School 250 — 2,000 students
d. Combination Schools

Pre-K — 8 350 students

Pre-K - 12 350 Students
Sizes for combination schools are minimums only.

= Class Size — for planning purposes only. Districts may decrease class size by adding teaching stations at their
own expense or by utilizing innovative program delivery methods that allow multiple uses of spaces. The
following include the current class size standards in Arkansas.

a. Pre-Kindergarten/Kindergarten 20 students
b. Ist Grade through 3rd Grade 25 students
c. 4th Grade through 6th Grade 28 students
d. 7th Grade through |12th Grade 30 students
e. Work Force Development 30 students

= Site Size — The following site sizes are given in an attempt to accommodate a range of available site sizes:
a. Elementary School: 10 acres plus | acre per 100 students
b. Middle School: 20 acres plus | acre per 100 students
c.  High School: 35 acres plus | acre per 100 students
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Task Force to Joint Committee on Educational Facilities

d. Combination Schools:
I. K-12 School: 40 acres plus | acre per 100 students
2. K-8 School: 20 acres plus | acre per 100 students
It is recognized that not all sites, especially urban sites, will be able to accommodate a new or replacement facility,
even with the smallest site size recommended in the Arkansas School Facility Manual [Section 2 of this report].
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Task Force to Joint Committee on Educational Facilities

The following listing of definitions is of known abbreviations and terms used throughout this report:

ADA
ADM
AlA

BCA

Building

Campus

CcCl

Construction
Factor

Enrollment
ES

FCI

FF&E

GIS

GPS

Guideline

HS
HVAC
LEA
MS

PA

PC

PC

Americans with Disabilities Act. Addresses code compliance issues for persons with disabilities.
Average Daily Membership [of students in a school]
American Institute of Architects

Building Condition Assessment. An assessment of a facility. This term generally excludes an
assessment of the building’s educational adequacy.

A structure that houses children or equipment on a school site or campus.

A campus is a site where one or more schools is/are located. For example, an elementary school can
share a site with a middle school; therefore, it is considered a campus.

City Cost Index. The adjustment applied by RSMeans company to bring national average costs in line
with regional or local construction market pricing.

The construction factor shown is the area of a building which is used for wall thickness, pipe chase,
lockers, etc., in the wall.

The official number of students attending school.
Elementary School

Facility Condition Index. An indicator of a facilities condition obtained by dividing the repair costs by
the replacement cost of the same building.

Furniture, Fixtures, and Equipment. The moveable equipment that is used by the occupants inside a
facility. Generally includes furniture but excludes computers.

Geographic Information System

Global Positioning Satellite. Two dimensional coordinates stated in longitude and latitude for locating
a specified point on the surface often earth.

Refers to the standards and guidelines developed for the State of Arkansas contained within the draft
Arkansas School Facility Manual.

High School

Heating, Ventilation, Air Conditioning

Local Educational Agency, more commonly known as a school district.
Middle School

Public Address. The intercom system used to address the public.
Personal Computer

Project Coordinator. The term used by the assessment team to refer to the overall manager of that
region.
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POR

SC

School

School District

SF
Site
Sq. Ft.
SQL

Standard

Teaching Space

Teaching
Station

Utilization
Factor

UNSPSC

VOC

Task Force to Joint Committee on Educational Facilities

Program of Requirements. A school facility’s POR contains a suggested listing of the size and quantity
of all instructional and support spaces that may be included in new construction or new additions to
existing educational facilities.

Soft Cost. Generally refers to a collection of costs added to the construction costs and may include
items like professional fees, contingencies, or administrative costs.

A school is a place for learning and instruction. It is a building or a series of buildings that act
together for education.

A general term applied to a legally constituted school entity which is governed by a Board of
Education. They may include city, local, exempted village, and joint vocational school districts.

Square Feet. A unit of measure.
Location of a school’s building[s]
Square Feet. A unit of measure.
Structured Query Language. A form of database.

Refers to the standards and guidelines developed for the State of Arkansas contained within the
draft Arkansas School Facility Manual.

A room or designated area where classes or instruction are held consistently.

Any space where instruction takes place for at least a percentage of the school day equal to the
utilization factor.

The educationally appropriate percentage of the school day that typical spaces can be used for
instruction.

Universal Standard Products and Services Classification. The UNSPSC Code is a coding system to
classify both products and services for use throughout the global marketplace. The management
and development of the USPSC Code is coordinated by ECCMA, the Electronic Commerce Code
Management Association.

Vocational School. Known in Arkansas as Workforce Education.
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District Summaries -~ 4
Condition | | +
- Total Projected
2003 #of Total Square Facility Condition District  Replacement Education 2008 5-Year 5-Year
LEA # District Name Enroll  Schools Feet Cost FCI Cost Suitability Cost District Total $/SF $/Student] Enroliment  Growth # Growth $
1701000 |Alma School District 3,035 4 492,255 | $ 15,662,487 31%| $ 50,246,790 | $ 3,880,196 | $ 19,542,683 | $ 3182 |% 6,439 3,185 150 [ $ 2,189,503
0501000 |Alpena School District 549 2 99,255 | $ 3,131,509 33%|$ 9528938 [ $ 496,032 | $ 3,627,541 [$ 3155| 3% 6,608 579 30($% 411,860
3501000 |Altheimer Unified School Dist. 480 2 136,173 | $ 3,051,061 24%| $ 12,582,424 | $ - $ 3,051,061 [$ 2241 |$ 6356 416 - $ -
1002000 |Arkadelphia School District 2,237 5 510,076 [ $ 21,620,715 44%( $ 48,692,819 | $ 606,906 | $ 22,227,621 | $ 4239 |$ 9,936 2,151 - $ -
4701000 |Armorel School District 413 2 11,129 | $ 964,004 9% $ 11,133,044 | $ - $ 964,004 [ $ 867 $ 2,334 438 25 (% 358,148
4101000 |Ashdown School District 1,656 5 284,686 | $ 14,436,311 52%| $ 27,886,800 | $ 1,676,494 | $ 16,112,805 | $ 5071 | $ 9,730 1,562 - $ -
5801000 |Atkins School District 1,084 3 207,274 | $ 6,497,438 32%| $ 20,277,094 | $ 763,921 | $ 7261359 [$ 3135|3% 6,699 1,015 - $ -
7401000 |Augusta School District 727 4 219,854 [ $ 7,424,055 34%| $ 21,873,408 | $ 1,153,800 | $ 8,577,855 | $ 3377 [$ 11,799 596 - $ -
7301000 |Bald Knob School District 1,332 3 255251 [ $ 8,920,135 37%| $ 24,295,620 | $ - $ 8920,135 | $ 3495 (% 6,697 1,350 181$% 245,002
5401000 |Barton-Lexa School District 887 4 171,318 | $ 3,071,348 17%| $ 17,697,501 | $ 1,577,092 | $ 4,648,440 | $ 1793 [ $ 5241 794 - $ -
3201000 |Batesville School District 2,238 7 467,969 | $ 15,742,353 34%| $ 46,305,758 [ $ 590,870 | $ 16,333,223 | $ 3364 |$ 7,298 2,163 - $ -
6301000 |Bauxite School District 1,051 2 205,053 | $ 3,621,602 18%| $ 19,938,538 | $ 249,867 | $ 3871469 [$ 1766 | $ 3,684 1,107 56 % 778,666
1601000 |Bay School District 568 2 109,755 | $ 1,894,469 17%| $ 10,868,584 | $ - $ 1,894,469 | $ 1726 | $ 3,335 608 40| $ 566,428
5201000 |Bearden School District 661 2 156,788 | $ 6,193,485 43%( $ 14534942 | $ - $ 6,193,485 [ $ 3950 | $ 9370 583 - $ -
7302000 |Beebe School District 2,766 8 560,545 [ $ 13,513,534 25%| $ 53,965,220 | $ 2,456,146 | $ 15,969,680 | $ 24.11 | $ 5774 3,099 333 (% 4,584,413
6302000 |Benton School District 4,258 7 623,646 | $ 16,800,116 28%| $ 59,099,987 | $ 9,001,774 | $ 25,801,890 [ $ 2694 |$ 6,060 4,159 - $ -
0401000 |Bentonville School District 8,345 10 LI3L791 | $ 17,528,934 15%| $ 113,614,981 [ $ 13,140,484 | $ 30,669,418 | $ 1549 |$ 3,675 10,797 2452 | $ 35,198,639
0502000 |Bergman School District 889 2 187,412 | $ 3,464,841 19%| $ 17,860,158 | $ 1,779,104 | $ 5243945 [$ 1849 |$ 5899 921 32($% 436,088
0801000 |Berryville School District 1,693 3 245,956 | $ 3,077,434 13%| $ 22,985713 | $ 3,269,139 [ $ 6,346,573 [ $ 1251 |'$ 3,749 1,853 160 | $ 2,138,241
3001000 |Bismarck School District 1,053 3 139,382 | $ 5,227,779 39%| $ 13,263,600 | $ 3,458,236 | $ 8,686,015 | $ 3751 [$ 8249 1,162 109 | $ 1,483,260
3801000 |[Black Rock School District 375 2 97,544 | $ 2,042,589 21%|$ 9,713,738 | $ - $ 2,042,589 [ $ 2094 | $ 5447 374 - $ -
2901000 |[Blevins School District 746 4 162,650 | $ 6,209,583 39%| $ 15,958,601 [ $ 982,274 [ $ 7,191,857 [$ 3818 % 9,64l 786 40| $ 561,225
4702000 |Blytheville School District 3,232 7 698,932 [ $ 13,404,012 25%| $ 53,617,780 | $ 2413358 [ $ 15817,370 | $ 19.18 | $ 4,894 3,022 - $ -
4201000 |Booneville School District 1,465 3 255,547 [ $ 5,655,757 23%| $ 24735357 | $ 893,084 ( $ 6,548,841 [$ 2213 |$ 4470 1,465 - $ -
7303000 |Bradford School District 560 2 116279 | $ 4,200,245 39%| $ 10,863,957 [ $ 1,489,406 | $ 5,689,651 [$ 36.12 | $ 10,160 577 171% 227,129
3701000 |Bradley School District 365 2 109,000 | $ 3,032,072 30%| $ 10,184,536 [ $ 137,830 | $ 3,169,902 [$ 2782 |$ 8685 321 - $ -
4801000 |Brinkley School District 966 2 214792 | $ 1,527,412 7% $ 21,302,738 | $ - $ 1,527,412 |'$ 711 |$ 1,581 796 - $ -
1603000 |Brookland School District 1,203 2 234,768 | $ 3,709,037 17%| $ 22,012,925 | $ 2,441,287 | $ 6,150,324 [$ 1580 |$ 5,112 1,352 149 | $ 1,997,842
6303000 |Bryant School District 6,449 9 953,597 [ $  27,174913 31%| $ 87,103,420 | $ 8,349,964 | $ 35524877 ($ 2850 |$ 5509 6,841 392 (% 5,120,265
1605000 |Buffalo Is. Central Sch. Dist. 821 4 172,134 | $ 2,053,144 12%| $ 17,255,775 | $ 450,875 | $ 2,504,019 [$ 1193 |$ 3,050 728 - $ -
4304000 |Cabot School District 7,772 12 1,059,744 | $ 20,041,008 20%| $ 99739462 | $ 10,577,196 | $  30,618204 | $ 1891 [$ 3,940 9,056 1,284 | $ 17,280,930
4901000 |Caddo Hills School District 630 2 122,964 | $ 2,707,356 22%|$ 12,305,230 | $ - $ 2,707,356 | $ 22.02 | $ 4297 593 - $ -
3301000 |Calico Rock School District 512 2 163,980 | $ 1,952,348 13%| $ 15,537,543 | $ - $ 1,952,348 |$ 1191 |$ 3813 507 - $ -
5204000 |Camden Fairview School Dist. 3,023 7 774223 [ $ 30,351,088 42%($ 72,261,184 | $ 18828298 [$ 49,179,386 | $ 39.20 | $ 16,268 2,635 - $ -
4303000 |Carlisle School District 712 2 156,860 | $ 5,646,912 38%| $ 14,990,539 [ $ - $ 5646912 [$ 36.00 ($ 7,931 830 118 | $ 1,612,587
6802000 |Cave City School District 1,344 4 265923 [ $ 6,559,044 25%|$ 25931,721 | $ 1,574,576 | $ 8,133,620 | $ 2467 [ $ 6,052 1,431 87|% 1,213,195
3202000 |Cedar Ridge School District 804 5 380,669 | $ 12,226,266 34%| $ 36,069416 [ $ 984,587 [ $ 13,210,853 | $ 32.12 | $ 16,431 763 - $ -
1702000 |Cedarville School District 904 3 166,806 | $ 4,050,288 25%| $ 16,280,863 | $ 2,088,582 | $ 6,138870 [ $ 2428 [ $ 6,791 906 2|$% 27915
5502000 |Centerpoint School District 957 3 215261 | $ 2,886,452 14%| $ 20,860,373 | $ 389,468 | $ 3,275920 [ $ 1341 | $ 3,423 1,023 66 | $ 914,612
2402000 |Charleston School District 888 3 247,569 | $ 6,298,469 26%| $ 24,362,191 | $ 558,598 [ $ 6,857,067 [$ 2544 |$ 7722 883 - $ -
4802000 |Clarendon School District 748 4 208,800 | $ 4,140,604 20%| $ 21,156,061 | $ 113,907 | $ 4254511 |$ 1983 [$ 5,688 637 - $ -
3601000 |Clarksville School District 2,246 5 387811 | $ 11,799,399 30%| $ 38,898,104 [ $ - $ 11,799,399 | $ 3043 |$ 5254 2,667 421 |3 6,038,463
1303000 |Cleveland County School District 906 4 196,863 | $ 4,663,110 24%| $ 19,258,643 | $ 3,862,222 [ $ 8525332 |$ 2369 (% 9410 865 - $ -
7102000 |Clinton School District 1,320 8 276,017 | $ 10,354,172 40%( $ 25895322 | $ 1,580,044 | $ 11,934,216 | $ 3751 | $ 9,041 1,450 130 [ $ 1,744,074
1201000 |Concord School District 584 4 144313 | $ 5,904,226 43%($ 13719919 | $ 914,400 | $ 6,818,626 [ $ 4091 | $ 11,676 559 - $ -
2301000 |Conway School District 8216 13 1,168,430 | $ 34,588,287 319%| $ 110,272,397 [ $ 18,644,408 | $ 53,232,695 [ $ 29.60 | $ 6,479 9,416 1,200 | $ 16,195,017
1101000 |Corning School District 1,272 5 275275 [ $ 5,023,461 19%| $ 26,929,570 | $ - $ 5023461 [$ 1825 |3% 3,949 1,212 - $ -
0302000 |Cotter School District 649 2 135785 | $ 1,637,350 13%| $ 12,583,293 | $ - $ 1,637,350 | $ 12.06 | $ 2,523 683 34 (% 450,565
2403000 |County Line School District 574 2 130,674 | $ 5,737,116 44%( $ 13,155,338 | $ 802,429 | $ 6,539,545 [$ 4390 | $ 11,393 599 25 (% 359,906
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District Summaries -~ 4
Condition | | +
- Total Projected
2003 #of Total Square Facility Condition District  Replacement Education 2008 5-Year 5-Year
LEA # District Name Enroll  Schools Feet Cost FCI Cost Suitability Cost District Total $/SF $/Student] Enroliment  Growth # Growth $
1901000 |Cross County School District 751 4 206,187 | $ 2,724,051 13%| $ 20,541,217 | $ - $ 2,724,051 [$ 1321 |$ 3,627 668 - $ -
0201000 |Crossett School District 2,441 7 419,011 | $ 15,967,843 39%| $ 41,035325  $ 2,193,206 | $ 18,161,049 | $ 3811 |$ 7,440 2,238 - $ -
3203000 |Cushman School District 384 2 89,029 | $ 2,440,223 28%| $ 8590,809 | $ 235325 $ 2,675548 [ $ 2741 |$ 6,968 391 71% 96,591
2601000 |Cutter-Morning Star Sch. Dist. 640 2 125213 | $ 2,722,560 22%|$ 12,443273 | $ 90,608 | $ 2,813,168 [$ 2174 | $ 439 686 46 | $ 653,701
7503000 |Danville School District 838 2 144573 | $ 3,643,568 26%| $ 13,842,075 | $ 1,765,232 | $ 5,408,800 [ $ 2520 | $ 6,454 943 105 | $ 1,437,604
7504000 |Dardanelle School District 1,777 4 288,169 | $ 3,265,620 12%| $ 26,720,539 | $ 1,997,492 | $ 5263,112 ($ 1133 |$ 2962 1,839 62 (% 822,102
0402000 |Decatur School District 477 2 107,481 | $ 6,670,116 61%$ 10,849,735 | $ - $ 6,670,116 [ $ 62.06 | $ 13,983 542 65| $ 938,289
5101000 |Deer/Mt. Judea School District 479 4 148,880 | $ 2,187,276 16%| $ 14,096,856 | $ 509,904 | $ 2,697,180 [$ 1469 [ $ 5631 455 - $ -
5501000 |Delight School District 363 2 84,480 | $ 4,345,758 56%|$ 7719917 | $ 773267 | $ 5,119,025 [$ 51.44 | $ 14,102 325 - $ -
6701000 |Dequeen School District 2,091 5 425430 | $ 9,241,760 24%| $ 38,005,034 | $ 6,238,681 | $ 15,480,441 | $ 21.72 | $ 7,403 2,273 182 | $ 2,324,987
0901000 |Dermott School District 614 3 232,157 [ $ 7,760,868 34%| $ 22,762,937 | $ - $ 7,760,868 [ $ 33.43 | $ 12,640 469 - $ -
5901000 |Des Arc School District 655 2 147,142 | $ 4,788,780 34%| $ 13,907,848 | $ 203,450 | $ 4992230 | $ 3255 (% 7,622 627 - $ -
5902000 |Devalls Bluff School District 351 2 91,330 | $ 3,114,756 35%|$ 8988103 [ $ 515,905 [ $ 3,630,661 [$ 34.10 | $ 10,344 343 - $ -
0101000 |Dewitt School District 1,677 8 445,034 | $ 10,628,263 25%| $ 43,300,618 | $ 1,803,998 | $ 12,432,261 | $ 2388 |$% 7413 1,598 - $ -
3102000 |Dierks School District 550 2 152,644 | $ 1,688,998 12%| $ 14,463,191 | $ - $ 1,688,998 | $ 11.06 | $ 3,071 513 - $ -
3502000 |Dollarway School District 1,508 4 296,095 | $ 10,383,784 36%| $ 28,773,795 | $ - $ 10,383,784 | $ 35.07 | $ 6,886 1,336 - $ -
5802000 |Dover School District 1,369 4 218516 | $ 5,770,764 29%| $ 20,038,041 | $ 4,064,454 | $ 9835218 | $ 2641 [$ 7,184 1,312 - $ -
2202000 |Drew Central School District 1,013 2 251,131 [ $ 5,240,784 22%| $ 24,357,460 | $ - $ 5,240,784 [ $ 2087 | $ 5,174 961 - $ -
2104000 |Dumas School District 1,778 6 434,607 | $ 9,764,733 23%| $ 42,816,733 | $ - $ 9,764,733 | $ 2247 [ $ 5492 1,587 - $ -
1802000 |Earle School District 790 3 240,471 | $ 3,307,682 16%| $ 21,172,840 | $ - $ 3,307,682 [$ 1376 | $ 4,187 752 - $ -
5301000 |East End School District 747 2 141,721 | $ 3,318,98I 25%|$ 13,023,233 | $ 9,390 | $ 3,328371 [$ 2342 | $ 4456 86l 114 |$ 1,498,047
5608000 |East Poinsett Co. School Dist. 796 3 171,121 | $ 3,347,182 20%| $ 16,693,707 | $ 544,730 [ $ 3891912 [$ 1956 |$ 4889 757 - $ -
7001000 |El Dorado School District 4,607 13 803,034 [ $  35452,343 47% $ 74,637,004 | $ 8,930,286 | $ 44,382,629 [ $ 44.15|$ 9,634 4,315 - $ -
5402000 |Elaine School District 335 2 138,886 | $ 2,197,628 18%| $ 11,934,332 | $ - $ 2,197,628 [$ 1582 | $ 6,560 241 - $ -
7201000 |Elkins School District 1,020 3 200,978 | $ 6,506,921 33%|$ 19,853,384 [ $ 1,838,755 | $ 8,345,676 | $ 3238 ($ 8,182 1,086 66 | $ 932,322
1401000 |Emerson-Taylor School District 649 4 179,841 | $ 6,333,882 35%| $ 18,001,217 [ $ 15,446 | $ 6,349328 [$ 3522 |$ 9,783 599 - $ -
4302000 |England School District 914 3 185597 | $ 6,397,911 36%| % 17,919,709 | $ 653,454 [ $ 7,051,365 [$ 3447 |$ 7715 945 31 | $ 428,014
0902000 |Eudora School District 636 2 214,623 [ $ 12,508,588 60%| $ 20,897,016 | $ - $ 12,508,588 | $ 58.28 | $ 19,668 515 - $ -
0802000 |Eureka Springs School District 677 3 161916 | $ 1,666,948 11%| $ 15834010 | $ - $ 1,666,948 | $ 1030 | $ 2,462 659 - $ -
7202000 |Farmington School District 1,835 3 301,022 | $ 6,293,681 21%|$ 29,809,740 | $ 1,352,244 | $ 7,645925 [ $ 2091 |$ 4,167 2,248 413 | $ 5,848,521
7203000 |Fayetteville School District 8,047 15 1,424,498 | $ 39,931,114 28%| $ 145,143,075 | $ 2,641,859 [$ 42572973 |$ 2803 |$ 5291 9,062 1,015 % 14,788,923
4501000 |Flippin School District 924 3 176813 | $ 4,037,210 25%| $ 16,140,791 | $ 928,620 | $ 4965830 | $ 2283 $ 5374 915 - $ -
2002000 |Fordyce School District 1,211 3 360,560 | $ 4,195,049 12%| $ 33591119 | $ 1,727,877 | $ 5922926 [$ 1163 |$ 489 1,056 - $ -
4102000 |Foreman School District 541 2 286,328 | $ 5,443,346 20%| $ 27,770,256 | $ - $ 5443346 [ $ 19.01 | $ 10,062 478 - $ -
6201000 |Forrest City School District 3,998 8 720,742 | $ 17,681,687 25%| $ 69,467,460 | $ 8,071,718 | $ 25,753,405 [ $ 2453 | $ 6,442 3,690 - $ -
6601000 |Fort Smith School District 12,865 26 1,918,409 | $ 66,046,848 34%| $ 191,925254 [ $ 19,846,108 | $ 85,892,956 [ $ 3443 |$ 6,676 13,648 783 | $ 11,201,823
4603000 |Fouke School District 1,052 5 243,158 | $ 11,278,174 48%( $ 23,595,880 | $ 1,646,586 | $ 12,924,760 | $ 46.38 | $ 12,286 1,062 10]$%$ 138,766
2602000 |Fountain Lake School District 1,150 2 192,272 | $ 4,076,548 22%|$ 18,232,734 | $ 1,044,811 | $ 5,121,359 [$ 2120 | $ 4453 1,215 65| % 881,425
4602000 |Genoa Central School District 952 3 126,709 | $ 4,061,776 33%| % 12,232,877 | $ 3,988,725 [ $ 8,050,501 | $ 3206 [$ 8456 996 4413 607,449
0403000 |Gentry School District 1,364 4 259,088 | $ 6,760,767 26%| $ 25,891,432 | $ 198,455 | $ 6,959,222 [ $ 26.09 | $ 5,102 1,635 271 | $ 3,872,702
3002000 |Glen Rose School District 1,036 2 142,169 | $ 2,474,516 19%| $ 13,003,388 | $ 4,852,615 | $ 7,327,131 [$ 1741 |$ 7,073 983 - $ -
4708000 |Gosnell School District 1,348 2 303,093 | $ 2,092,532 7%| $ 28,769,555 | $ - $ 2,092,532 [$ 690 |$ 1,552 1,260 - $ -
0404000 |Gravette School District 1,564 4 226,056 | $ 6,970,953 31%| $ 22,654,751 [ $ 4,773,740 | $ 11,744,693 | $ 3084 |$ 7,509 1,722 158 | $ 2,264,313
0803000 |Green Forest School District 1,222 3 209,051 | $ 2,205,027 11%]$ 19349415 | $ 2,334783 | $ 4539810 |$ 1055 (% 3,715 1,329 107 [ $ 1,416,235
2303000 |Greenbrier School District 2,427 5 459,410 | $ 8,232,288 19%| $ 43,404,237 | $ 760,268 | $ 8,992,556 | $ 17.92($ 3,705 2,759 332 (% 4,485,448
2807000 |Greene Co. Tech School Dist. 3,232 [3 458,599 | $ 5,621,764 13%| $ 42,775,896 | $ 5599973 [ $ 11,221,737 | $ 1226 | $ 3,472 3,740 508 | $ 6,775,881
7204000 |Greenland School District LI 5 245,326 | $ 10,345,827 43%( $ 24,226,805 | $ 2,866,529 | $ 13,212,356 | $ 42.17 | $ 11,892 1,298 187 | $ 2,640,768
6602000 |Greenwood School District 3,181 5 658,489 [ $ 12,861,040 19%| $ 67,454,211 | $ - $ 12,861,040 | $ 1953 | $ 4,043 3,466 285 | $ 4,174,855
1003000 |Gurdon School District 854 3 172,381 | $ 2,715,487 16%| $ 17318478 | $ 1,418,288 | $ 4,133,775 | $ 1575 $ 4,840 809 - $ -
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2304000 |Guy-Perkins School District 412 2 85,909 | $ 1,878,469 24%| $ 7,684,837 | $ 1,663,606 | $ 3,542,075 [$ 2187 |$ 8597 553 141 | $ 1,803,645
6603000 |Hackett School District 571 2 93,876 | $ 3,991,939 492%($ 9,491,501 | $ 1,117,869 | $ 5109808 [ $ 4252 |$ 8949 625 54 (% 780,747
0203000 |Hamburg School District 1,882 [3 455,747 | $ 16,615,348 37%| $ 44,410715 [ $ 185,508 | $ 16,800,856 | $ 3646 | $ 8927 1,887 5% 69,674
0701000 |Hampton School District 708 2 133329 | $ 6,384,125 50%| $ 12,659,340 | $ 1,085,174 | $ 7469299 [ $ 47.88 | $ 10,550 609 - $ -
5205000 |Harmony Grove School District 1,055 4 243,460 | $ 8,400,233 35%| $ 23,995515 [ $ 1,410,572 | $ 9,810,805 | $ 3450 [$ 9299 1,068 - $ -
6304000 |Harmony Grove School District 781 3 205,056 | $ 4,751,581 23%| $ 20,619,959 | $ 2,093,148 | $ 6,844729 [$ 23.17 |$ 8764 750 287 | $ 4,126,988
5602000 |Harrisburg School District 1,079 3 140,318 | $ 1,729,453 13%| $ 13415135 | $ 3,473,134 [ $ 5,202,587 [$ 1233 |$ 4822 1,074 - $ -
0503000 |Harrison School District 2,792 7 513,952 [ $ 12,010,092 25%| $ 48,813,604 | $ 7,216,380 | $ 19226472 | $ 2337 | $ 6,886 2,703 - $ -
6604000 |Hartford School District 435 2 108,731 | $ 3,832,519 35%| $ 10,922,985 [ $ - $ 3,832,519 [$ 3525|% 88l0 427 - $ -
5903000 |Hazen School District 398 2 125545 | $ 4,185,573 35%| $ 12,040,373 [ $ - $ 4,185573 | $ 3334 ($ 10517 363 - $ -
1202000 |Heber Springs School District 1,682 3 324446 | $ 7,916,862 26%| $ 30,483,013 | $ - $ 7916862 [ $ 2440 | $ 4,707 1,767 85|% 1,142,011
5803000 |Hector School District 702 2 139,956 | $ 5,202,304 39%| $ 13,419,760 | $ 247,131 | $ 5449435 [$ 3717 |$ 7763 698 - $ -
5403000 |Helena/ W.Helena School Dist. 3,216 9 732,622 | $ 14,617,645 20%| $ 71,444,267 | $ 1,083,717 | $ 15,701,362 | $ 1995 |$ 4,882 2,904 - $ -
0601000 |Hermitage School District 581 2 124,306 | $ 7,439,451 61%$ 12,169,525 | $ 505,006 | $ 7,944,457 [ $ 5985 | $ 13,674 534 - $ -
6804000 |Highland School District 1,605 3 213,563 | $ 4,217,022 20%|$ 20,711,632 | $ 3,370,134 [ $ 7,587,156 [$ 1975 |$ 4727 1,643 38 (9% 526,997
3805000 |Hillcrest School District 549 4 147,714 | $ 5,635,902 38%| $ 14,729,071 | $ 2,012,924 | $ 7,648826 [ $ 38.15|$ 13,932 529 - $ -
2903000 |Hope School District 2,750 5 572,001 [ $ 28,785,526 53%| $ 54292810 | $ - $ 28785526 | $ 5032 ($ 10,467 2,451 - $ -
6703000 |Horatio School District 809 3 152,318 | $ 7,820,553 52%| $ 14,936,749 | $ 2,155,112 [ $ 9,975,665 | $ 51.34 [ $ 12,331 88l 2(% 1,009,656
2603000 |Hot Springs School District 3,529 8 718957 [$ 20,036,540 32%| $ 62,721,407 [ $ - $ 20,036,540 | $ 2787 ($ 5,678 3,601 2(% 898,217
3804000 |Hoxie School District 927 2 166,269 | $ 3,958,053 25%| $ 15,827,074 | $ 1,329,495 | $ 5287548 [ $ 2381 | $ 5704 858 - $ -
6202000 |Hughes School District 727 2 193413 | $ 3,511,306 18%| $ 19338515 | $ - $ 3,511,306 [$ 1815 |$ 4830 629 - $ -
4401000 |Huntsville School District 2,464 6 392,027 | $ 4,363,261 11%| $ 38,799,908 | $ 5,942,077 | $ 10,305,338 | $ 1113 |$ 4,182 2,521 57 (% 806,725
3306000 |lzard Co. Cons. School Dist. 515 2 131,699 | $ 2,412,068 19%| $ 12,546,752 | $ - $ 2,412,068 [$ 1832 |$ 4,684 474 - $ -
3405000 |Jackson Co. School District 907 4 177,240 | $ 7,076,841 42%($ 17,010,080 | $ 3,584,757 [ $ 10,661,598 | $ 39.93 | $ 11,755 841 - $ -
5102000 |Jasper School District 903 3 205,287 | $ 6,920,963 35%| % 19,768599 | $ 1,293,004 | $ 8,213,967 | $ 3371 [$ 9,09 847 - $ -
2604000 |Jessieville School District 809 2 193,748 | $ 3,128,300 16%| $ 19,022,469 | $ 794317 [ $ 3,922,617 [$ 1615 |$ 4849 974 165 $ 2,316,592
1608000 |Jonesboro School District 4,845 9 859,709 | $ 14,254,968 17%| $ 81811,713 | $ 1,878,077 | $ 16,133,045 | $ 1658 | $ 3,330 5,069 224 | $ 3,048,232
7003000 |Junction City School District 644 2 141,711 | $ 7,529,053 56%| $ 13,334,831 | $ 132,788 | $ 7,661,841 [$ 53.13 |$ 11,897 595 - $ -
5503000 |Kirby School District 430 2 94,501 | $ 2,198,681 23%| $ 9,444,468 | $ 259,723 [ $ 2,458,404 [ $ 2327 |$ 5717 436 6% 85,749
3704000 |Lafayette Co. School District 1,001 6 348,607 | $ 11,646,664 43%( $ 27,023,101 | $ 585,263 [ $ 12,231,927 | $ 3341 | $ 12,099 915 - $ -
2605000 |Lake Hamilton School District 3,803 3 549,113 [ $ 15,487,479 30%| $ 52,372,403 [ $ 3,088,197 | $ 18,575,676 | $ 2820 | $ 4,884 4,064 261 | $ 3,559,732
0903000 |Lakeside School District 978 3 277,582 | $ 8,063,847 29%| $ 27,348,944 | $ 841,228 [ $ 8,905,075 | $ 29.05($ 9,105 964 - $ -
2606000 |Lakeside School District 2,530 5 482,945 | $ 12,329,460 27%| $ 46,227,776 | $ 1,805,165 | $ 14,134,625 | $ 2553 | $ 5,587 2,292 - $ -
3604000 |Lamar School District 1,132 2 202,269 | $ 7,299,695 38%| $ 19,086,602 | $ 1,170,788 | $ 8,470,483 | $ 36.09 ($ 7,483 1,202 70 $ 944,568
6605000 |Lavaca School District 84| 3 164,231 | $ 5,556,402 34%| $ 16,399,153 [ $ 95,550 | $ 5,651,952 [$ 3383 ($ 6,721 884 43| % 614,003
0506000 |Lead Hill School District 421 2 98,309 | $ 2,963,169 32%| % 9312274 $ 981,931 [ $ 3,945,100 [ $ 30.14 [$ 9371 415 - $ -
3904000 |Lee County School District 1,569 4 326799 | $ 8,080,905 25%| $ 32,031,597 | $ 1,043,088 | $ 9,123,993 | $ 2473 ($ 5815 1,281 - $ -
7205000 |Lincoln School District 1,138 3 193,864 | $ 6,045,084 31%| $ 19,347,726 | $ 763543 [ $ 6,808,627 [ $ 31.18|$ 5,983 1,331 193 ($ 2,754,394
6001000 |Little Rock School District 23,913 50| 4323818 % 93,089,030 23%| $ 408,277,414 | $ 18,017,058 | $ 111,106,088 | $ 2153 [ $ 4,646 25,071 1,158 | $ 15,636,248
6704000 |Lockesburg School District 382 2 104,009 | $ 3,493,803 35%|$ 9848326 [ $ 37245 [ $ 3,531,048 [$ 3359 |$ 9244 364 - $ -
4301000 |Lonoke School District 1,781 4 321,654 | $ 9,815,186 32%| $ 30616117 [ $ 701,385 [ $ 10,516,571 | $ 3051 |$ 5905 1,864 83|$% 1,129,732
4202000 |Magazine School District 518 2 96,488 | $ 2,575,417 26%|$ 9,766,118 | $ 424,962 | $ 3,000379 [$ 2669 |$ 5792 527 91% 130,265
3003000 |Magnet Cove School Dist. 789 2 195987 | $ 5,475,196 29%| $ 18,922,944 | $ - $ 5,475,196 [$ 2794 |$ 6,939 8lé 27 | $ 372,787
1402000 |Magnolia School District 3,188 7 456,929 | $ 17,656,498 40%| $ 43,782,530 | $ 6,342,302 [ $ 23,998,800 | $ 3864 |$ 7,528 2,641 - $ -
3004000 |Malvern School District 2,294 [3 419,838 | $ 12,640,204 31%| $ 40,466,587 | $ 1,633,877 | $ 14,274,081 | $ 30.11 | $ 6,222 2,209 - $ -
2501000 |Mammoth Spring School District 417 2 93,674 | $ 1,822,506 20%$ 9,091,161 | $ 1,090,444 | $ 2,912,950 [$ 1946 | $ 6,985 397 - $ -
4712000 |Manila School District 1,010 2 200,772 | $ 1,747,939 9% $ 19,392,276 | $ - $ 1,747,939 |$ 871 |% 1,731 965 - $ -
6606000 |Mansfield School District 1,023 3 251,627 | $ 3,617,584 15%| $ 24,339,792 | $ 1,779,281 | $ 5396865 [ $ 1438 |$ 5276 1,066 43| % 594,791
1804000 |Marion School District 3,636 9 664,560 | $ 14,198,897 23%| $ 63,030,374 | $ 4,786,218 | $ 18,985,115 | $ 2137 |$ 5221 3,957 321 (% 4,353,683
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5604000 [Marked Tree School District 679 2 172,379 | $ 2,379,299 15%| $ 16,206,260 | $ - $ 2,379299 [$ 1380 |$ 3,504 633 - $ -
2803000 |Marmaduke School District 774 | 153,346 | $ 3,185,886 21%|$ 15488848 | $ 8,801,626 | $ 11,987,512 | $ 20.78 | $ 15,488 874 100 [ $ 1,444,384
5404000 |Marvell School District 646 4 215221  $ 7,791,886 36%| % 21,724,129 | $ 366,191 | $ 8,158,077 | $ 3620 [ $ 12,629 559 - $ -
2305000 |Mayflower School District 847 3 174,308 | $ 2,315,350 14%| $ 16,142,128 | $ - $ 2,315350 [$ 1328 |$ 2734 957 110 | $ 1,456,707
6102000 |Maynard School District 493 2 87,183 | $ 1,323,087 15%| $ 8564792 | $ 1,481,411 | $ 2,804,498 [$ 1518 |$ 5,689 478 - $ -
7403000 |Mccrory School District 652 2 154,860 | $ 4,010,469 26%|$ 15515009 | $ 467,010 | $ 4477479 |$ 2590 [ $ 6,867 558 - $ -
2105000 [Mcgehee School District 1,429 3 396811 | $ 12,399,520 33%| $ 38,073,363 [ $ - $ 12,399,520 | $ 31.25|$ 8,677 1,321 - $ -
3302000 |Melbourne School District 877 4 177,112 | $ 5,408,371 31%| $ 17,689,744 | $ 747,098 | $ 6,155,469 [ $ 3054 |$ 7019 923 46 | $ 657,003
5703000 |Mena School District 2,224 [ 374253 | $ 11,426,364 32%| $ 36,067,818 [ $ 3,121,023 [ $ 14,547,387 | $ 3053 | $ 6,541 2,174 - $ -
3211000 |[Midland School District 581 2 125260 | $ 2,501,293 21%$ 12,051,641 | $ - $ 2,501,293 [$ 1997 | $ 4,305 552 - $ -
3104000 |Mineral Springs School Dist. 627 4 164,453 | $ 4,790,994 30%| $ 15852916 [ $ 89,132 | $ 4,880,126 | $ 29.13 ($ 7,783 634 71% 96,494
2203000 |Monticello School District 2,186 4 436,503 | $ 9,754,641 22%| $ 43,773,349 | $ 484,942 | $ 10,239,583 | $ 2235 | $ 4,684 2,001 - $ -
4902000 |Mount Ida School District 580 2 142,354 | $ 2,643,729 19%| $ 14,116,674 | $ - $ 2,643,729 [$ 1857 | $ 4,558 591 1n]s 155,988
0303000 |Mountain Home School District 3,860 [3 666,983 | $ 10,425,353 17%| $ 62,584,428 | $ 62,780 | $ 10,488,133 | $ 1563 |$ 2,717 3,785 - $ -
2607000 |Mountain Pine School District 695 2 165275 | $ 3,917,401 25%|$ 15799252 | $ - $ 3917401 [$ 2370 |$ 5,637 736 41 | $ 560,466
6901000 [Mountain View School District 1,684 6 314448 | $ 6,874,005 22%| $ 30,797,342 | $ 1,835,987 | $ 8,709,992 | $ 2186 ($ 5,172 1,732 48 | $ 672,267
1703000 |Mountainburg School District 765 3 196,786 | $ 6,066,877 30%| $ 20,305,553 [ $ - $ 6,066,877 [ $ 3083 [$ 7,931 723 - $ -
2306000 |Mt. Vernon/Enola School Dist. 460 2 99,769 | $ 2,570,829 27%| $ 9,600,935 | $ 79,569 | $ 2,650,398 [ $ 2577 |'$ 5762 552 92|% 1,266,024
1704000 |Mulberry School District 599 4 165,996 | $ 7,793,834 46%( $ 16,826,189 | $ - $ 7,793834 [$ 4695 $ 13,011 585 - $ -
5504000 |Murfreesboro School District 550 2 164,177 | $ 4,589,610 28%| $ 16,445,708 | $ - $ 4,589,610 | $ 2796 [$ 8345 567 171% 243,515
3105000 |Nashville School District 1,815 5 391,150 | $ 7,962,309 21%|$ 37,721,766 | $ 236,006 | $ 8,198315|% 2036 ($ 4517 1,851 36 (% 496,463
1503000 |Nemo Vista School District 427 2 95,767 | $ 3,527,155 40%( $ 8,739,947 | $ 2,695235 [ $ 6,222,390 [ $ 3683 | $ 14572 444 171% 221,859
1611000 |Nettleton School District 2,753 7 450,344 | $ 4,485,048 10%| $ 43,667,175 | $ 3,837,154 [ $ 8322202 |$ 996 ($ 3,023 3,126 373 | $ 5,171,965
5008000 |Nevada School District 440 2 99,992 | $ 4,414,926 44%( $ 10,024,136 | $ 438,283 | $ 4,853,209 | $ 44.15($ 11,030 434 - $ -
3403000 |Newport School District 1,609 4 351,179 | $ 7,780,105 23%| $ 33,964,387 | $ 864,252  $ 8,644,357 | $ 22.15($ 5373 1,519 - $ -
0304000 |Norfork School District 447 2 108,191 | $ 1,035,207 10%| $ 10,742,465 | $ - $ 1,035207 |'$ 957 |$% 23l6 455 8|% 113,590
7006000 |Norphlet School District 517 2 105416 | $ 5,169,279 49%( $ 10,484,296 | $ 950,154 [ $ 6,119,433 [$ 49.04 | $ 11,836 505 - $ -
6002000 |North Little Rock Sch. Dist. 8,943 21 1,462,479 | $ 50,458,105 37%| $ 136,926,190 [$ 16,871,734 | $ 67,329,839 ($ 3450 |$ 7529 9,142 199 | $ 2,664,318
0504000 |Omaha School District 405 3 95,767 | $ 1,826,716 20%|$ 9,260,717 | $ 1,405,276 | $ 3,231,992 [$ 19.07 |'$ 7,980 433 28 (% 387,189
4713000 |Osceola School District 1,641 6 340,156 | $ 8,301,061 25%| $ 33,425,639 | $ 1,257,737 | $ 9,558,798 | $ 2440 ($ 5,825 1,493 - $ -
5701000 |Ouachita River School District 711 4 186,028 | $ 3,947,133 22%| $ 18,100,646 | $ 410,835 | $ 4,357,968 | $ 2122 ($ 6,129 767 56 % 779,184
3005000 |Ouachita School District 375 2 96,800 | $ 1,672,293 18%| $ 9,547,844 | $ 549,846 | $ 2,222,139 [$ 1728 |'$ 5926 377 21$% 28,210
4503000 |Ozark Mountain School District 763 6 189,360 | $ 3,167,577 18%| $ 17,801,805 | $ 4,508,067 | $ 7,675,644 [ $ 1673 | $ 10,060 745 - $ -
2404000 |Ozark School District 1,827 5 346,736 | $ 9,367,710 27%| $ 34,564,170 | $ 1,362,958 | $ 10,730,668 | $ 27.02 |$ 5873 1,830 3(% 42,765
6205000 |Palestine-Wheatley Sch. Dist. 633 4 150,572 | $ 2,883,682 18%| $ 16,049,458 | $ 1,560,159 | $ 4,443,841 | $ 19.15($ 7,020 605 - $ -
7309000 |Pangburn School District 734 2 145981 | $ 6,070,499 43%( $ 14,028,520 | $ 418,908 | $ 6,489,407 [ $ 4158 | $ 884l 768 34 (% 467,230
2808000 |Paragould School District 2,850 3 439,440 | $ 9,197,400 21%| $ 43,350,884 | $ 1,803,207 | $ 11,000,607 | $ 2093 | $ 3,860 2,558 - $ -
4203000 |Paris School District 1,156 3 204,796 | $ 8,042,496 39%| $ 20,370,574 | $ 335393 | $ 8,377,889 | $ 3927 [$ 7,247 1,101 - $ -
7007000 |Parkers Chapel School Dist. 698 2 146,502 | $ 6,038,597 44%( $ 13,614,798 | $ 2,647,148 | $ 8,685,745 | $ 4122 [ $ 12,444 612 - $ -
1903000  |Parkin School District 330 2 102,903 | $ 1,448,783 14%| $ 10,295,549 | $ - $ 1,448,783 | $ 1408 | $ 4,390 290 - $ -
0407000 |Pea Ridge School District 1,237 3 232,050 | $ 2,650,496 1% $ 23,623,771 | $ 1,892,633 | $ 4,543,129 | $ 1142 ($ 3,673 1,415 178 | $ 2,591,336
5303000 |Perryville School District 945 2 170816 | $ 3,803,711 24%| $ 15728203 | $ - $ 3,803,711 [$ 2227 |$ 4,025 98I 36 (% 474,012
1104000 |Piggott School District 1,010 2 175,288 | $ 4,386,210 26%|$ 16698399 | $ 10,521,083 | $ 14,907,293 | $ 25.02 | $ 14,760 950 - $ -
3505000 |Pine Bluff School District 6,008 14 1,038,979 | $ 38,622,338 38%| $ 102,254,147 | $ 6,474,496 [ $ 45,096,834 | $ 37.17 | $ 7,506 5,463 - $ -
6103000 |Pocahontas School District 1,821 4 306,219 | $ 3,386,098 12%| $ 29,405,275 | $ 1,589,529 | $ 4975627 | $ 1106 [$ 2,732 1,749 - $ -
5804000 |Pottsville School District 1,228 3 187,021 | $ 4,929,167 28%| $ 17,783,403 | $ 1,691,599 | $ 6,620,766 [ $ 2636 | $ 5392 1,376 148 | $ 2,012,437
2703000 |Poyen School District 487 | 85,135 | % 3,539,442 41%($ 8533330 | $ - $ 3,539442 [$ 4157 |$ 7268 532 45| % 644,999
7206000 |Prairie Grove School District 1,377 4 313,196 | $ 12,803,434 41%($ 31,564,351 | $ 3,291,230 [ $ 16,094,664 | $ 40.88 | $ 11,688 1,623 246 | $ 3,545,290
5006000 |Prescott School District 1,132 3 246,961 | $ 11,506,304 48%( $ 24,093,558 | $ - $ 11,506,304 | $ 46.59 | $ 10,165 1,146 141% 195,315
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6003000 |Pulaski Co. Spec. School Dist. 18,206 36 [ 2,763,349 [ $ 120,629,081 45%| $ 265,150,137 | $ 36,423,610 [ $ 157,052,691 | $ 43.65|$% 8,626 17,522 - $ -
1203000 |Quitman School District 565 2 138,785 | $ 3,345,095 25%| $ 13,256,366 | $ 1,012,724 | $ 4357819 |$ 2410 ($ 7713 522 - $ -
1106000 |Rector School District 664 2 120,267 | $ 1,851,643 16%| $ 11515459 | $ 40,780 | $ 1,892,423 |'$ 1540 | $ 2,850 634 - $ -
1613000 |Riverside School District 812 4 167,788 | $ 5,630,438 33%| $ 16,847,569 | $ 901,161 [ $ 6,531,599 [$ 3356 |$ 8044 897 85|% 1,220,482
7307000 |Riverview School District 1,285 5 304795 | $ 9,983,616 34%| $ 29,434,704 | $ 879,959 [ $ 10,863,575 | $ 3276 | $ 8,454 1,319 34 (% 469,534
0405000 |Rogers School District 12,351 20 1,876,039 | $ 14,872,409 8%|$ 189,298,147 | $ 17,959,284 [ $ 32,831,693 |$ 793 |$% 2,658 15,463 3112 (% 44,903,493
7310000 |Rose Bud School District 785 2 162,090 | $ 3,418,343 22%|$ 15552,175 | $ - $ 3418343 [$ 21.09|$ 4355 926 141 | $ 1,934,595
5805000 |Russellville School District 5116 I 1,119,776 | $ 29,364,826 28%| $ 105,836,860 | $ 747,491 [$ 30,112,317 |$ 2622 |$ 5886 4,947 - $ -
2502000 |[Salem School District 721 2 134962 | $ 1,286,170 10%| $ 13,100,450 | $ 175,193 | $ 1,461,363 | $ 953 |$ 2,027 689 - $ -
4204000 |Scranton School District 366 2 79,703 [ $ 3,732,386 46%($ 8,033,442 | $ 581,445 [ $ 4313831 |$ 4683 (% 11,786 357 - $ -
6502000 |Searcy Countyl School District 1,046 5 235734 ( $ 3,461,396 16%| $ 22,013,884 | $ 3,690,751 [ $ 7,152,147 [$ 1468 | $ 6,838 1,025 - $ -
7311000 |Searcy School District 3,663 [3 640,411 [ $ 16,673,591 28%| $ 60,036,808 | $ - $ 16,673,591 | $ 26.04 | $ 4,552 3,820 157 | $ 2,104,721
2705000 |Sheridan School District 4,939 7 635,320 [ $ 9,416,026 15%| $ 61,487,113 |$ 10019270 | $ 19435296 | $ 1482 |$% 3,935 4,188 - $ -
7104000 |[Shirley School District 523 2 118841 | $ 4,302,976 40%( $ 10,886,385 | $ 2,116,706 | $ 6,419,682 [ $ 3621 | $ 12,275 552 29 (9% 379,884
0406000 |Siloam Springs School District 3,135 5 488,662 | $ 3,806,580 8% $ 48,124,804 | $ 1,718,988 | $ 5525568 [$ 779 |$ 1,763 3,739 604 | $ 8,506,157
3806000 |Sloan-Hendrix School Dist. 557 2 152,279 | $ 3,381,174 23%| $ 14,732,928 | $ - $ 3,381,174 [ $ 2220 | $ 6,070 568 1n]s 152,187
7008000 |Smackover School District 866 4 208,209 | $ 7,526,380 37%| $ 20,250,870 | $ 643,405  $ 8,169,785 | $ 36.15($ 9,434 792 - $ -
1507000 |So. Conway Co. School District 2,377 5 411,767 | $ 16,472,155 42%( $ 39,453,587 | $ 3,205614 | $ 19,677,769 | $ 40.00 | $ 8,278 2,307 - $ -
4706000 |So. Miss. County School Dist. 1,407 5 329,966 | $ 6,510,899 22%| $ 29,889,387 | $ - $ 6,510,899 [$ 1973 | $ 4628 1,279 - $ -
7105000 [South Side School District 486 2 110,079 | $ 4,537,518 43%( $ 10,620,464 | $ 320450 | $ 4,857,968 | $ 4122 [$ 9,9% 527 41 | $ 565,664
3209000 |Southside School District 1,376 3 234,157 [ $ 4,957,531 22%| $ 22,404,109 | $ 1,243,435 | $ 6,200,966 [ $ 21.17 | $ 4,507 1,407 31 [ $ 424,149
2906000 |Spring Hill School District 520 2 89,348 | $ 3,785,662 43%($ 8707779 | $ 1,376,730 | $ 5,162,392 [ $ 4237 |$ 9928 542 2% 306,606
7207000 |Springdale School District 13,678 16 | 2,472,801 | $ 56,764,699 23%| $ 250,071,662 | $ 32,385518 |$ 89,150217 | $ 2296 ($ 6,518 16,827 3,149 | $ 45,539,055
4003000 |Star City School District 1,799 5 399975 | $ 8,509,686 22%| $ 38,868,903 | $ 5237244 | $ 13,746,930 | $ 21.28 | $ 7,64I 1,697 - $ -
5206000 |[Stephens School District 587 4 157,770 | $ 10,527,068 67%| $ 15704914 | $ 90,116 | $ 10,617,184 | $ 66.72 | $ 18,087 498 - $ -
7009000 |Strong School District 678 4 226,499 | $ 6,509,598 31%| $ 21,327,465 | $ - $ 6,509,598 [ $ 2874 [$ 9,601 656 - $ -
0104000 |Stuttgart School District 1,883 [ 492,754 | $ 14,675,436 30%| $ 49,551,163 [ $ - $ 14,675436 | $ 2978 | $ 7,794 1,856 - $ -
3210000 |Sulphur Rock School District 347 2 115,001 | $ 3,331,196 29%|$ 11,525,780 | $ 568,636 | $ 3,899,832 [$ 2897 | $ 11,239 360 131% 186,315
4605000 |Texarkana School District 6,525 12 792,342 [ $ 40,019,474 54%| $ 73,966,028 | $ 22,530,543 | $ 62,550,017 | $ 5051 [$ 9,586 4,184 - $ -
5605000 |Trumann School District 1,735 3 262,889 | $ 3,659,156 14%| $ 25,328,250 | $ 2,180,954 | $ 5,840,110 [$ 1392 |$ 3,366 1,658 - $ -
1805000 |Turrell School District 394 2 111,597 | $ 1,891,418 17%| $ 11,018963 | $ - $ 1,891,418 | $ 1695 |$% 4801 376 - $ -
6104000 [Twin Rivers School Dist. 520 4 117817 | $ 3,231,071 27%|$ 11,819,728 | $ 1,227,803 | $ 4,458,874 | $ 2742 ($ 8575 510 - $ -
7507000 |Two Rivers School District 1,437 9 297,413 [ $ 9,857,104 35%| $ 28,076,625 | $ 4,648,787 | $ 14,505,891 | $ 33.14 | $ 10,095 1,118 - $ -
0505000 |Valley Springs School District 950 3 165,009 | $ 5,262,658 34%| $ 15,537,048 [ $ 1,345,687 | $ 6,608345 [$ 3189 |$ 6,956 973 23($ 309,688
1612000 [Valley View School District 1,542 2 278,036 | $ 4,095,295 15%| $ 26,973,581 | $ 5,175,672 | $ 9,270,967 | $ 1473 [$ 6,012 1,746 204 | $ 2,830,113
1705000 |Van Buren School District 5,553 I 728612 [$ 24,913,558 34%| $ 73,534,054 [$ 23,951,507 | $ 48,865,065 [ $ 34.19|$ 83800 5733 180 [ $ 2,597,770
5704000 |Van Cove School District 388 2 104210 | $ 7,017,633 70%| $ 10,023,521 | $ - $ 7,017,633 [ $ 6734 | $ 18,087 385 - $ -
2307000 |Vilonia School District 2,646 5 374472 | $ 8,450,831 24%| $ 34,769,685 | $ 3,738747 | $ 12,189,578 | $ 2257 | $ 4,607 3,115 469 | $ 6,227,164
2503000 |Viola School District 431 2 87,137 | $ 2,350,961 27%| $ 8698293 | $ 799,964 | $ 3,150,925 [$ 2698 $ 7311l 428 - $ -
1406000 |Waldo School District 338 2 84,815 | $ 5,074,524 60%|$ 8479533 | $ - $ 5074524 [$ 5983 |$ 15013 304 - $ -
6401000 [Waldron School District 1,678 3 347753 | $ 7,838,435 23%| $ 34,242,359 | $ - $ 7838435 [$ 2254 |$ 4671 1,702 24| $ 337,940
3808000 |Walnut Ridge School District 784 2 189,237 | $ 5,825,159 32%| $ 18,023,776 | $ - $ 5,825,159 [$ 3078 | $ 7,430 764 - $ -
0602000 |Warren School District 1,573 4 361,212 | $ 12,794,456 35%| $ 36,979,641 | $ 1,468,143 | $ 14,262,599 | $ 3542 |$ 9,067 1,570 - $ -
3509000 |Watson Chapel School District 3,165 5 400,628 | $ 12,453,972 32%| $ 38,582,280 | $ 6,616,473 [ $ 19,070,445 | $ 31.09 | $ 6,025 2,852 - $ -
5607000 |Weiner School District 360 2 117,043 | $ 1,340,384 1% $ 11,723,748 | $ - $ 1,340,384 | $ 1145 |% 3,723 322 - $ -
7208000 |West Fork School District 1,147 3 217875 [ $ 7,911,547 36%| $ 21,709,628 | $ 518012 $ 8,429,559 | $ 3631 [$ 7,349 1,327 180 [ $ 2,564,800
1803000 |West Memphis School District 6,119 12 804,290 [ $ 20,822,885 26%|$ 81,635272 |$ 11,479,450 | $ 32,302,335 | $ 2589 ($ 5279 5,929 - $ -
1204000 |West Side School District 544 2 91,553 | $ 3,247,331 37%|$ 8725284 [ $ 1,628,991 | $ 4,876,322 | $ 3547 [ $ 8964 561 171% 231,682
7509000 |Western Yell Co. School Dist. 431 2 98,055 | $ 3,184,458 34%| $ 9,243,051 [ $ - $ 3,184,458 [$ 3248 |$ 7389 438 $ 94,358
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District Summaries -~ 4 L 4
Facility
Condition | | Growth*=
4 Total Projected L
2003 #of Total Square Facility Condition District  Replacement Education 2008 5-Year 5-Year

LEA # District Name Enroll  Schools Feet Cost FCI Cost Suitability Cost District Total $/SF $/Student]l Enrollment Growth # Growth $
1602000 |Westside Cons. School District 1,631 3 244337 [ $ 1,796,985 8% $ 23,192,014 $ 2,934,588 | $ 4,731,573 [$ 735|$ 2901 1,762 131 $ 1,778,102
3606000 [Westside School District 585 2 129,258 | $ 3,224,997 25%( $ 13,061,095 | $ - $ 3,224,997 | $ 2495 ($ 5513 561 - $ -
7304000  [White Co. Central School Dist. 690 2 122,890 | $ 3,144,640 27%( $ 11,758,004 | $ 1,204,703 | $ 4,349,343 [ $ 2559 | $ 6,303 702 121$ 164,185
3510000  [White Hall School District 3,061 7 556,118 [ $ 13,280,530 24%( $ 54,741,079 | $ 1,441,151 | $ 14,721,681 | $ 2388 ($ 4,809 3,030 - $ -
5705000 [Wickes School District 644 5 155,440 | $ 6,309,868 42%| $ 15119392 [ $ 1,688,819 | $ 7,998,687 | $ 40.59 [ $ 12,420 646 2($ 27,819
1505000 |Wonderview School District 459 2 76,486 | $ 1,728,190 26%| $ 6,736,768 | $ 1,832,698 | $ 3,560,888 | $ 2259 [$ 7,758 442 - $ -
1304000 |Woodlawn School District 574 2 87342 | $ 2,106,568 24%( $ 8,634,194 | $ 2,244,820 | $ 4,351,388 [$ 2412 | $ 7,58] 641 671 % 947,130
1905000 |Wynne School District 2,833 4 568,128 [ $ 6,063,733 11%[$ 53,039,211 | $ 594,441 [ $ 6,658,174 | $ 1067 [ $ 2,350 2,695 - $ -
4502000 |Yellville-Summit School Dist. 1,003 3 158,164 | $ 3,928,511 29%($ 13,771,835 | $ 2,432,483 | $ 6,360,994 | $ 2484 [ $ 6,342 963 - $ -

Other Schools 355 915,070 [ $ 20,543,138 31%| $ 66,609,629 | $ - $ 20,543,138 [$ 2245

Division of Youth Services 336 102,157 | $ 1,714,728 18%$ 9748228 | § - $ 1,714728 | $ 16.79
*Educational Suitability includes additional space for schools which do not meet proposed standards but does not

include credit for schools which exceed standards.

**Enrollment cost included additional space for enrollment growth but does not account for additional students which
could be served in existing space.
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| School District Example
P.O. Box 330
District# 0000000
000 Example Sample Streeet

Example Sample City, Arkansas

Districtwide Facility Condition and Educational Suitability Cost ngmary

B A+B
Gross
Grades 2003 Permanent Temporary Square Facility Cost Per Educational Suitability Cost Per Future
LEA School Served Enroliment Buildings Buildings Feet Condition Cost FCI Square Foot Cost Total Cost Student Lite Cycle Cost
T Example Elementary School [ 200 T 2 20,000 1,000,000 25.00% $25.00 $1,000,000 $2,000,000 $5,000 500,000
2 Example Middle School 58 200 2 0 60,000 1,000,000 16.67% 16.67 $500,000 $1,500,000 $3,750 500,000
3 Example High School 9-12 200 3 0 60,000 1,000,000 16.67% 16.67 $500,000 $1,500,000 $3,750 500,000
3 Example Administration Building T 10,000 100,000 10.00% 10.00 $100,000 20,000
1,200 7 2 170,000 $ 3,100,000 18.24% $18.24 $2,000,000 $5,100,000 $4,250 $1,520,000
Districtwide Facility Condition & Life Cycle Forecast
Future Life Cycle Costs
Facility Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 \CE Year 5 Total Yr. 1-5
System Condition $/GSF 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 Life Cycle
Site $ 300,000 $1.76 $ 30,400 $ 30,400 $ 30,400 $ 30,400 $ 30,400 $ 152,000
Roofing $ 300,000 $1.76 $ 30,400 $ 30,400 $ 30,400 $ 30,400 $ 30,400 $ 152,000
Exterior $ 300,000 $1.76 $ 30,400 $ 30,400 $ 30,400 $ 30,400 $ 30,400 $ 152,000
Structure $ 300,000 $1.76 $ 30,400 $ 30,400 $ 30,400 $ 30,400 $ 30,400 $ 152,000
Interior $ 300,000 $1.76 $ 30,400 $ 30,400 $ 30,400 $ 30,400 $ 30,400 $ 152,000
HVAC $ 300,000 $1.76 $ 30,400 $ 30,400 $ 30,400 $ 30,400 $ 30,400 $ 152,000
Plumbing b 300,000 $1.76 $ 30,400 $ 30,400 $ 30,400 $ 30,400 30,400 9 152,000
Electrical b 300,000 $1.76 $ 30,400 $ 30,400 $ 30,400 $ 30,400 $ 30,400 ¢ 152,000
Fire & Safety $ 300,000 $1.76 $ 30,400 $ 30,400 $ 30,400 $ 30,400 $ 30,400 152,000
Technology $ 300,000 $1.76 $ 30,400 $ 30,400 $ 30,400 $ 30,400 $ 30,400 $ 152,000
Specialties $ 100,000 $0.59 $ -
Other $0.00 $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Total $ 3,100,000 $18.24 $ 304,000 $ 304,000 $ 304,000 $ 304,000 $ 304,000 $ 1,520,000
Facility Condition Costs by System
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Districtwide Facility Condition by System by Priority

Facility Condition Priority

Impact Short Term
Mission S Conditions Least Critical
- Functioning of . - .
Critical School i.e., Finishes, i.e., Program
i.e., Health & | . . Site Enhancement,
Safety €, M.echamcal, Improvements Aesthetics
System Electrical, HVAC otc. ' Total
Site $75,000 $75,000 $75,000 $75,000 $ 300,000
Roofing $75,000 $75,000 $75,000 $75,000 $ 300,000
Exterior $75,000 $75,000 $75,000 $75,000 $ 300,000
Structure $75,000 $75,000 $75,000 $75,000 $ 300,000
Interior $75,000 $75,000 $75,000 $75,000 $ 300,000
HVAC $75,000 $75,000 $75,000 $75,000 $ 300,000
Plumbing $75,000 $75,000 $75,000 $75,000 $ 300,000
Electrical $75,000 $75,000 $75,000 $75,000 $ 300,000
Fire & Safety $75,000 $75,000 $75,000 $75,000 $ 300,000
Technology $75,000 $75,000 $75,000 $75,000 $ 300,000
Specialties $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 $ 100,000
Other $0 $0 $0 $0
Total $775,000 $775,000 $775,000 $775,000 $ 3,100,000
Facility Condition Costs by Priority
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0000 Example Elementary School

LEA #0000000
000 Example Sample Streeet
Example Sample City, Arkansas

School Data
School Type Elementary
Grades Served K-4
2003 Enrollment 400
Total Area (GSF) 42,000
Permanent Area (GSF) 40,000
Temporary Area (GSF) 2,000
Permanent Area per Student 100
- Future Life
Building & Cost Data Built Building Cost per Cycle
Number Building Name Gross Sq Ft Date Condition Cost FCI SQ. Ft. Cost (Yr. 1-5)
1 Sample Elementary School 42,000 1960 $ 1,000,000 23.81% $23.81] $ 500,000
Total Campus Costs
Educational Suitability Temporary Buildings
Built
Educational Suitability Number Building Name Gross Sq Ft Date
Existing Sq. Ft. 40,000 2 Temporary Classroom 1,000 1980
Required Sq. Ft. 50,000 3 Temporary Classroom 1,000 1990
Total Campus Cost $ 1,000,000
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Total Cost
Cost Summary Cost Per Student
Building Condition $ 1,000,000 $ 2,500
Educational Suitability $ 1,000,000 $ 2,500
Total $ 2,000,000 $ 5,000
Building

System Condition Cost $/GSF 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Site $100,000 $2.38 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $ 50,000
Roofing $100,000 $2.38 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $ 50,000
Exterior $100,000 $2.38 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $ 50,000
Structure $100,000 $2.38 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $ 50,000
Interior $100,000 $2.38 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $ 50,000
HVAC $100,000 $2.38 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $ 50,000
Plumbing $100,000 $2.38 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $ 50,000
Electrical $100,000 $2.38 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $ 50,000
Fire & Safety $100,000 $2.38 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $ 50,000
Technology $100,000 $2.38 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $ 50,000
Specialties $0 $ -
Other $0 $ -

Total $1,000,000 $23.81 $100,000 $100,000 $100,000 $100,000 $100,000 $500,000

Facility Condition Costs By System
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Facility Condition
Facility Condition Priority
Impact
Functioning Short Term Least Cr
of School

Mission Critical e Conditions i.e., Pro
i.e., Health & Safety U i.e., Finishes, Site Enhancement,
Mechanical, .
Electrical, Improvements, etc. Aesthetics
System HVAC Total
Site $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 $100,000
Roofing $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 $100,000
Exterior $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 $100,000
Structure $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 $100,000
Interior $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 $100,000
HVAC $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 $100,000
Plumbing $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 $100,000
Electrical $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 $100,000
Fire & Safety $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 $100,000
Technology $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 $100,000
Specialties $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Other $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
“Total $250,000 $250,000 $250,000 $250,000 $1,000,000

Facility Condition Costs By Priority
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