


SWEETWATER

UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT
OPERATIONS / FINANCE DIVISIONS

January 23, 2006
Office of the Board of Trustees

SWEETWATER UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT
1130 Fifth Avenue

Chula Vista, CA 91911
Subject: Long Range Facilities Master Plan (LRFMP); Rev. 1
Ref: Section VII - Acknowledgements of Revisions or "REVs”

Dear Board members:

Attached, herewith, you will find the referenced updated section of the Long Range Facilities
Master Plan document, or LRFMP, Rev. 1 (identified below), to be inserted within the three (3)
volume set comprised of Volume(s) I, II, and III.

Section VII was identified in the original LRFMP, REV. 0, as the section within the three (3)
volume set to which “changes” would be memorialized, provided such changes are accepted by
the Board. The section is entitled “Acknowledgement of Revisions or REVs” and contains the
following:

¢ SECTION VII — Acknowledgements of Revisions or "REVS”
L. Summary of Changes and Assumptions
I1. Master Cash Flow (REV. 1)
[II.  Master Program Schedule (REV. 1)
Iv. Board Reports — Financial
V. Year End Activity Report
VI. Recommendations

It is recommended that the LRFMP will continue to be updated every two years and brought
before the Board in the form of an addition to Section VII - Acknowledgements of Revisions or
"Revs”. Separately, it is recommended that the Board be updated as to progress against the
accepted plan on an annual basis, with that progress report reflected in Section VI - Progress
Updates (Board, BOC).

Thank you for the opportunity to present the REV. 1 of our LRFMP. We look forward to working
collaboratively, as a team, towards the attainment of the goals and objectives outlined within,
to the mutual benefit and satisfaction of students, faculty, staff, and community ... both current
and future.

By signing on the below, District staff recommends that the Board of Trustees approve the
accompanying Long Range Facilities Master Plan (LRFMP), REV 1, dated January 23, 2006.
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SWEETWATER

UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT

Long Range Facilities Master Plan
Section VIl - Acknowledgement of Revisions or “REVs”

.  Summary of Changes and
Assumptions



Based on the information assembled during FY03/04 during the preparation of the original Long Range Facilities Master Plan
(LRFMP), REV. 0, and updated in FY0506, the total funding needed fo implement the scopes of work identified is $1.585B.
This encompasses repairs, rencvations, modernizations, and new conhstruction projects at twelve (12) high schools, and
eleven (11) middle schools, plus new school construction of five (5) new High Schools - two {2) have already been
“completed”; one (1) is “in construction”; one (1) is “in design” as part of combined 7-12 campus; and one (1) is in the
“nlanning” phase; three (3} new Middie Schools - one (1) has already been “completed”; one {1) is “in design” as part of a
combined 7-12 campus; and one (1) is in the "planning” phase; additional 7-12 West-side capacity, and Special education, a
total of the equivalent of nine {9) new schools.

Modernization/New Construction (Existing Schools) - Total Project Costs

The breakdown of the moderization/new construction funding requirements are as follows: 1) $596.9M
{buildingsfinfrastructure), and $24.2M (furnishings, fixtures, and equipment), and $74.7M (other project costs) for a subtotal
of $695.8M (estimated in 2003 dollars, and 2006 dollars for new work proposed with this revision) adjusted by $214.8M for
escalation to the midpoint of construction for a total of $308.3M.

New School Construction — Total Project Costs

The breakdown of the future new school construction funding (H.S. 13, M.S.12/H.8. 14; West Side 7-12 capacity, M.S. 13,
H.S. 15, and Special Education facilities) requirements are as follows: 1} $357.4M for new school construction (including
escalation and FF&E); and $146.6M for the acquisition of land for a total future funding need of $477.5M. This excludes the
$151M of funding already expended related to Eastlake M.S., Otay Ranch H.S., and San Ysidro H.S. Noie: the Performing
Aris project costs are part of the new construction or expansion figures for "existing schools”.

An important efement of the resulting LRFMP is the master schedule which establishes the timing of all project starts, funds
drawdowns, cost reimbursements, and project close-ouis because they all contribute to the formula for executing the
LRFMP.

As the finance plan component of the LRFMP is based on a set of financial and performance assumptions, it is, therefore,
important to understand that timing of project delivery is the critical factor affecting the District's abilities to address the needs
assessed within the identified budget constrainis of $1.585B.

It is imperative to develop a financing strategy that secures funds when needed, with the corresponding construction work
executed expeditiously, on or ahead of schedule, and within budget.

Current Financing

Currently, with Proposition BB ($187M), State Propasition(s) 47 and 55 ($98.1M Modernization; $39.1M New Construction-
existing schools) and $1.3M Insurance (CVM-cafeteria) funding, the District has either already secured, or has taken
aggressive steps to secure a total of $337.4M or 37.1% of the total funds required fo address the modemization and
expansion needs on existing school campuses. The fotal need of $693.8M (in 2003 dollars, and 2006 for recently added
scope), adjusted by $214.5M for escalation is $908.3M. The balance of $570.8M or 62.8% is currently unfunded, of which it
is envisioned an additional estimated State Maich “growth” eligibility of $38.4 will serve to reduce the unfunded amount to
§532.3.

Proposed Strategy for “Closing the Funding Gap”

The Proposition 39 local bend measure has become the vehicle by which many school districts throughout the State
supplement their facilities funding needs. Due to the substantive growth in Chula Vista, and corresponding properly value
appreciation, it appears very likely the tax base will support such a bond measure in the FY2006/07 timeframe. This is
considered to be the most likely opportunity to append an additional $532.3M to the finance plan. Additionally, this is the
logical mechanism to fund the furniture and equipment needs of $24.2M, as Proposition BB precludes the use of funds for
furniture and equipment.



ASSUMPTIONS

The update fo the LRFMP is based on confinuing o pursue the same goals and objectives that were accepted and
advocated by the Beard in July 2004. The LRFMP, REV. 1 project scopes, schedule, implementation plan, cost
assumptions, and staff recommendations (section VI} were developed based on the same set of assumptions and guidelines
(see below) governing the creation and acceptance of the original plan,

a

Establish “parity” throughout the District with regard to learning environments; - all existing classrooms following
modernization would have the same performance capabilities as the new classrooms being constructed within
the District.

Continue the objective of accelerating the implementation of our LRFMP, as acceleration is our best defense
against costly construction escalation (labor and material costs).

Continue to pursue maximizing State Match funds opportunities to best leverage local bonds & mello funding.

As part of the modernization process, remove access barriers at existing schools identified in our ADA Transition
plan,

Maximize energy efficiency opportunities by replacing inefficient mechanical, electrical, and other systems with
more efficient components (i.e. light fixtures, window systems, mechanical systems).

Provide a quality learning environment and experience for all of our students (foeday and tomorrow) consistent with
the Education Code, and consistent with our District Standards governing facilities development, repair, and
modernization; specific to classrocms, science laborafories, and specialty teaching spaces.
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Il. Master Cash Flow (REV. 1)



Legend - Definitions (refer to Master Cash Flow on next page)

A. Estimated Costs (in 2003 dollars) - The Site Assessments were estimated in 2003 dollars; the respective
Estimate amounts for each school depicts the estimated costs to address the “modemizatior/growth” needs if all work
were fo be complsted by June 2004, not including FF&E, structural demolition, comprehensive hazmat material
abatement, utility hook-ups, or unforeseen condiions. Excepfion: The addiional scope added with this REV. 1 is
estimated in 2006 dollars.

B. Other Project Costs — Within this column is an estimated cost by school fo address that which was excluded from
the LPA, Inc. Cost Estimates, i.e. Hazardous Material Consulting or Abatement, Utiliies Hook-ups, and Unforeseen
Conditions, with the exception of FF&E which is depicted in column “C”, and escalation to midpeint of the construction
schedute which is depicted in column “D".

C. FFEE Costs — Within this column is an estimated cost by schod] fo address new fumiture, fixtures and equipment
as part of the facifities needs assessment.

D. Escalation - Within this column is factored in a cost of escalation (3.96%fyr) to the projected mid-point of
construction for each school project. The escalation amount is derived from the projected phasing of each project at
each school as delineated in the Master Program Schedule (Preliminary). Project accelerations or delays will result in
adjustments to the escalation component of each project.

E. Adjusted Total Costs — With this column, you will find the sum of A, B, C, and D, comprising the total project costs
to address the modemization/growth needs at each of the existing schools, based on the origin LPA, Inc. Cost
Estimates, adjusted accondingly as referenced above,

“NEW SCHOOLS” - Total Updated Esfimated Costs of New School Construction Projects — based on a proposed
implementafion schedule taking enrollment data and demographic projections into account.

Estimated Land Acquisition

COMPLETED SCHOOLS Project Costs Costs Escalation TOTAL
Eastlake MS $ $ $ $ 35.3M
Otay Ranch HS $ $ $ $ 62.8M
San Ysidro HS $ $ $ $ 52.9M
NEW SCHOOLS

High School #13 $65.7M $50.2M 3 5.6M $121.5M
Middle School 12/High School 14 $98.9M $ 7.3M $11.4M $117.6M
Middle School #13 $35.0M $34.9M $ 9.1M $ 79.0M
West Chula Vista (7-12) $45.1M $ 4.0M $ 6.4M $ 55.5M
High Schoot#15 $65.7M $50.2M $14.5M $130.4M
Special Education $ $ $ $ 22.0M
TOTALS $210.4 $146.6 $47.0M $677.0M

GRAND TOTAL $1.5858
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lIl. Master Program Schedule
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IV. Board Reports - Financial



F-04.

Issue:

Progress report on construction spending for new construction and modernization projects.

Superintendent’s Recommendation:

Progress report on construction spending for new construction and medernization projects.

Analysis:

Currenlly the district is in the midst of ongoing construction efforts totaling well in excess of $300,000,000. These
include both new site construction, as well as modernization projects (Prop BB). Because of both the volume of
project work, along with their dynamic nature, staff believes that a more detailed and sophisticated reporting structure
is essential in ensuring that:

v Staff has a mechanism for presenting proposed budget amendments for each project to the board of trustees for
their approval; and,

v the board, the public and all district staff are regularly informed as to the financial status of each of the ongoing
consiruction projects.

These reporis as presented initially provide the following information:

¥ Project Budget — both original and revised {as necessary)
> Actual commitments to date

> Anticipated "Cost to Complete”

» Forecasted “Cost at Completion®

MODERNIZATION

The proposed changes to the appropriated budgets for modernization are made possible as a result of State Match
funds received in the amounts of $5470,894, $4,202,012, $10,227,448 and $10,380,739 for Castle Park Middle
School, Granger Junior High School, Castle Park High School and Montgomery High Schoeol respectively, for a total
of $30,291,093.

NEW CONSTRUCTION
There are no proposed budget changes for the month of January 2006.

Fiscal Impact:

None.



FINANCIAL PLANNING REPORT
LONG RANGE FACILITIES MASTER PLAN
SWEETWATER UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT

Paricd Ending:  Oclober 2005
Long Range
Facilities Sum of Prop BB Current
Needs PROP BB - FiP | Other Funding Potential State Maximum
Description Assessment Amount {Secured} & og:;;t:';inﬂ Match {Prop 55) Funding
{escalated; as {Potential)
of 7/20/04)
GROUP |
Chula Vista Middle Schoo! $ 16,300,0001% 9,332,774 8,922,351 18,255,122 - 18,255,122
Mar Vista High School $ 30,500,000 12,676,198 5,695,691 18,371,889 2,717,216 21,089,105
Sweetwater High School $ 64,400,000 16,600,871 6,036,045 22,638,916 6,526,732 29,163,648
GROUP 11
Chula Vista High Schoot $ 50,900,000 12,770,901 265,684 13,036,585 | $ 17,484,911 ;% 30,531,458
Naticnal City Middle School $ 26,200,000 9,629,426 500,000 10,129,426 5,348,780 15,478,206
Southwest Middle School $ 20,300,000 9,708,3%2 4,347,088 14,145,420 - 14,145,420
GROUP It
Castle Park Middle School $ 28,540,000 7,314,924 5,470,864 12,785,818 § 12785818
Granger Junicr High Schaal $ 28,700,000 (% 7,533,363 4,202,012 11,735,375 11,735,375
Hilltop High Schoot $ 63400000 (S  11,515830)% 120,000 14,635,830 | 9,251,380 20,887,210
GROUP IV
Bonita Vista High School % 59,910,000 9,573,726 | $ 10,083,780 19,637,506 | $ 4,800,000 24,437,506
Bonita Vista Middle Schoo! $ 35,000,000 8204158 | & 4,318502 12,522,660 12,522,660
Hilitop Middle School $ 39,820000}% 7735893 |5 4,341,975 12,077,968 | & - 12,077,968
GROUP V
Castle Park High Schoal $ 69,400,000 | 5 9,705,050 1% 10,227,448 19,932,498 4,400,000 24,332,498
Mar Vista Middle School $ 36,140,000 7,7335651%  4,646580 12,380,145 - 12,380,145
Monigomery High School $ 70,400,000 S 9,312,896 | % 10,380,739 19,703,635 1,800,000 21,503,635
GROUP VI
Montgomery Middle School $ 398000009 8,290,007 | § 4,280,085 12,570,092 $ 12,570,092
Palomar Continuation High School | $ 10,340,000 | 1,275,440 - 1275440 { % 1913160 | & 3,188,600
Southwest High School § 74,200,000 | % 8,086,848 - 8,086,848 | § 12,328,558 20,415,406
QOTHER
Eastlake High Schoos 100,000 1 8 65,440 - 65,440 - 65,440
Mantgomery Adult School 20100001 8% 1,635,999 - 1,635099 | § - 1,635,859
San Ysidro High Schoot $ 14900000 |5 12,269,990 - 12,268,800 [ § “ 12,269,990
Other Non-Group Related
Interim Housing $ 34,040,000 | 8 5,938,282 - 5 5,938,282 - $ 5,938,282
TOTAL $ 864,100,000 { § 187,0000001{§ 83,828884{F 270,928,884 66,580,737 | § 337,409,621







NEW CONSTRUCTION
FINANCIAL STATUS REPORT
SWEETWATER UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT

Perlod Endipg:  Cclober 2005

Approved ‘
Bescription Criginal Appropriation | Encumbrances { Actual Costs Cost fo Forecast Cost
P Budget Adjustments F0131/65 thru 10/31/05 Complete at Completion

{Changes}

Easilake Middle $ 35128542 | & 208,804 4534 | § 35284990 | % 47822 S 353373468
Ctay Ranch High $ 628192201 % - 18,058 1§ 61,365961[% 1435201 62,819,220
San Ysidro High, Phase § $ 52875040 % - 3321% 51804826 % 1,072,882 52,878,040
High School 13 $ 98219376 {% 23,280,624 40005510 | $ 55582886 | § 25911604 121,500,000
Middle School 12/ High School 14 $ - % 13,000,600 1,316 | $ 27,026 | $ 12,971,658 13,000,000
TOTAL $249,045178 | $§ 36489423 40,028,750 | $ 204,038,663 | § 28467509 | § 272,534,606

* Approved by BOT January 24, 2005

*Approved by BOT March 14, 2005 & July 18, 2005

=~Annroved by BOT July 18, 2005
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V. Year End Activity Report
(2005)
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VI. Recommendations



1) Accept the Long Range Facilities Master Plan (LRFMP) REV. 1 as presented during the January 23, 2006

Board Workshop.
2) Direct staff to take steps necessary to place a Proposition 39 bond measure on the November 2006 ballot.
3) Retain consultants as necessary to petform additional surveys and financial analysis to determine maximum

amount of bond.






