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March 21, 2005
City/School District Liaison Committee

SUBJECT: FUTURE SCHOOL DISTRICT FACILITY NEEDS

SUMMARY: This report summarizes the School District's facility needs.

Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council and President and Members of the
Board of Trustees:

The Pleasanton Unified School District is positioned well to respond to school facility
needs. This is due to the support that the community has provided through the passage of
school facility bonds (the latest being Measure B), a very favorable Capital Facility Fee
structure and the sound management of the funds provided by the voters and developers.
The facilities across the District are truly the envy of school districts across the region.
Long-range planning in this area is critical and, at the same time, the District must be able
to modify positions and plans as the information for making decisions changes.

We have three areas of challenge related to facilities:

Elementary School Plans {Neal Elementary

At the March 8 meeting of the School Board, the latest demographics study (attached) was
reviewed. The report shows that elementary enrollment across the District is not expected
to rise above 6,000 through the year 2014. This is due in part to factors such as new
construction numbers, cost of housing and the number and age distribution of students
moving into homes. As a result of this projection, the District needs to maintain full
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Expansive remodel at Lydiksen Elementary

Reconfiguration of administration office and addition of kindergarten restrooms at
Vintage Hills School

Refurbishing of Donlon School play field

In addition to the projects noted above, we will also be considering the construction of
foyer areas at each high school gymnasium.

Respectfully submitted,

L

Nelson Fialho n M. Casey,
City Manager Supermtendent

Attachment: Demographics Report
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ENROLLMENT PROJECTION CONSULTANTS

Providing School Districts with Accurate Enrollment Forecasts by Location
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Superintendent and Board of Education February 11, 2005
Pleasanton Unified School District

4665 Bernal Avenue

Pleasanton, CA 94566

Dear Superintendent and Board Members:

This letter provides the concluding documentation to the latest enroliment forecast update study. The
section directly below provides some background information and is virtually unchanged from last
year's report, as those comments remain pertinent. The immediately following section discusses the
expected enroliment impacts of the Oracle takeover of PeopleSoft. Subsequent sections follow the
order of the tables, starting with the projected enroliments in Tables 1 and 2 and then some of the
underlying factors to those forecast numbers in Tables 3 through 6. The appendices tabies provide
additional detail for those who want to delve further into the data.

Background

This is the fifth consecutive school year that | have provided an in-depth, neighborhood-specific
enrollment forecast study for the Pleasanton Unified School District (district). My firm, Enrcliment
Projection Consultants (EPC), specializes in these detailed studies, where every major component of
the recent enrollment trends is determined, analyzed, compared to the knowledge gained from our
experience in over 150 previous studies, and then projected. To do this, we drove literally every street
in the district in our first Pleasanton study to learn the community and divide it into suitable planning
areas. These planning areas represent a single dominant housing type wherever feasible, including
by subjective price ranges and average home and parcel sizes. The extent to which the enrollment
trends are simitar throughout these housing categories often indicates a greater likelihood for those
trends to continue to at least some degree. By contrast, dramatic enrollment shifts in only a few
locations usually have a far lower probability to extend into the future.

The district enroliment on October 6, 2004, was quite close o the amount projected in the last study
(with 14,207 enrclled students compared to a forecast for 14,217 under the primary scenario), but the
aging student population trends that we discussed in the last two reports have again accelerated. The
iotal in the elementary grades (K-5, including 8DC) declined in each of the last two years and is now 89
students below the amount of four years ago, despite the overall enroliment having grown by greater
than 900 during that time. And the current K-2 total (including SDC) from all housing that is over eight
years old is at its lowest level since the 1980s. Gains in the secondary grades, by contrast, continued
in the last year and should cause rising total enroliments over the next several years. This report
explains the factors behind these trends and the reasons why they should shift somewhat during the

next decade.
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Projected Enrollments from 2004 to 2014 Pleasanton Unified School District

Current Economic Situation: Oracle’s purchase of PeopleSoft

The big local economic news is, of course, the Oracle takeover of PeopleSoft, but we do not expect
that to greatly alter the district enroliment. This expectation might surprise many readers. Oracie has
indicated it will layoff at least 5,000 of the 55,000 woridwide workforce of the combined entity. Most of
that reduction will be at PeopleSoft. Of the 3,900 PeopleSoft employees who work in Pieasanton,
however, only about 850 live in the community. We believe most of the latter are among the higher
paid employees because they are more capable of affording the high cost of living here. Such top
engineers, programmers and sales representatives are not the employees that Oracle is likely to layoff.
Therefore, of the approximately 300-600 PeopleSoft positions that are being eliminated at the
Pleasanton headquarters, only a few dozen should be district residents. Similarly, most of the jobs that
couid be eliminated at nearby restaurants and stores due to lost business from this PeopleSoft
downsizing are unlikely to be Pleasanton homeowners. The pay scale of those support jobs simply
cannot cover the cost of living in Pleasanton. These job losses will probably have a greater impact on
enroliments in the Livermore and Tracy school districts, among others, than in Pleasanton Unified.’

Projected District-Wide Enrollments: The Next Five Years

The total projected enrollment rises from the current (Oct. 8, 2004) 14,207 students to 14,440 next
October (a gain of 233) and 14,728 to the fall of 2007, for an increase by 521 students. Only minimal
overall growth is projected in the following two years, reaching a peak of 14,786 in 2009.2 That is stil
579 students above the current total, as is shown in boid in the lower right corner of Table 1 (on the top
half of page 3).

This growth is not evenly distributed between the elementary (K-5), middle school (6-8) and high
school (9-12) grade Jevels. To the contrary, for next fall, the projected change in those groups is a gain
of four, 83 and 148, respectively, with the 9-12 level receiving almost two-thirds of the total increase
despite containing less than one-third of the grades. That imbalance increases over the subsequent
four years, with enrollment growth in the high school grades being equal to 83% of the gain to 2007
and 99% to 2008, when it is forecast to have 572 more students than the current total.

Extrapolations of recent student population trends and the current enroliment distribution through the
grades are the primary reasons for this growth imbalance. The district's secondary-school popuiation
rose significantly in recent years as an enroliment “bubble” both graduated upward through the grades
and increased in the process. Although there are now 427 more middle school students and greater
than 1,000 additional high school students than five years ago, that bubble is still not fully into the high
school grades, The current eleventh and twelfth grade populations, while big by historical standards,
will rise even further in the next two years, as the larger totals now in grades 7-10 move fully into the
high schools and are augmented by students from new homes. This should result in a twelfth grade
enroliment that exceeds 1,200 in three years and 1,300 in five, compared to the current 1,0793

The loss of that same bubble, combined with essentially stable kindergarten amounts, should cause
the elementary and middie school poputations to start to decline during the next five years. Currently

' Specific numeric amounts taken from articles in the Penihsula Edition of the San Jose Mercury News on
January 13 (pages 1C and 2C) and January 14 {pages 1A and 14A) of 2005.

? Whenever just a year is stated, such as 2009, the reference is for October of that year.

° Totals by grade are shown in Appendix A, Table 1, and exclude Horizon students, who are counted separately.
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Projected Enrofiments from 2004 to 2014 Pleasanton Unified School District

Table 1. Actual and Projected District October Enroliment, 2004 to 2014
Total Number of Students by Grade Group District
Enroliment Subject K-5 6-8 9-12 Total
Actual on Ogtober 6, 2004 5,985 3,452 4,770 14,207
Projected for October 1, 2005 5,089 3,535 4,916 14,440
Projected for October 1, 2006 5979 3,538 5,006 14,614
Projected for October 1, 2007 5,928 3,589 5,201 14,728
Projected for Octobar 1, 2008 5,922 3,582 5,256 14,760
Projected for October 1, 2009 5,904 3,540 5,342 14,786
Projected for October 1, 2010 5,887 3,463 5,358 14,708
Projected for Octeber 1, 2011 5,854 3,468 5,339 14,661
Projected for October 1, 2014 5,763 3,411 5,181 14,355
Change in One Year, to Oct. 2005 4 83 146 233
Change in Three Years, to Oct. 2007 =57 147 431 521
Change in Five Years, to Oct. 2009 -81 88 6§72 579
Change in Ten Years, to Oct, 2014 =222 - an 148
Note: Figures cover all students that can be counted in district CBEDS reports, including SDC & home school.

the top of the bubble is in grades 7-10, with an average of over 1,200 students per grade. The “ail-
end” of the bubble, in grades 3-6, averages 1,085 per grade. Grades K-2 average only 922. The
elementary (K-5) total already fell slightly in the last two years as it lost those relatively large populations
now in grades 8-7. This should continue after next year, with a projected reduction by 81 through
2009 (compared to the current enroliment) as the tail of the bubble graduates upward.

That same lower end of the bubbie, when combined with enroliment additions from new housing and
the grade-to-grade growth trends that are described later in this report, shouid actually allow a modest
increase in the middle school population to 2007. We are projecting a rise by 147 students during that
three-year period. After that, however, the much smaller amounts now in K-2 start to reach the middle
schools, and the projected grades 6-8 enroliment then shifts into a decline.

This focusing on the bubble over-simplifies all of the analytical factors that go into these projections,
but it does provide a good quick insight into why the growth is concentrated in the high school grades.

Projected District-Wide Enrollments: from 2009 to 2014

The long-range outlook is for a modest decline after 2009, to the mid 14,300s in 2014, but that is
simply an estimate. There is a broad range of possibility in any five-to-ten-year time frame. The
potential deviation in 2014, as is shown by grade level in the middie of Appendix A, Table 1 (page 15),
is particutarly significant (+/- 9%} in the elementary grades. The low end of that range is conceivable.
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Projected Enroliments from 2004 to 2014 Pleasanton Unified School District

Projected Resident Student Pobulations by Existing Attendance Areas

This forecast is again based on an analysis of where the students live (the resident population?) rather
than the schools they happen to attend (the attending enrollment). This type of analysis is especially
suitable for the Pleasanton situation due to a large amount of across-attendance-boundary enroliment.
Such a high degree of intra-district enroliment has blurred the ability to see many of the student
population changes that are occurring in different sections of the community. By coding all of the
current student addresses to planning areas that represent various housing types and locations, we
have been able to identify and evaluate how the student population is evolving in each situation. We
flip back-and-forth between these “population” and “enroliment” amounts in the text below, and it is
important to remember the distinction between these two types.

Understanding the Data in Table 2

Table 2 {on page 5} contains two sets of data for each school. The figures on the left (under “The
Enroliment part of Table 27y show the difference between the current enrollment and the relevant
resident student population for each school. Lydiksen, for instance, had 681 enrolled students on
October 6, 2004, which was 58 more than the resident popuiation (in grades K-5) of 623 students,
This difference is identified by the bold “58" in the column titied “Net Adjustment from Resident
Students”.

The second set of data, on the right side of the table (under “The Resident Student Population part of
Table 27), covers the current and projected pending resident amounts. These are not projected
enroliments. They do indicate, however, the extent to which the current attendance areas might
continue to be suitable for the next four years without any adjustments. For example, the resident K-5
population in the Hearst attendance area rises from.656 this year to 729 in 2008, which is a 73-student
increase. This amount of growth is shown in bold in the rightmost column. When the projected
amount declines during that four-year period, the figure in the farthest right column is a negative
number, such as the “-12" for Lydiksen.

Short-Term Projections by Existing School Aftendance Areas

Although the aggregate projections through 2008 are for a small elementary decline and a modest
middle school increase, the expected popuiation shifts within individual attendance areas are more
significant. Donlon, Walnut Grove and Fairlands have the largest projected K-5 losses, with 73, 39 and
35 fewer resident students, respectively, in 2008. The only major expected K-5 population gain isin

the Hearst region. That region is projected to add 45 resident students next year and another 35 in
the year after.

As we have discussed in our past reports, a bigger issue than many of these projected population
shifts could be the evolution of the current levels of intra-district attendance (i.e. the numbers of
students enrolled in different schools than the attendance area they live in). This is particularly true
between Valley View and Vintage Hills due to the large number of “grandfathered” Ruby Hill students
at Vintage Hills. Those students were already enrolled at Vintage Hills when that community was
moved into the Valley View attendance area five years ago. They were allowed to remain at Vintage

* "Resident” throughout this report means physical resident, not legal resident.
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Table 2: Actual Attending Enrollments and Aclual and Projected Resident Student Populations by School*

The Enroliment part of Table 2:

The Resident Student Population part of Table 2:

Actual Total in October 2004**

Actual and Projected Pleasanton Unitied School District Students

Attending Net Adjustment who Reside in the Attendance Area in the Relevant Grades***

School Enrollment from Res. Stu, Oct. 2004 Oct. 2005 Oct, 2006 Ocl. 2007 Oct. 2008 1-Yr. Gain _ 4-Yr. Gain
Lydiksen 681 58 623 613 615 617 611 <10 -12
Donlon 689 -41 730 710 681 662 657 -20 -73
Walnut Grove 701 1 700 695 669 661 661 -5 -39
Fairlands 609 -34 643 637 639 822 608 -6 -35
Mohr 658 54 604 607 613 598 602 3 -2
Alisal 657 -25 682 686 705 72 704 4 22
Valley View 672 -129 801 805 798 781 79 4 -10
Vintage Hills 632 171 461 452 441 453 478 -9 17
Hearst 686 30 656 701 736 738 729 45 73
Hart 1,165 -122 1,287 1,295 1,276 1,234 1,215 8 -72
Harvest Park 1,066 163 903 906 905 967 967 3 64
Pleasanton 1,221 -3 1,224 1,293 1312 1,347 1,349 69 125
Foothill 2,244 108 2,136 2,206 2,228 2,284 2,313 70 177
Amador Valley 2,338 -174 2,512 2,601 2,772 2,818 2,841 89 329
Village**** 154
Horizon High**** 34
QOther*** 211 198 188 197 197 -13 -14

* Aesident student populations are those students listed at addresses known to be within each altendance area (exchiding Horizon High students)

** see Appendix A tables for breakdown by grade

*** resident population of each attendance area excludes inter-district students (i.e. going to and coming from other public districts as well as to private schools)
and intra-district attendanca, except that the Livermore USD part of Ruby Hills is included in district resident counts in all grades and Suno! Glen U3SD is
included in the Foothill High resident counts

**** Village and Horizon schools do not have attendance areas and thus have no resident student populaticns

L+ "Other” represents incoming inter-district students and students listed at unlocatable addresses

Note: the projections include hidden fractional amounts, so forecast figures shown here may nct exactly sum to those in other tables
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Erofected Enroliments from 2004 1o 2014 Fleasanton Unified School District

Hills, but all subsequent elementary enroliees from Ruby Hill (other than siblings) were expected o go
to Valley View. This is the main reason that the latter has 129 fewer enrolled students than its resident
population. Much of that difference (at least the “grandfathered” part), however, should be rapidly
phasing out. Therefore, unless the planned Neal School is built in the vicinity or the attendance
boundaries are otherwise adjusted, Valley View could soon have (in theory) over 800 enrolied
students while Vintage Hills could have less than 500. : '

Net adjustments, from the resident totals to actual enroliment, also factor into the middie school
situation. Changes in those amounts actually were the principal cause of the 6-8 enroliment shifts in
the last year. Hart, for example, currently has the largest popuiation with 1,287 students. Thatis a
reduction by only one student from a year ago.® The attending enroliment, however, grew by 18
students due to shifts in intra-district attendance. Hart now loses a net of 122 students, which is down
from 141 in 2003. Pieasanton Middle had an even greater shift in the net adjustment amount,
Although its resident population rose by 20 from last year, the net adjustment dropped from a gain of
5210 a loss of three. The result was that the enroliment declined by 35 despite the resident increase.
Harvest Park is the one school where the adjustment changes reduced the enrollment shift in the last
year. This attendance area, which already had the smaliest 6-8 population with 944 students in 2003,
lost 41 resident students since then. That reduction, however, was mostly offset by an increase in the
net adjustment from a gain of 131 to a rise by 163. These net adjustments, including the changes to
them in the last year, have created more balanced enroliments between the middle schools and could
continue to serve that purpose in the future.

We note the balancing benefit of these current net adjustments because the resident populations for
these three schools will evolve quite differently. Pleasanton Middle's population is projected to rise by
69 next year and 125 over four years, to 1,349 students. That is 382 students above the amount
forecast for Harvest Park in 2008, which only grows by 64 during that period (to 967). Continuing the
significant current nét adjustment gains in Harvest Park’s enroliment will lessen that differerice.

Pleasanton Middie, under the current attendance boundaries, wilt have the largest 6-8 population after
2005, as Hart is expected to have fewer students thereafter. The forecast for the current Hart region is
a gain of eight students next year but a drop by 72 (to 1,215) in the following three years. That will
lower Hart's resident total to almost the three-school average of 1,177 in 2008.

The high school populations also become more imbalanced over the next four years. Although
Foothill High currently has 376 fewer resident students than Amador Valley, it has a much closer
enroliment due to intra-district gains. If maintaining comparable enroliment sizes at these two high
schools is a district priority, then either those gains will need to be expanded or the attendance limits
revised, because the Amador Valley region could add 329 students in the next four years. That would
result in about 2,841 resident students in 2008. Foothill's region is projected to receive only 177 more
students during that time, to 2,313 students. That is a difference of over 500 students.®

* Last year's figures are not shown in this Table 2; they can be found in the Table 2 of the December 2003 report.

® The projected high school poputations each include around 75 Village students. {Horizon students are
projected separately.) It also should be noted that the adjustments between the resident and attending
amounts do not collectively add up to zero in any grade level because the resident figures exclude incoming
inter-district enrollment (i.e. from outside the district, other than from the Livermore USD part of Ruby Hill in all
grades and from Sunol Glen USD region in the high schools), while the attending counts include those students.
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Projected Enroliments from 2004 to 2014 Fle, on Unified Schoo! Distri

For those readers looking for additional information on these net adjustments, the Appendix “A”
Tables 2 and 3 provide some by-grade figures for each school. This includes both the actual amounts
in October 2004 and what the enroliments could be next fall if the district allowed the current levels of
intra- and inter-district attendance to continue at each school.” These are simply theoretical numbers
that have been provided to help the district in determining what changes to those levels may be
warranted. The actual levels that will be permitted in 2005-06 will, of course, be driven by capacity
constraints, especially for class size reduction, and other district decisions, such as for staffing.

Underlying Factors to the Projections: Trends in Existing Housin

There are three key components underlying the projections: (1) student population trends between
the grades in existing housing, (2) the likely evolution of the pending kindergarten amounts in each
neighborhood and (3) students from new dwellings. The subsections below (with italicized headers)
discuss our trend findings within the existing homes. The likely enroliment impacts of new residences
are explained later in the main (bold header) secticn that starts on page 12.

Recent Grade-to-Grade Advancement (Cohort Survival) Rates in Existing Housin

As was noted in our past reports, grade-to-grade advancement rates are calculations of the net change
in the number of students in each grade as they "graduate” into the next grade in the next school year.
These rates are most applicable to an accurate forecast when they are determined specifically for
students from existing housing. For exampile, if there had been a total of 100 students in kindergarten
last year and 105 students in first grade this year from the same group of homes, that would be a 5%
(1.05) net advancement rate gain.

Usually such rates are averaged over the last several years within each single-grade advancement to
avoid giving too much influence to nuances that may have occurred in any one year. For this study, we
have determined the average rates over the last four years from all “existing” (i.e. buiit before fall 2000)
neighborhoods, both district-wide (see Table 3 on page 8) and by various housing type and price-
range categories (as is shown in Appendix B). While these rates may appear to be obscure statistics,
they are in fact a major component in any accurate forecast.

The recent total net gain from the established district residences varies between 1.08 (an 8% rise)
entering first grade and 0.96 (a 4% loss) entering twelfth grade, with all of the remaining rates being
between 0.98 and 1.03. The high rate entering first is almost certainly due to some parents having
placed their children in private kindergarten schools and then enrolling them in the district schools
starting with first grade. The 0.96 rate in the “graduation” from the eleventh to twelfth grades probably
represents a few high school dropouts at that level. That is an exceptionally high rate entering twelfth.

Small gains of plus or minus 3% in any one single grade advancement are not key trend factors by
themseives, especially when the student data is separated into housing types and price ranges, as is
shown in Appendix B (pages 20 to 22). The more significant finding is the cumulative impact rate over
several grades. Such a rate, especially between the first and eighth grades, shows primarily the net
effect of families moving into and out of the district from the existing housing. (Whereas the rates
entering first, as already mentioned, as well as entering ninth, can reflect the impact of private schools.)

? except that the net adjustments have been advanced by one grade for next fall’s estimates at each school,

with minute revisions where necessary 1o correlate with the aggregate projections in each grade
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Table 3: Recent Grade-to-Grade Advancement {Cohort Survival) Rales and Related Student Population Counts from Existing Housing

Cumulative
Student Data by Grade from All Housing that had been First Occupied prior to Cctober 20600** Impact from
Subject Dale or Period K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Total 1st to Gth*
Resident Students Oct. 7, 2000 822 863 898 904 947 999 994 975 944 958 891 924 781 11,900
(Attending Any
PUSD School) QOct. 4, 2001 747 B86 855 917 916 946 1004 999 977 959 967 877 875 11,925
Oct. 2, 2002 774 835 901 863 957 948 952 1030 1021 1018 0953 939 832 12,023
Oct. 2, 2003 738 823 832 805 8383 954 973 938 1040 1051 1012 933 918 12,000
Oct. 6, 2004 724 784 804 889 918 907 942 989 949 1075 1043 1006 899 11,909
Weighted Average Oct. 7, 2000, to 108 099 102 102 1.02 100 101 10t 103 1.00 0.98 096 1.1
In Grade-to-Grade QOct. 6, 2004

Advancement Rates*

* This is the rounded percentage in the net number of students graduating into each grade from the previous grade (these are sometimes referred to "cohort survival' rates),
with the last year of advancement (2003 to 2004) weighted by 150%. The cumulative impact of 1.11 means that, if these rates continue, then every 100 students in first
grade today would evolve inlo 111 ninth graders eight years from now from the same homes (i.e. an 11% increase),

** excludes residences in new tracts that were not essentially fully occupied as of October 1, 2000
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