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BEST FY2014-15 Grant Application Review Ground Rules

Schedule & Time

Please be respectful of each other’s time. Make your best effort to adhere to the schedule, including time
allotted for breaks and lunch.

Completing Work

Each member shall complete their share of the work for each grant reviewed. Grant Evaluation Sheets and
Waiver Evaluation Sheets will be collected after each grant review.

Decision Making

Evaluations will be made by each individual member during the initial review and then the CCAB as a whole will
decide on the final prioritized list, once all grants have been reviewed.

Participation

All members may speak freely and listen attentively. All members shall participate in all phases of the process,
unless they are required to recuse themselves.

Focus

The discussion should remain focused on the grant application proposals and the information provided by
Division staff and the grant applicant.

Openness / Conflict

Each member shall succeed in getting relevant issues on the table. Each individual’s input is valued. Each
member shall manage conflict effectively.

Critique

Each member shall take their work seriously, reflect and self-critique along the way.

Humor

Each member shall remember to keep a good sense of humor, smile and enjoy the company of others as we
move forward in helping needy public schools throughout the State.
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INTRODUCTION

In 2008, the General Assembly enacted and the Governor signed HB08-1335 which established a new program called
Building Excellent Schools Today (BEST) to assist School Districts, Charter Schools, Institute Charter Schools, BOCES, and
the Colorado School for the Deaf and Blind (CSDB) with capital improvements to facilities.

The Bill:

e Created the Division of Public School Capital Construction Assistance (Division) within CDE to administer the
program;

e Established the Capital Construction Assistance Board (CCAB) to oversee the program;

e Created the assistance fund to fund BEST projects;

e Required the establishment of Public School Facility Construction Guidelines (Guidelines);

e Required a statewide facility assessment;

e Provides funding to the assistance fund for capital construction projects addressing health & safety,
overcrowding, technology, and other;

e Provides technical assistance to school districts, charter schools, BOCES, and the CSDB.

The funding for the assistance fund (BEST Funds) consists of:

e State land trust revenue from rental income, land surface leases, timber sales, and mineral leases;
e Colorado Lottery spillover;

e Marijuana excise tax;

e Interest from monies in the assistance fund.

On January 31, 2014, the Division received 48 grant applications for the FY2014-15 BEST grant cycle. The amount
requested for BEST funds were $76.8 million with applicants providing almost $62 million in matching funds. The CCAB is
responsible for submitting a prioritized list of recommended projects from the applications to the State Board for final
approval and award. This book summarizes all of the applications submitted and provides additional data to assist with
the evaluation of the applications. The Public School Facility Construction Guidelines, established in rule by the CCAB,
will also be evaluated when reviewing applications.

In preparation of the CCAB grant review, Division staff has read each application and gone through a thorough review
process to evaluate scope, budget, proposed solution and conformance with the statewide assessment.

Section 6.2 of the BEST Rules require the CCAB, taking into consideration the Statewide Assessment, to prioritize and
determine the type and amount of the grant or matching grant from applications for projects deemed eligible for BEST
funding based on the following criteria, in descending order of importance:

e Projects that will address safety hazards or health concerns at existing public school facilities, including concerns
relating to public school facility security. In prioritizing an application for a public school facility renovation
project that will address safety hazards or health concerns, the CCAB shall consider the condition of the entire
public school facility for which the project is proposed and determine whether it would be more fiscally prudent
to replace the entire facility than to provide financial assistance for the renovation project;

e Projects that will relieve overcrowding in public school facilities, including but not limited to projects that will
allow students to move from temporary instructional facilities into permanent facilities;

e Projects that are designed to incorporate technology into the educational environment;

o All other projects.
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BEST grants are matching grants and each applicant is required to provide matching funds in an amount determined
using criteria in statute. An applicant can submit a waiver request for part, or for the entire matching requirement. The
CCAB will evaluate each request and make a decision whether the waiver should be approved or denied.

Grant Applicant Review Process

Applications will be reviewed alphabetically in the following order: County, Applicant, and Applicant Priority Number;
(Applicant’s photos will be shown while each project is being discussed)

Applicants will be given the opportunity to present their project to the CCAB. Each applicant is allowed to have two
representatives available to address the CCAB and answer questions pertaining to their grant application.
e This is voluntary and the application will not be penalized for not having a representative present.

Individual Grant Application Review:

1) Once a grant is up for review, the Director will ask the Division staff representative and the grant applicant to
approach the review tables;

2) The Director of the Division will introduce the project (applicant name, project title and priority #), then ask the
applicants’ presenters to introduce themselves;

3) After the presenters have introduced themselves, they will be given a two-minute window to present to the
CCAB;

e The presentation should include any items the applicant wishes to address pertaining to the proposed
project. No visual materials will be allowed for the presentation;

4) Following the applicant’s presentation, the Board Chair will open the floor to any discussion / questions the
CCAB may have;

5) After the CCAB has reviewed the grant application and all questions have been answered, each CCAB member
will complete a grant application evaluation sheet;

6) If a waiver is requested as part of the application package, the CCAB will evaluate the waiver, ask any questions
and complete a waiver evaluation sheet;

e Statutory waivers will automatically be approved and a waiver evaluation will not be needed;
e The Board Chair will entertain a motion to approve the applicant’s waiver request;
0 Applicants whose waiver request is denied are still eligible to receive a grant;
7) After all evaluation sheets are collected by Division staff, the next grant application will be reviewed;
8) This process will be repeated until all applications have been reviewed;

9) The Division staff will input the scores from the evaluation sheet into a master spreadsheet that will tally the
total scores for each project;

10) The Division staff will present the CCAB with the results of the grant application evaluation sheets;
e First, the grant applications will be sorted by their identified statutory need (priority 1, 2, 3, or 4);

e Then, the sorted applications will be prioritized by their evaluation score, as determined by the average
overall CCAB score;

GRANT SELECTION OVERVIEW
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11) The CCAB will review the prioritized list and make any final discussion remarks;

12) A funding line will be drawn at the set amount of available funding (State share), which the CCAB will review and
make their final motion to approve the list.

The CCAB review will result in a prioritized list of projects to submit to the State Board for approval. The prioritized list
shall include the CCAB's recommendation as to the amount and type of financial assistance to be provided and a
statement of the source and amount of applicant matching moneys for each recommended project, based upon
information provided by the applicant.

The State Board may approve, disapprove, or modify the provision of financial assistance for any project recommended
by the CCAB if the State Board concludes that the CCAB misapplied the prioritization criteria in the statute. If the State
Board concludes that the CCAB misapplied the prioritization criteria in the statute, then the State Board shall specifically
explain in writing, its reasons for finding that the CCAB misapplied the prioritization criteria.

The forgoing is only intended to be a general outline of the process. The CCAB’s recommendations will be made in
accordance with applicable statutes and rules.

Attachments:

e BEST Grant Program Rules

Public School Facility Construction Guidelines Rules

Scoring Table Schedule for BEST Cash Grants

Statewide Facility Assessment Criteria Questions

Uniformat

Map of Participating School Districts

Example of a Grant Application Evaluation Tool

Example of a Grant Waiver Evaluation Tool for School Districts and BOCES
Example of a Grant Waiver Evaluation Tool for Charter Schools

e Glossary of Terms
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COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
DIVISION OF PUBLIC SCHOOL CAPITAL CONSTRUCTION ASSISTANCE
1 CCR 303(3)
BUILDING EXCELLENT SCHOOLS TODAY GRANT PROGRAM

Authority

§ 22-43.7-106(2)(i)(I) C.R.S., the Public School Capital Construction Assistance Board may promulgate rules, in
accordance with Article 4 of Title 24, C.R.S., as are necessary and proper for the administration of the BEST Act.

Scope and Purpose

This regulation shall govern the Building Excellent Schools Today (BEST) Public School Capital Construction Assistance
Program pursuant to the BEST Act.

1. Definitions

1.1.

1.2.

1.3.

1.4.

1.5.

1.6.

1.7.

1.8.

“Applicant” means an entity that submits an Application for Financial Assistance to the Board, including:
1.1.1. A School District;
1.1.2. A District Charter School;
1.1.3. An Institute Charter School;
1.1.4. A Board of Cooperative Educational Services (BOCES);
1.1.5. The Colorado School for the Deaf and Blind.
“Application” means the Application for Financial Assistance submitted by an Applicant.

“Assistance Fund” means the public school capital construction assistance fund created in § 22-43.7-104(1)
C.R.S.

“Authorizer” means the School District that authorized the charter contract of a Charter School or, in the case
of an Institute Charter School, as defined in § 22-43.7-106(1) C.R.S., the State Charter School Institute created
and existing pursuant to § 22-30.5-502(6) C.R.S.

“BEST Act” means § 22-43.7-101 C.R.S. et seq.

“BEST Lease-purchase Funding” means funding from a sublease-purchase agreement entered into between the
state and an entity as described in 2.1 pursuant to § 22-43.7-110(2) C.R.S.

“BEST Cash Grant” means cash funding as a matching grant.

“BEST Emergency Grant” means a request for Financial Assistance in connection with a Public School Facility
Emergency.

BEST GRANT PROGRAM RULES Adopted 03/26/2014
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1.9. “Board” means the Public School Capital Construction Assistance Board created in § 22-43.7-106 (1) C.R.S.

1.10. “Board of Cooperative Educational Services" or “BOCES” means a Board of Cooperative Services created
and existing pursuant to § 22-5-104 C.R.S. that is eligible to receive State moneys pursuant to § 22-5-114 C.R.S.

1.11. “Capital Construction” means, pursuant to § 24-75-301 (1) C.R.S.:
1.11.1. Purchase of land, regardless of the value thereof;

1.11.2. Purchase, construction, or demolition of buildings or other physical facilities, including utilities and state
highways or remodeling or renovation of existing buildings or other physical facilities, including utilities
and state highways to make physical changes necessitated by changes in the program, to meet standards
required by applicable codes, to correct other conditions hazardous to the health and safety of persons
which are not covered by codes, to effect conservation of energy resources, to effect cost savings for
staffing, operations, or maintenance of the facility, or to improve appearance;

1.11.3. Site improvement or development;

1.11.4. Purchase and installation of the fixed and movable equipment necessary for the operation of new,
remodeled, or renovated buildings and other physical facilities and for the conduct of programs initially
housed therein upon completion of the new construction, remodeling, or renovation;

1.11.5. Purchase of the services of architects, engineers, and other consultants to prepare plans, program
documents, life-cycle cost studies, energy analyses, and other studies associated with any Capital
Construction project and to supervise construction or execution of such Capital Construction projects;

1.11.6. Any item of instructional or scientific equipment if the cost will exceed fifty thousand dollars.

1.12. “Capital Renewal Reserve" means moneys set aside by an Applicant that has received an award for a
project for the specific purpose of replacing major Public School Facility systems with projected life cycles such
as, but not limited to, roofs, interior finishes, electrical systems and heating, ventilating, and air conditioning
systems.

1.13. “Charter School” means a Charter School as described in § 22-54-124 (1)(f.6)(1)(A) or (1)(f.6)(I)(B) C.R.S.,
that has been chartered for at least five years on the date its Authorizer forwards an Application for Financial
Assistance to the Board on the Charter School’s behalf pursuant to § 22-43.7-103(7) C.R.S.

1.14. “Eligible Charter School” means a qualified charter school that is eligible for the Loan Program as
defined in section 22-30.5-408(1)(c) C.R.S. and authorized to receive financial assistance pursuant to 22-43.7-
109(7) C.R.S.

1.15. “Division” means the Division of Public School Capital Construction Assistance created in § 22-43.7-105
C.R.S.

1.16. “Financial Assistance” means BEST Cash Grants; BEST Lease-purchase Funding; BEST Emergency Grants;
funding provided as matching grants by the Board from the Assistance Fund to an Applicant; or any other
expenditure made from the Assistance Fund for the purpose of financing Public School Facility Capital
Construction as authorized by the BEST Act.

BEST GRANT PROGRAM RULES Adopted 03/26/2014
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1.17. “Grantee” means a School District, Charter School, Institute Charter School, BOCES or the Colorado
School for the Deaf and Blind that has applied for Financial Assistance and received an award.

1.18. “Institute Charter School” means a Charter School chartered by the Colorado State Charter School
Institute pursuant to § 22-30.5-507 C.R.S.

1.19. “Loan Program” means the charter school matching moneys loan program pursuant to 22-43.7-110.5
C.R.S.

1.20. “Matching Moneys” means moneys required to be used directly to pay a portion of the costs of a Public
School Facility Capital Construction project by an Applicant as a condition of an award of Financial Assistance to
the Applicant pursuant to § 22-43.7-109 (9) C.R.S and/or 22-43.7-110(2) C.R.S.

1.21. “Project” means the Capital Construction Project for which Financial Assistance is being requested.

1.22. “Public School Facility” means a building or portion of a building used for educational purposes by a
School District, Charter School, Institute Charter School, a Board of Cooperative Education Services, the
Colorado School for the Deaf and Blind created and existing pursuant to § 22-80-102(1)(a) C.R.S., including but
not limited to school sites, classrooms, data centers, libraries and media centers, cafeterias and kitchens,
auditoriums, multipurpose rooms, and other multi-use spaces; except that “Public School Facility” does not
include a learning center, as defined in § 22-30.7-102(4) C.R.S., that is not used for any other public school
purpose and is not part of a building otherwise owned, or leased in its entirety, by a School District, a Board of
Cooperative Education Services, a Charter School, Institute Charter School, or the Colorado School for the Deaf
and Blind for educational purposes.

1.23. “Public School Facility Construction Guidelines” means Public School Facility Construction Guidelines as
established in § 22-43.7-107 C.R.S.

1.24. “Public School Facility Emergency” means an unanticipated event that makes all or a significant portion
of a Public School Facility unusable for educational purposes or poses an imminent threat to the health or

safety of persons using the Public School Facility.

1.25. “School District” means a School District, other than a junior or community college district, organized
and existing pursuant to law in Colorado pursuant to § 22-43.7-103 (14) C.R.S.

1.26. “State Board” means the State Board of Education created and existing pursuant to section 1 of article IX
of the State Constitution.

1.27. “Statewide Assessment” means the Financial Assistance priority assessment conducted pursuant to §
22-43.7-108 C.R.S.

2. Eligibility
2.1. The following entities are eligible to apply for Financial Assistance:
2.1.1. A School District;
2.1.2. A District Charter School or individual school of a School District if the school applies through the School

District in which the school is located. The School District shall forward the Application from a Charter
School or individual school of a School District to the Division with its comments;

BEST GRANT PROGRAM RULES Adopted 03/26/2014
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2.1.3. An Institute Charter School;
2.1.4. A Board of Cooperative Educational Services (BOCES);
2.1.5. The Colorado School for the Deaf and Blind.

2.2. The Board may only provide Financial Assistance for a Project for a Public School Facility that the Applicant
owns or will have the right to own in the future under the terms of a lease-purchase agreement with the owner
of the facility or a sublease-purchase agreement with the state entered into pursuant to § 22-43.7-110(2) C.R.S.

2.3. The Board may provide Financial Assistance to a Charter School that first occupies a Public School Facility on or
after May 22, 2008, only if the Public School Facility occupied by the Charter School complied with all Public
School Facilities Construction Guidelines addressing health and safety issues when the Charter School first
occupied the facility.

2.4. For a BEST Emergency Grant, the Applicant shall be operating in the Public School Facility for which Financial
Assistance is requested.

3. Assistance Board
3.1. Conflict of Interest
3.1.1. In regard to Board members providing information to potential Applicants:

3.1.1.1. Board members shall exercise caution when responding to requests for information regarding
potential Applications, especially in regard to questions that may increase the chances that the Board
would give a favorable recommendation on an Application or Project.

3.1.2. If a potential or actual conflict of interest occurs with a Board member, the Board member will complete a
Conflict of Interest disclosure form and it will be presented at the following CCAB meeting. The Division
shall document the date of the disclosure, the name of the board member and conflict disclosed, and the
documented disclosure shall be retained and made available at all board meetings which evaluation of
applications or voting occurs.

3.1.3. Board members, and their firms, shall not present their position on the Board to School Districts, Charter
Schools, Institute Charter Schools, BOCES, or the Colorado School for the Deaf and Blind as an advantage
for using their firm over other firms in a competition.

3.1.4.In regard to Board members avoiding potential conflicts of interest in evaluation of and voting on
Applications:

3.1.4.1. If a Board member’s firm has no prior contact regarding the Project included in an Application, the
Board member may appropriately vote on the Application, but may not bid or work on the Project.
The Board member’s firm may bid or work on the Project, so long as the Board member plays no role
in the entire procurement process;

3.1.4.2. No Board member shall participate in the Board’s evaluation process, including voting, for any
Application when the Board member’s firm has had prior contact with the Applicant directly related
to the Project or Application;

BEST GRANT PROGRAM RULES Adopted 03/26/2014
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3.1.4.3. At all times Board members must exercise judgment and caution to avoid conflicts of interest and/or
appearance of impropriety, and should inform the Division staff of any questionable situation that
may arise. A Board member may recuse himself or herself from any vote.

3.1.5. In cases where a Board member has violated the conflict of interest policy as determined by the board
chair, the Division Director will notify the Board member’s appointing authority of the violation in writing.
In the event of a conflict involving the board chair, the vice-chair will make the determination.

4. Matching Requirement
4.1. Except as provided below in section 4.2, Financial Assistance may be provided only if the Applicant provides
Matching Moneys in an amount equal to a percentage of the total cost of the Project determined by the Board
after consideration of the Applicant’s financial capacity, based on the following factors:
4.1.1. With respect to a School District's Application for Financial Assistance:
4.1.1.1. The School District's assessed value per pupil relative to the state average;
4.1.1.2. The School District's median household income relative to the state average;

4.1.1.3. The School District's bond redemption fund mill levy relative to the statewide average;

4.1.1.4. The percentage of pupils enrolled in the School District who are eligible for free or reduced-cost
lunch;

4.1.1.5. The school district's current available bond capacity remaining;
4.1.1.6. The school district's unreserved fund balance as a percentage of its annual budget; and

4.1.1.7. The amount of effort put forth by the School District to obtain voter approval for a ballot question
for bonded indebtedness, including but not limited to, a ballot question for entry by the district into a
sublease-purchase agreement of the type that constitutes an indebtedness of the district pursuant to
§ 22-32-127 C.R.S., during the ten years preceding the year in which the district submitted the
Application, which factor may be used only to reduce the percentage of Matching Moneys required
from a district that has put forth such effort and not to increase the amount of Matching Moneys
required from any district;

4.1.1.8. A School District shall not be required to provide any amount of Matching Moneys in excess of the
difference between the School District's limit of bonded indebtedness, as calculated pursuant to §
22-42-104 C.R.S., and the total amount of outstanding bonded indebtedness already incurred by the
School District.

4.1.2. With respect to a Board of Cooperative Education Services' Application for Financial Assistance:

4.1.2.1. The average assessed value per pupil of all members of the Board of Cooperative Education Services
participating in the Project relative to the state average;

4.1.2.2. The average median household income of all members of the Board of Cooperative Education
Services participating in the Project relative to the state average;

BEST GRANT PROGRAM RULES Adopted 03/26/2014
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4.1.2.3. The average bond redemption fund mill levy of all members of the Board of Cooperative Education
Services participating in the Project relative to the statewide average;

4.1.2.4. The percentage of pupils enrolled in the member schools within the Board of Cooperative Education
Services that are participating in the Project who are eligible for free or reduced-cost lunch;

4.1.2.5. The average available bond capacity remaining of all members of the board of cooperative services
participating in the capital construction project;

4.1.2.6. The average unreserved fund balance as a percentage of the annual budget of all members of the
board of cooperative services participating in the capital construction project; and

4.1.2.7. The amount of effort put forth by the members of the Board of Cooperative Education Services to
obtain voter approval for a ballot question for bonded indebtedness, including but not limited to a
ballot question for entry by any member into a sublease-purchase agreement of the type that
constitutes an indebtedness of the member pursuant to § 22-32-127 C.R.S., during the ten years
preceding the year in which the Board of Cooperative Education Services submitted the Application,
which factor may be used only to reduce the percentage of Matching Moneys required from a Board
of Cooperative Education Services whose members, or any of them, have put forth such effort and
not to increase the amount of Matching Moneys required from any Board of Cooperative Education
Services.

4.1.3. With respect to a Charter School's Application for Financial Assistance:
4.1.3.1. The weighted average of the match percentages for the school districts of residence for the students
enrolled in a district charter school or fifty percent of the average of the match percentages for all

school districts in the state for an institute charter school;

4.1.3.2. Whether the charter school's authorizer retains no more than ten percent of its capacity to issue
bonds;

4.1.3.3. Whether the charter school is operating in a district-owned facility at the time it submits its
application;

4.1.3.4. In the ten years preceding the year in which the charter school submits the application, the number
of times the charter school has attempted to obtain or has obtained:

4.1.3.4.1. Bond proceeds pursuant to 22-30.5-404 C.R.S through inclusion in a ballot measure
submitted by the charter school’s authorizer to the registered electors of the school district:

4.1.3.4.2. Proceeds from a special mill levy for capital needs pursuant to 22-30.5-405 C.R.S,;
4.1.3.4.3. Grant funding for capital needs from a source other than the assistance fund; and

4.1.3.4.4. Funding for capital construction from bonds issued on its behalf by the Colorado Educational
and Cultural Facilities authority created and existing pursuant to 23-15-104(1)(a), C.R.S., or
from some other source of financing.

4.1.3.5. If the charter school is a district charter school, the student enrollment of the charter school as a
percentage of the student enrollment of the charter school’s authorizing school district.

BEST GRANT PROGRAM RULES Adopted 03/26/2014
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4.1.3.6. The percentage of students enrolled in the charter school who are eligible for the federal free and
reduced-cost lunch program in relation to the overall percentage of students enrolled in the public
schools in the State who are eligible for the federal free and reduced-cost lunch program.

4.1.3.7. The percentage of the per pupil revenue received by the charter school that the charter school
spends on facility costs other than facilities operations and maintenance.

4.1.3.8. The charter school’s unreserved fund balance as a percentage of its annual budget.

4.1.3.9. The match percentage for a charter school calculated based on the above criteria shall not be higher
than the highest match percentage for a school district, or lower than the lowest match percentage
for a school district, in the same grant cycle.

4.2. Waiver or reduction of Matching Moneys

4.2.1. An Applicant may apply to the Board for a waiver or reduction of the Matching Moneys requirement. Such
application shall discuss unique issues demonstrating why the percentage is not representative of the
Applicant’s current financial state. The Board may grant a waiver or reduction if it determines:

4.2.1.1. That the waiver or reduction would significantly enhance educational opportunity and quality within
a School District, Board of Cooperative Education Services, or Applicant school,

4.2.1.2. That the cost of complying with the Matching Moneys requirement would significantly limit
educational opportunities within a School District, Board of Cooperative Education Services, or
Applicant school, or

4.2.1.3. That extenuating circumstances deemed significant by the Board make a waiver appropriate.

4.2.2. An applicant must complete a waiver application and submit it to the Board in conjunction with their grant
application. The waiver application shall explain issues and impacts in detail, including dollar amounts of
the issues and impacts, and demonstrate why each of the factors used to calculate their Matching Moneys
percentage are not representative of their actual financial capacity. The Board will determine the merit of
the waiver by evaluating each wavier application using the prescribed wavier application evaluation tool.

4.3. Charter School matching moneys Loan Program.

4.3.1. The Charter School matching moneys Loan Program will assist Eligible Charter Schools in obtaining the
Matching Moneys requirement for an award of Financial Assistance pursuant to 22-43.7-109 C.R.S.

4.3.2. An Eligible Charter School that chooses to seek a loan through the Loan Program shall apply to the Board
to receive a loan.

4.3.3. To be an Eligible Charter School for the Loan Program means a Charter School that is described in section
22-30.5-104 or an Institute Charter School as that term is defined in section 22-30.5-502 has a stand-alone
credit assessment or rating of at least investment grade by a nationally recognized rating agency at the
time of issuance of any qualified Charter School bonds on behalf of the Charter School by the Colorado
educational and cultural facilities authority pursuant to the "Colorado Educational and Cultural Facilities
Authority Act", article 15 of title 23, C.R.S., and that has been certified as a qualified Charter School by the
State Treasurer.
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4.3.4. The Board may approve a loan for an Eligible Charter School in an amount that does not exceed fifty
percent of the amount of Matching Moneys calculated for the Eligible Charter School pursuant to 22-43.7-
109(9)(c) C.R.S.

4.3.5.1f a loan is approved by the Board the project will be considered as a BEST Lease-Purchase project
pursuant to 22-43.7-110.5(2)(b)C.R.S., and the proposed project must be one that is financeable.

4.3.6. The Board shall direct the State Treasurer to include the amount of a loan approved pursuant to the terms
in the Lease-Purchase agreement entered into pursuant to 22-43.7-110 (2) C.R.S. to provide Financial
Assistance to the Eligible Charter School for which the loan is approved.

4.3.7. Charter School Loan Program application
4.3.7.1. An application for a loan shall include:

4.3.7.1.1. Basic contact information, justification for seeking a BEST loan and documentation of a
stand-alone credit assessment or rating of at least investment grade by a nationally recognized
rating agency for the Charter School;

4.3.7.1.2. Identify the Charter Schools current facilities and indicate if those facilities are owned,
leased or in a lease-purchase agreement;

4.3.7.1.3. A current credit disclosure statement along, any business notes payable or reviews, notices
or warnings from the Charter School’s authorizer;

4.3.7.1.4. Financial information to include internal financial statements, CPA Audits and IRS 990’s for
the previous three years. Detailed operating budget for the current and next year. The Charter
School’s projected operating budget for the next five years. Enrollment figures for the previous
three years, the current year and the following three years;

4.3.7.1.5. CDE listed minimum match requirement for the BEST grant;

4.3.7.1.6. Amount of total match provided by the Charter School for the BEST grant;

4.3.7.1.7. Amount of the loan request for the BEST grant;

4.3.7.1.8. A loan application from a Charter School shall include signatures of the District
Superintendent, School Board Officer, and the Charter School Director;

4.3.7.1.9. A loan application from an Institute Charter School shall include signatures of the Charter
School Institute Director and the Institute Charter School Director;

4.3.7.1.10. Applications that are incomplete may be rejected without further review.
4.3.8. Charter School Loan Program deadline for submission

4.3.8.1. The loan application, along with any supporting material, shall be submitted with the BEST grant
application on or before the BEST grant application due date.
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5.

4.3.8.2. An application will not be accepted unless it is received in the Board office by 4:30 p.m. on or before
the deadline date determined by the board.

4.3.8.3. The Board may, in its sole discretion and upon a showing of good cause in written request from an
Applicant, extend the deadline for filing an Application.

4.3.9. To receive a loan through the Loan Program, an Eligible Charter School shall:

4.3.9.1. Authorize the State Treasurer to withhold moneys payable to the Eligible Charter School in the
amount of the loan payments pursuant to 22-30.5-406 C.R.S.;

4.3.9.2. Pay an interest rate on the loan that is equal to the interest rate paid by the State Treasurer on the
Lease-Purchase agreement entered into pursuant to 22-43.7-110 C.R.S. to provide Financial
Assistance to the Eligible Charter School for which the loan is approved;

4.3.9.3. Amortize the loan payments over the same period in years as the Lease-Purchase agreement
entered into pursuant to 22-43.7-110 C.R.S. to provide Financial Assistance to the Eligible Charter
School for which the loan is approved; except that the Eligible Charter School may pay the full
amount of the loan early without incurring a prepayment penalty; and

4.3.9.4. Create an escrow account for the benefit of the state with a balance in the amount of six months of
loan payments.

Applications
5.1. Deadline for submission

5.1.1. Except as provided below, Applications shall be filed with the Board on or before a date determined by
the Board.

5.1.2. An Application will not be accepted unless it is received in the Board office by 4:00 p.m. on or before the
deadline date determined by the Board. This does not apply to an Application in connection with a Public
School Facility Emergency;

5.1.3. The Board may, in its sole discretion and upon a showing of good cause in a written request from an
Applicant, extend the deadline for filing an Application.

5.2. The Board prefers Applications to be in electronic form, but one hard copy to the Board office is acceptable.
Each Application shall be in a form prescribed by the Board and shall include, but not be limited to, the
following (with supporting documentation):

5.2.1. A description of the scope and nature of the Project;

5.2.2. A description of the architectural, functional, and construction standards that are to be applied to the
Project that indicates whether the standards are consistent with the Construction Guidelines and provides
an explanation for the use of any standard that is not consistent with the Construction Guidelines;

5.2.3. The estimated amount of Financial Assistance needed for the Project and the form and amount of
Matching Moneys that the Applicant will provide for the Project;
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5.2.4. If the Project involves the construction of a new Public School Facility or a major renovation of an existing
Public School Facility, a demonstration of the ability and willingness of the Applicant to renew the Project
over time that includes, at a minimum, the establishment of a capital renewal budget and a commitment
to make annual contributions to a Capital Renewal Reserve within a School District's capital reserve fund or
any functionally similar reserve fund separately maintained by an Applicant that is not a School District;

5.2.5. If the Application is for Financial Assistance for the renovation, reconstruction, expansion, or replacement
of an existing Public School Facility, a description of the condition of the Public School Facility at the time
the Applicant purchased or completed the construction of the Public School Facility and, if the Public
School Facility was not new or was not adequate at that time, the rationale of the Applicant for purchasing
the Public School Facility or constructing it in the manner in which it did;

5.2.6. A statement regarding the means by which the Applicant intends to provide Matching Moneys required
for the Project, including but not limited to voter-approved multiple-fiscal year debt or other financial
obligations, gifts, grants, donations, or any other means of financing permitted by law, or the intent of the
Applicant to seek a waiver of the Matching Moneys requirement. If an Applicant that is a School District or
a Board of Cooperative Educational Services with a participating School District intends to raise Matching
Moneys by obtaining voter approval to enter into a sublease-purchase agreement that constitutes an
indebtedness of the district as pursuant to § 22-32-127 C.R.S,, it shall indicate whether it has received the
required voter approval or, if the election has not already been held, the anticipated date of the election;

5.2.7. A description of any efforts by the Applicant to coordinate Capital Construction projects with local
governmental entities or community-based or other organizations that provide facilities or services that
benefit the community in order to more efficiently or effectively provide such facilities or services,
including but not limited to a description of any financial commitment received from any such entity or
organization that will allow better leveraging of any Financial Assistance awarded,;

5.2.8. A copy of any existing Master Plan or facility assessment relating to the facility(ies) for which Financial
Assistance is sought;

5.2.9. Any other information that the Board may require for the evaluation of the project;

5.2.10. An Application from a School District shall include signatures of the Superintendent and a District Board
Officer;

5.2.11. An Application from a Charter School shall include signatures of the District Superintendent, School
Board Officer, and the Charter School Director;

5.2.12. An Application from an Institute Charter School shall include signatures of the Charter School Institute
Director and the Institute Charter School Director;

5.2.13. An Application from a Board of Cooperative Educational Services shall include signatures of the BOCES
Director and a BOCES Board Officer;

5.2.14. An Application from the Colorado School for the Deaf and Blind shall include signatures of the Colorado
School for the Deaf and Blind Director and a Colorado School for the Deaf and Blind Board Officer.

5.3. BEST Lease-Purchase Funding
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5.3.1.In addition to the information required in section 5.2 above, the Applicant shall agree to provide any
necessary documentation related to securing the lease-purchase agreement.

5.4. BEST Emergency Grants

5.4.1. Applicant shall contact the Division by phone, fax, or email. Appropriate follow up documentation will be
determined based on type and severity of emergency, including financial need.

5.5. Applications that are incomplete may be rejected without further review.

5.6. The Board may request supplementation of an Application with additional information or supporting
documentation.

6. Application Review
6.1. Time for Review
6.1.1. The Board, with the support of the Division, will review the Applications;

6.1.2. The Board will submit the prioritized list of Projects to the State Board for which the Board is
recommending Financial Assistance according to the timeline established by the Board;

6.1.3. In the case of Financial Assistance that involves lease-purchase agreements, the prioritized list is subject
to both the preliminary approval of the state board and the final approval of the capital development
committee.

6.1.4. The Board may, in its discretion, extend these deadlines;

6.1.5. The Board shall meet within fifteen days of receiving the Application for a BEST Emergency Grant to
determine whether to recommend to the State Board that emergency Financial Assistance be provided,
the amount of any assistance recommended to be provided, and any conditions that the Applicant shall
meet to receive the assistance.

6.2. The Board, taking into consideration the Statewide Assessment, shall prioritize and determine the type and
amount of the grant or matching grant for Applications for Projects deemed eligible for Financial Assistance
based on the following criteria, in descending order of importance:

6.2.1. Projects that will address safety hazards or health concerns at existing Public School Facilities, including
concerns relating to Public School Facility security;

6.2.1.1. In prioritizing an Application for a Public School Facility renovation project that will address safety
hazards or health concerns, the Board shall consider the condition of the entire Public School Facility
for which the project is proposed and determine whether it would be more fiscally prudent to
replace the entire facility than to provide Financial Assistance for the renovation project.

6.2.2. Projects that will relieve overcrowding in Public School Facilities, including but not limited to projects that
will allow students to move from temporary instructional facilities into permanent facilities.

6.2.3. Projects that are designed to incorporate technology into the educational environment; and

6.2.4. All other projects.

BEST GRANT PROGRAM RULES Adopted 03/26/2014

17



SR LA SN Y BUILDING EXCELLENT SCHOOLS TODAY GRANT PROGRAM RULES

6.2.5. Among other considerations, the Board may take into account the following in reviewing Applications:
6.2.5.1. The amount of the matching contribution being provided in excess of or less than the minimum;

6.2.5.2. Whether the Applicant has been placed on financial watch by the Colorado Department of
Education;

6.2.5.3. Overall condition of the Applicant’s existing facilities;
6.2.5.4. The project cost per pupil based on number of pupils affected by the proposed Project;
6.2.5.5. The project life cycle.

6.2.5.6. The Public School Facility’s Facility Condition Index (FCl), Colorado Facility Index (CFl), school priority
score and construction guidelines score.

6.2.5.7. The Applicants ability to help itself, including available bonding capacity, planning and criteria in
sections 4.1.1 or4.1.2 or4.1.3.

6.3. Additional actions the Board may take when reviewing an Application:

6.3.1.The Board may modify the amount of Financial Assistance requested or modify the amount of Matching
Moneys required;

6.3.2. The Board may recommend funding a project in its entirety or recommend a partial award to the project;
6.3.2.1. If a project is partially funded a written explanation will be provided.
6.4. The Board shall submit to the State Board the prioritized list of Projects. The prioritized list shall include:

6.4.1. The Board’s recommendation to the State Board as to the amount of Financial Assistance to be provided
to each Applicant approved by the Board to receive funding and whether the assistance should be in the
form of a BEST Cash Grant, BEST Lease-purchase Funding or a BEST Emergency Grant.

6.5. In considering the amount of each recommended award of Financial Assistance, the Board shall seek to be as
equitable as practical in considering the total financial capacity of each Applicant.

7. BEST Lease-purchase Funding

7.1. Subject to the following limitations, the Board may instruct the State Treasurer to enter into lease-purchase
agreements on behalf of the state to provide Lease-purchase Funding for Projects for which the State Board has
authorized provision of Financial Assistance.

7.2. Whenever the State Treasurer enters into a lease-purchase agreement pursuant to § 22-43.7-110 C.R.S., the
Applicant that will use the facility funded with the Lease-purchase Funding shall enter into a sublease-purchase
agreement with the state that includes, but is not limited to, the following requirements:

7.2.1. The Applicant shall perform all the duties of the state to maintain and operate the Public School Facility
that are required by the lease-purchase agreement;
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7.2.2. The Applicant shall make periodic rental payments to the state, which payments shall be credited to the
Assistance Fund as Matching Moneys of the Applicant;

7.2.3. Ownership of the Public School Facility shall be transferred by the state to the Applicant upon fulfillment
of both the state’s obligations under the lease-purchase agreement and the Applicant’s obligations
under the sublease-purchase agreement.

8. Payment and Oversight
8.1. Payment.

8.1.1. All Cash Grant Financial Assistance Grantees must sign a grant contract with CDE outlining the terms and
conditions associated with the Financial Assistance.

8.1.2. All Financial Assistance awarded is expressly conditioned on the availability of funds.

8.1.3. Payment of Financial Assistance will be on a draw basis. As a Grantee expends funds on a Project, the
Grantee may submit a request for funds to the Division on a fund request form provided by the Division.
The fund request shall be accompanied by copies of invoices from the vendors for which reimbursement is
being requested and any other documentation requested by the Division.

8.1.3.1. The Division will review the fund request and make payment. Payments will only be made for work
that is included in the Project scope of work defined in the Application.

8.1.3.2. If the Grantee is a School District, request for payment shall come from the School District.
Requests will not be accepted from individual School District schools.

8.1.3.3. If the Grantee is a District Charter School, request for payment shall come from the School District.
Payment shall be made to the School District and the School District shall make payment to the
charter school. The School District may not retain any portion of the moneys for any reason.

8.1.3.4. If the Grantee is an Institute Charter School, request for payment shall come from the Charter
School Institute and the Charter School Institute shall make payment to the Institute Charter School.
Payment shall be made directly to the Charter School Institute.

8.1.3.5. If the Grantee if a Board of Cooperative Educational Services, request for payment shall come from
the Board of Cooperative Educational Services. Requests will not be accepted from individual Board
of Cooperative Educational Services schools.

8.1.3.6. If the Grantee is the Colorado School for the Deaf and Blind, request for payment shall come from
the Colorado School for the Deaf and Blind.

8.1.4. Payment of BEST Lease-purchase Funding will be determined by the terms of the lease-purchase
agreement and any subsequent sublease-purchase agreements.

8.1.5. A grant reserve shall automatically be added to the cost of the Project: 5% for new construction Projects
and 10% for renovation Projects.

8.1.5.1. Grant reserve requests shall be submitted on a Division provided form;
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8.1.5.2. Grant reserve draws shall be limited to issues that could not have been known about or planned for
at the time the Application was submitted.

8.2. Oversight

8.2.1. When a Grantee completes Project, it shall submit a final report to the Division on a Division provided
form before final payment will be made. Once the final report is submitted and final payment is made, the
Project shall be considered closed.

8.2.2. If a Grantee has not used all Financial Assistance on a closed out BEST Cash Grant, the unused balance will
be returned to the Assistance Fund.

8.2.3. If a Grantee has not used all Financial Assistance on a closed out Lease-Purchase Grant, the unused
balance will be treated in accordance with the Board policy on returning Matching Moneys.

8.2.4. The Division may make site visits to review Project progress or to review a completed Project;
8.2.5. The Division may require a Grantee to hire additional independent professional construction management
to represent the Applicant’s interests, if the Division deems it necessary due to the size of the Project, the

complexity of the Project, or the Grantee’s ability to manage the Project with Grantee personnel.

8.2.6. Upon completion of a new school, major renovation or addition Project, the Grantee shall affix a
permanent sign that reads: “Funding for this school was provided through the Building Excellent Schools
Today Program from School Trust Lands,” unless waived in writing by the Division.

9. Technical Consultation

9.1. The Division will provide technical consultation and administrative services to School Districts, Charter Schools,
Institute Charter Schools, BOCES and the Colorado School for the Deaf and Blind.
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COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
DIVISION OF PUBLIC SCHOOL CAPITAL CONSTRUCTION ASSISTANCE
1 CCR 303(1)
PUBLIC SCHOOL FACILITY CONSTRUCTION GUIDELINES

Authority

§ 22-43.7-106(2)(i)(I) C.R.S., the Capital Construction Assistance Board (Assistance Board) may promulgate rules,
in accordance with Article 4 of Title 24, C.R.S., as are necessary and proper for the administration of the BEST
Act. The Assistance Board is directed to establish Public School Facility Construction Guidelines in rule pursuant
to §22-43.7-107(1)(a), C.R.S.

Scope and Purpose

§ 22-43.7-106(1)(a) C.R.S., the Assistance Board shall establish Public School Facility Construction Guidelines for
use by the Assistance Board in assessing and prioritizing public school capital construction needs throughout the
State pursuant to § 22-43.7-108 C.R.S., reviewing applications for financial assistance, and making
recommendations to the Colorado State Board of Education (State Board) regarding appropriate allocation of
awards of financial assistance from the assistance fund only to applicants. The Assistance Board shall establish
the guidelines in rules promulgated in accordance with Article 4 of Title 24, C.R.S.

1. Preface

1.1. The Colorado Public School Facility Construction Guidelines were established as a result of House Bill 08-1335
which was passed by the General Assembly of the State of Colorado, signed by the Governor and became law in
2008. This Bill requires the Assistance Board to develop Public School Facility Construction Guidelines
(Guidelines) to be used by the Assistance Board in assessing and prioritizing public school capital construction
needs throughout the state, reviewing applications for financial assistance, and making recommendations to
the State Board regarding appropriate allocations of awards of financial assistance from the Public School
Capital Construction Assistance Fund.

1.2. These Guidelines are not mandatory standards to be imposed on school districts, charter schools, institute
charter schools, the boards of cooperative services or the Colorado School for the Deaf and Blind. As required
by statute, the Guidelines address:

1.2.1. Health and safety issues, including security needs and all applicable health, safety and environmental
codes and standards as required by state and federal law;

1.2.2. Technology, including but not limited to telecommunications and internet connectivity technology and
technology for individual student learning and classroom instruction;

1.2.3. Building site requirements;
1.2.4. Building performance standards and guidelines for green building and energy efficiency;

1.2.5. Functionality of existing and planned public school facilities for core educational programs, particularly
those educational programs for which the State Board has adopted state model content standards;
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1.2.6. Capacity of existing and planned public school facilities, taking into consideration potential expansion of
services and programs;

1.2.7. Public school facility accessibility; and

1.2.8. The historic significance of existing public school facilities and their potential to meet current
programming needs by rehabilitating such facilities.

2. Mission Statement

3.

2.1.

The “Colorado public school facility construction guidelines” shall be used to assess and prioritize public schools
capital construction needs throughout the state, review applications for financial assistance, make
recommendations to the State Board regarding appropriate allocations of awards of financial assistance from
the Public School Capital Construction Assistance Fund, and help ensure that awarded grant moneys will be
used to accomplish viable top priority construction projects.

SECTION ONE - Promote safe and healthy facilities that protect all building occupants against life safety and
health threats, are in conformance with all applicable Local, State and Federal, codes, laws and regulations and
provide accessible facilities for the handicapped and disabled as follows:

3.1.

3.2.

Sound building structural systems. Each building should be constructed and maintained with a sound structural
foundation, floor, wall and roof systems. Local snow, wind exposure, seismic, along with pertaining importance
factors shall be considered.

A weather-tight roof that drains water positively off the roof and discharges the water off and away from the
building. All roofs shall be installed by a qualified contractor approved by the roofing manufacturer to install
the specified roof system and shall receive the specified warranty upon completion of the roof. The National
Roofing Contractors Association (NRCA) divides roofing into two generic classifications: low-slope roofing and
steep-slope roofing. Low-slope roofing includes water impermeable, or weatherproof types of roof membranes
installed on slopes of less than or equal to 3:12 (fourteen degrees). Steep slope roofing includes water-
shedding types of roof coverings installed on slopes exceeding 3:12 (fourteen degrees);
3.2.1. Low-slope roofing:

3.2.1.1. Built-up-Roofing (BUR);

3.2.1.2. Ethylene Propylene Diene Monomer (EPDM);

3.2.1.3. Poly Vinyl Chloride (PVC);

3.2.1.4. Co-Polymer Alloy (CPA);

3.2.1.5. Thermal Polyolefin (TPO);

3.2.1.6. Metal panel roof systems for low slope applications;

3.2.1.7. Polymer-modified bitumen sheet membranes;

3.2.1.8. Spray polyurethane foam based roofing systems (SPF) and applied coatings;

3.2.1.9. Restorative coatings.
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3.3.

3.4.

3.5.

3.6.

3.7.

3.8.

3.2.2. Steep slope roofing systems:
3.2.2.1. Asphalt shingles;
3.2.2.2. Clay tile and concrete tile;
3.2.2.3. Metal roof systems for steep-slope applications;
3.2.2.4. Slate;
3.2.2.5. Wood shakes and wood shingles;
3.2.2.6. Synthetic shingles;
3.2.2.7. Restorative coatings.

A continuous and unobstructed path of egress from any point in the school that provides an accessible route to
an area of refuge, a horizontal exit, or public way. Doors shall open in the direction of the path of egress, have
panic hardware when required, and be constructed with fire rated corridors and area separation walls as
determined by a Facility Code Analysis. The Facility Code Analysis shall address, at a minimum, building use and
occupancy classification, building type of construction, building area separation zones, number of allowed
floors, number of required exits, occupant load, required areas of refuge and required fire resistive
construction.

A potable water source and supply system complying with 5CCR 1003-1 “Colorado Primary Drinking Water
Regulations” providing quality water as required by the Colorado Department of Public Health and
Environment. Water quality shall be maintained and treated to reduce water for calcium, alkalinity, Ph,
nitrates, bacteria, and temperature (reference, Colorado Primary Drinking Water Act and EPA Safe Water
Drinking Act). The water supply system shall deliver water at a minimum normal operating pressure of 20 psi
and a maximum of 100 psi to all plumbing fixtures. Independent systems and wells shall be protected from
unauthorized access.

A building fire alarm and duress notification system in all school facilities designed in accordance with State and
Local fire department requirements. Exceptions include unoccupied very small single story buildings, sheds and
temporary facilities where code required systems are not mandatory and the occupancy does not warrant a
system.

Facilities with safely managed hazardous materials such as asbestos found in Vinyl Asbestos Tile and mastic,
acoustical and thermal insulation, window caulking, pipe wrap, roofing, ceiling tiles, plaster, lead paint and
other building materials. Public schools shall comply with all Asbestos Hazard Emergency Response Act
(AHERA) criteria and develop, maintain and update an asbestos management plan kept on record at the school
district.

Facilities choosing to utilize closed circuit video and keycard or keypad building access.

An Event Alerting and Notification system (EAN) utilizing an intercom/phone system with communication
devices located in all classrooms and throughout the school to provide efficient inter-school communications
and communicate with local fire, police and medical agencies during emergency situations.
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3.9. Secured facilities including a main entrance and signage directing visitors to the main entrance door. The main
entrance walking traffic should flow past the main office area and be visibly monitored from the office either
directly or through a less preferred mechanism like a video camera system. All other exterior entrances shall be
locked and have controlled access. Interior classroom doors shall have locking hardware for lock downs and
may have door sidelights or door vision glass that allow line of sight into the corridors during emergencies.

3.10. Safe and secure electrical service and distribution systems designed and installed to meet all applicable
State and Federal codes. The electrical system shall provide artificial lighting in compliance with The
lllumination Engineering Society of North America (IESNA) for educational facilities RP-3-00. Emergency lighting
shall be available when normal lighting systems fail and in locations necessary for orderly egress from the
building in an emergency situation as required by electrical code.

3.10.1. The material hereby incorporated by reference in these rules is the “RP-3-00, Lighting for Educational
Facilities” produced by The lllumination Engineering Society of North America (IESNA). 2006 reaffirmed.

3.10.2. Later Amendments to the “RP-3-00, Lighting for Educational Facilities” are excluded from these rules.

3.10.3. The Director of the Division of Public School Capital Construction Assistance, 1580 Logan St. Denver,
Colorado will provide information regarding how the “RP-3-00, Recommended Practice on Lighting for
Educational Facilities” may be obtained or examined.

3.11. A safe and efficient mechanical system that provides proper ventilation, and maintains the building
temperature and relative humidity in accordance with the most current version of ASHRAE 55. The mechanical
system shall be designed, maintained and installed utilizing current State and Federal building codes.

3.11.1. The material hereby incorporated by reference in these rules is the “Thermal Environmental Conditions
for Human Occupancy (ASHRAE Standard 55)” produced by the American Society of Heating, Refrigeration
and Air-Conditioning Engineers, Inc. 2010 Update.

3.11.2. Later Amendments to the “Thermal Environmental Conditions for Human Occupancy (ASHRAE Standard
55)” are excluded from these rules.

3.11.3. The Director of the Division of Public School Capital Construction Assistance, 1580 Logan St. Denver,
Colorado will provide information regarding how the “Thermal Environmental Conditions for Human
Occupancy (ASHRAE Standard 55)” may be obtained or examined.

3.12. Healthy building indoor air quality (IAQ) through the use of the mechanical HVAC systems or operable
windows and by reducing outside air and water infiltration with a tight building envelope.

3.13. Sanitary school facilities that comply with Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment
(CDPHE), Consumer protection Division, 6 CCR 1010-6 “Rules and Regulations Governing Schools.”

3.14. Food preparation and associated facilities equipped and maintained to provide sanitary facilities for the
preparation, distribution, and storage of food as required by Colorado Retail Food Establishment Rules and
Regulations 6 CCR 1010-2.

3.15. Safe laboratories, shops and other areas storing paints or chemicals that complying with CDPHE 6CCR
1010-6 “Rules Governing Schools.”
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3.15.1. In laboratories, shops, and art rooms where toxic or hazardous chemicals, hazardous devices, or
hazardous equipment are stored, all hazardous materials shall be stored in approved containers and stored
in ventilated, locked, fire resistive areas or cabinets. Where an open flame is used, an easily accessible fire
blanket and extinguisher must be provided. Fire extinguishers shall be inspected annually. Where there is
exposure to skin contamination with poisonous, infectious, or irritating materials, an easily accessible
eyewash fountain/shower along with an independent hand washing sink must be provided. The eyewash
station must be clean and tested annually. Master gas valves and electric shut-off switches shall be
provided for each laboratory, shop or other similar areas where power or gas equipment is used;

3.15.2. All facility maintenance supplies, e.g. cleaning supplies, paints, fertilizer, pesticides and other chemicals
required to maintain the school shall be stored in approved containers and stored in ventilated, locked and
fire resistive rooms or cabinets.

3.16. A separate emergency care room or emergency care area shall be provided. This room shall have a
dedicated bathroom, and shall be used in providing care for persons who are ill, infested with parasites, or
suspected of having communicable diseases. Every emergency care room or area shall be provided with at
least one cot for each 400 students, or part thereof, and be equipped with a locking cabinet for prescriptions
and first aid supplies.

3.17. A facility that complies with the American Disabilities Act (ADA) providing accessibility to physically
disabled persons.

3.18. A site that safely separates pedestrian and vehicular traffic and is laid out with the following criteria:

3.18.1. Physical routes for basic modes (busses, cars, pedestrians, and bicycles) of traffic should be separated as
much as possible from each other. If schools are located on busy streets and/or high traffic intersections,
coordinate with the applicable municipality or county to provide for adequate signage, traffic lights, and
crosswalk signals to assist school traffic in entering the regular traffic flow. This effort should include
planning dedicated turn lanes;

3.18.2. When possible, provide a dedicated bus staging and unloading area located away from students, staff,
and visitor parking. Curbs at bus and vehicle drop-off and pick-up locations shall be raised a minimum of
six inches above the pavement level and be painted yellow. Provide ‘Busses Only’ and ‘No entry Signs’ at
the ends of the bus loop;

3.18.3. Provide an adequate driveway zone for stacking cars on site for parent drop-off/pick-up zones. Drop-off
area design should not require backward movement by vehicles and be one-way in a counterclockwise
direction where students are loaded and unloaded directly to the curb/sidewalk. Do not load or unload
students where they have to cross a vehicle path before entering the building. It is recommended all
loading areas have “No Parking” signs posted;

3.18.4. Solid surfaced staff, student, and visitor parking spaces should be identified at locations near the
building entrance and past the student loading area;

3.18.5. Provide well-maintained sidewalks and a designated safe path leading to the school entrance. Create
paved student queuing areas at major crossings and paint sidewalk “stand-back lines” to show where to
stand while waiting. Except at pick-up locations, sidewalks shall be kept a minimum of five feet away from
roadways. There should be well-maintained sidewalks that are a minimum of eight feet wide leading to
the school and circulating around the school;
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3.18.6. Building service loading areas and docks should be independent from other traffic and pedestrian
crosswalks. If possible, loading areas shall be located away from school pedestrian entries;

3.18.7. Facilities should provide for bicycle access and storage;
3.18.8. Fire lanes shall have red markings and “no parking” signs posted;

3.18.9. Consider restricting vehicle access at school entrances with bollards or other means to restrict vehicles
from driving through the entry into the school.

3.19. A safe and secure site with outdoor facilities for students, staff, parents, and the community, based on
the following criteria;

3.19.1. New school sites should be selected that are not adjacent or close to hazardous waste disposal sites,
industrial manufacturing plants, gas wells, railroad tracks, major highways, liquor stores or other adult
establishments, landfills, waste water treatment plants, chemical plants, electrical power stations and
power easements, or other uses that would cause safety or health issues to the inhabitants of the school.
Consider fencing around the perimeter of the school sites with gates to control access. Gates shall have
the capability to be locked to restrict access if desired;

3.19.2. When possible, arrange site, landscaping, playgrounds, sports fields and parking to create clear lines of
site from a single vantage point. Keep shrubbery trimmed so that it will not conceal people;

3.19.3. Locate site utilities away from the main school entrance and student playgrounds and sports fields
whenever possible. Electric service equipment, gas meters and private water wells shall have fenced in
cages to restrict access to unauthorized persons. Propane (LPG) tanks shall be installed in accordance with
building and fire codes;

3.19.4. Access to building roofs shall be secured to restrict access;

3.19.5. Exterior buildings and walkways shall be lighted to protect and guide occupants during evening use of
the school facility;

3.19.6. Playgrounds shall be protected by adequate fencing from other exposures such as ball fields, where
injuries could occur due to flying balls. Play equipment shall be installed pursuant to the manufactures
specifications and current industry safety and State of Colorado Insurance pool requirements. Provide play
equipment that complies with the Americans with Disabilities Act. All playground equipment shall be
purchased from an International Playground Equipment Manufacturers Association (IPEMA) certified
playground equipment manufacturer with adequate product liability insurance. Each piece of equipment
purchased shall have an IPEMA certification. Provide a firm, stable, slip-resistant, and resilient soft surface
under and around the play equipment.
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4. SECTION TWO - School facility programming and decision-making should be approached holistically involving all
community stakeholders taking into consideration local ideals, input, needs and desires. Facilities will assist
school districts, charter schools, institute charter schools, boards of cooperative services and the Colorado School
for the Deaf and Blind to meet or exceed state model content standards by promoting “learning environments”
conducive to performance excellence with technology that supports communities, families and students and
provides the following:

4.1.

4.2.

4.3.

4.4,

4.5.

4.6.

4.7.

Elementary, middle, high and PK-12 schools built with high quality, durable, easily maintainable building
materials and finishes.

Educational facilities that accommodate the Colorado Achievement Plan for Kids (Cap4K), No Child Left Behind
Act (NCLB) and the State Board’s model content standards.

Educational facilities for individual student learning and classroom instruction, connected to the Colorado
institutions of higher education distant learning networks “internet two”, with technology embedded into
school facilities; embedded technology to provide adequate voice, data, and video communications in
accordance with the Building Industry Consulting Services International’s (BICSI) Telecommunications
Distribution Methods Manual (TDMM).

4.3.1. The material hereby incorporated by reference in these rules is the “Telecommunications Distribution
Methods Manual (TDMM)” produced by Building Industry Consulting Services International (BICSI). 12%
edition.

4.3.2. Later Amendments to the “Telecommunications Distribution Methods Manual (TDMM)” are excluded
from these rules.

4.3.3. The Director of the Division of Public School Capital Construction Assistance, 1580 Logan St. Denver,
Colorado will provide information regarding how the “Telecommunications Distribution Methods Manual
(TDMM)” may be obtained or examined.

School administrative offices should be provided with the technological hardware and software that provides
control of web-based activity access throughout the facility; e-mail for staff; a school-wide telephone system
with voicemail, a district hosted web site with secure parent online access linked to attendance and grade
books.

Administrative software should include: Individual Educational Programs (IEP), Individual Learning Programs
(ILP), Personal Learning Plans (PLP), sports eligibility records, immunization and health service management
records, discipline and behavior records, transcripts, food services information, library resource management
information, and assessment analysis management records.

The facility should be protected to maintain business continuity with emergency power backup, redundant A/C
for data centers and data backup systems. Off site hosting of critical data to protect against loss of data should
be explored;

School sites that meet the recommended school facility site size guidelines below. New school sites should take
into consideration: topography, vehicle access, soil characteristics, site utilities, site preparation,
easements/rights of way, environmental restrictions, and aesthetic considerations. Site size guidelines may vary
based on local requirements, athletic programming or desired alternate planning models. Site requirements
may differ for urban public schools with limited space. Local school site size guidelines will be followed in
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4.8.

4.9.

acquiring and developing school sites. If such guidelines are not provided in board policy and regulations, site
criteria provided in paragraphs 3.18 and 3.19 shall be considered;

Elementary, middle, high, and PK-12 buildings that functionally meet the recommended educational
programming set forth below, are not over capacity, and are located in permanent buildings. Each facility
should have the potential, or be planned for, expansion of services for the benefit of the students for programs
such as full-day kindergarten and preschool, and school based health services.

The Assistance Board recognizes that due to local educational programming, individual public school facilities
may not include all items following in this section.

4.10. Elementary schools (grades PK-5) shall provide exciting learning environments for children along with

associated teaching and administrative support areas. When possible, daylight with views shall be incorporated
in all learning areas to supplement well-designed task oriented artificial lighting. Acoustical materials to reduce
ambient noise levels and minimize transfer of noise between classrooms, corridors, and other learning areas
should be utilized to create a learning environment that focuses the student’s attention. The following uses
should be incorporated in elementary educational facilities:

4.10.1. Depending on community needs and desires, public schools should consider sites that include playfields,
age appropriate equipment, gardens, trees, non-traditional play features, shade structures, and a gateway
to the community. The objectives of the play areas include: reducing discipline issues on school grounds,
providing better physical education and resources for outdoor classroom projects, establishing a gathering
place for neighborhood families, and strengthening community-school partnerships;

4.10.2. Preschool and kindergarten classrooms with dedicated bathrooms. Suggested kindergarten classroom
sizes range from 1000-1200 square feet;

4.10.3. Special education classroom;
4.10.4. Special program room;

4.10.5. Classrooms should provide 35 square feet/student. Ceiling heights in classrooms should not be lower
than nine feet. The ideal classroom is rectangular in shape with the long axis 1.33 times longer than the
short axis. Classrooms should have a source of natural light with a view, have conditioned well ventilated
air, and provide all the necessary equipment, technology infrastructure, and storage to support the
intended educational program;

4.10.6. Band/vocal music room with high ceilings, and acoustical wall coverings;

4.10.7. Art room with ample storage cabinets and counter sinks. Finish materials in art classrooms shall be
smooth, cleanable and nonabsorbent;

4.10.8. Beginning computer lab with computer work stations or computer carts utilizing wireless connections
whenever possible;

4.10.9. Library/multimedia center (LMC) should provide a flexible space for students, staff, and parents to read,
write and draw. If possible the space should be designed with high ceilings, and exposed building structure
and materials. The space should have abundant natural light, as well as well-designed artificial task
lighting. Window shades should be incorporated to accommodate the use of audio visual equipment
requiring darker environments;
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4.10.10. Commercial kitchen, with cooking and refrigeration equipment, dry storage, and ware washing
area unless food is prepared and delivered from another location;

4.10.11. Cafeteria/multipurpose room to support the school and community. Ceiling heights shall be
higher in these areas and daylight shall be incorporated. A tiered stage for school productions shall be
included. The tiered stage shall be provided with basic theatrical lighting and sound systems;

4.10.12. Small gym with basketball court, volleyball sleeves and standards, safety wall wainscoting and
fiberglass adjustable basketball backstops;

4.10.13. Administrative offices, nursing area, bathrooms, conference, reception, and building support
areas to accommodate the educational program.

4.11. Middle schools (grades 6-8). When possible daylight with views shall be incorporated in all learning
areas to supplement well-designed task oriented artificial lighting. The facilities should be designed to provide a
vibrant, cheerful, learning environment for students and scaled for teenage occupancy. Acoustical materials to
reduce ambient noise levels and minimize transfer of noise between classrooms, corridors and other learning
areas will create a learning environment that focuses the student’s attention. The following uses should be
incorporated in middle school educational facilities:

4.11.1. Based on local needs and desires, sports fields should be considered that include age appropriate
equipment, gardens, shade structures and a gateway to the community. The objectives of the sports areas
include: reducing discipline issues on school grounds, providing better physical education and resources
for outdoor classroom projects and providing a gathering place for neighborhood families to watch
sporting events. Based on local desired athletic programming, sports fields should be provided to
accommodate track, football, soccer, baseball and softball sporting events along with basketball courts for
school and community use;

4.11.2. Special education classroom;
4.11.3. Special program room;

4.11.4. Classrooms should provide thirty two square feet/student. Ceiling heights in classrooms should not be
lower than nine feet. The ideal classroom is rectangular in shape with the long axis 1.33 times longer than
the short axis. Classrooms should have a source of natural light with a view, have conditioned well
ventilated air, and provide all the necessary equipment, technology infrastructure, and storage to support
the intended educational program;

4.11.5. Library/multimedia center (LMC) should provide a flexible space for students, staff, parents and the
community to read, write, meet, study, and research topics. The space should be designed with high
ceilings and exposed structure and materials. The space should have abundant natural light, as well as
well-designed artificial task lighting. Window shades should be incorporated to accommodate the use of
audio visual equipment requiring darker environments;

4.11.6. Computer lab with technology embedded in classroom to support interactive whiteboards utilizing the
most current internet access technology whenever possible;

4.11.7. Distance learning lab should be centrally located in the interior of the school with no windows and
isolated from sources of loud noise. To reduce acoustic effects, square rooms should be avoided, if
possible. A cork shaped or rectangular room is a better shape, as it does not encourage standing waves
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(and thus echoes). Acoustic wall panels, heavy wall curtains and carpet flooring should be used in lieu of
hard walls and floors to help acoustics. Labs should provide easy wireless access to computers and the
internet. There should be at least two 20-amp electrical circuits on dedicated breakers for the interactive
distance learning video equipment;

4.11.8. Science lab with teaching demonstration table, emergency shower/eyewash, wet student work stations,
and equipped with adequate instrumentation;

4.11.9. Family Consumer Science Lab;

4.11.10. Band classroom with conducting podium, instrument storage room and acoustic practice room.
Band classrooms shall be physically separated from other classrooms to prevent sound transmission
between areas;

4.11.11. Vocal classroom with conducting podium and acoustic wall panels. Vocal classrooms shall be
physically separated from other classrooms to prevent sound transmission between areas;

4.11.12. Art classroom with ample storage cabinets and counter sinks. Finish materials in art classrooms
shall be smooth, cleanable and nonabsorbent;

4.11.13. Beginning shop, vocational, and agricultural Career and Technical Education (CTA) classrooms;

4.11.14. Performing arts support area to accommodate set design and building including dressing rooms
with lockers, sinks, mirrors, and prop storage area;

4.11.15. Commercial Kitchen with cooking and refrigeration equipment, dry storage, and ware washing
area, unless food is prepared and delivered from another location;

4.11.16. Cafeteria/multipurpose room to support the school and community. The cafeteria ceiling
heights should be higher than other areas in the school and incorporate day lighting when possible. A
raised stage for school productions should be provided with curtains and theatrical lighting and sound
systems;

4.11.17. Gymnasium with a regulation basketball court and dividing curtain to create two smaller
basketball courts. The following equipment should accompany the gym: Glass adjustable basketball
backstops, volleyball sleeves and standards, safety wainscoting, chin-up bar, wrestling mat hoist, and
scorer table;

4.11.18. Weight training area with free weights, wall mirrors, exercise machines, rubber flooring, and
protective wainscoting;

4.11.19. Men and women’s locker rooms with independent bathrooms, showers and locking metal
lockers;
4.11.20. Administrative offices, nursing area, bathrooms, conference, reception and building support

areas to accommodate the educational program.

4.12. High schools (grades 9-12) shall provide an environment that prepares students for higher education
admittance or the workplace. When possible, daylight and views shall be incorporated in all learning areas to
supplement well-designed task oriented artificial lighting. The facilities should be designed to provide vibrant,
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cheerful, learning environments for students and be scaled for adult occupancy. Acoustical materials to reduce
ambient noise levels and minimize transfer of noise between classrooms, corridors and other learning areas will
create a learning environment that focuses the student’s attention. The following uses should be incorporated
in high school educational facilities:

4.12.1. Based on local desired athletic programming, sports fields with associated equipment, gardens, trees,
amphitheater, shade structures and a gateway to the community should be considered. The objectives of
the sport areas include: reducing discipline issues on school grounds, providing better physical education
and resources for outdoor classroom projects, establishing a gathering place for neighborhood families to
watch sporting events, and strengthening community-school partnerships. Based on local programming,
sports fields should consider accommodating track, football, soccer, baseball and softball sporting events
as well as tennis and basketball courts for school and community use;

4.12.2. Classrooms should provide 32 square feet/student. Ceiling heights in classrooms should not be lower
than nine feet. The ideal classroom is rectangular in shape with the long axis 1.33 times longer than the
short axis. Classrooms should have a source of natural light with a view, have conditioned well ventilated
air, and provide all the necessary equipment, technology infrastructure, and storage to support the
intended educational program;

4.12.3. Special program room;

4.12.4. Library/multimedia center (LMC) should provide a flexible space for students, staff, parents, and the
community to read, write, meet, study, and research topics. The space should be designed with high
ceilings and exposed structure and building materials. The space should have abundant natural light, along
with well-designed artificial task lighting. Window shades should be incorporated to accommodate the use
of audio visual equipment requiring darker environments;

4.12.5. Distance learning lab should be centrally located in the interior of the school, with no windows, and
isolated from sources of loud noise. To reduce acoustic effects, square rooms should be avoided if
possible. A cork shaped or rectangular room is a better shape, as it does not encourage standing waves
(and thus echoes). Acoustic wall panels, heavy wall curtains and carpet flooring should be used in lieu of
hard walls and floors to help acoustics. Labs should provide easy wireless access to computers and the
internet. There should be at least two 20-amp electrical circuits on dedicated breakers for the interactive
distance learning video equipment;

4.12.6. Computer lab with technology embedded in classroom to support interactive whiteboards, utilizing
wireless internet access whenever possible;

4.12.7. Science lab with a teaching demonstration table, emergency shower/eyewash, demonstration hood,
student work stations provided with water and gas receptacles equipped with adequate instrumentation;

4.12.8. Family consumer science lab;

4.12.9. Band classroom with conducting podium, instrument storage room and acoustic practice rooms. Band
classrooms shall be physically separated from other classrooms to prevent sound transmission between
areas;

4.12.10. Vocal classroom with conducting podium and acoustic wall panels. Vocal classrooms shall be
physically separated from other classrooms to prevent sound transmission between areas;
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4.12.11. Art classroom with ample storage cabinets and counter sinks. At the high school level a
kiln/ceramic storage area shall be provided. Finish materials in art classrooms shall be smooth, cleanable
and nonabsorbent;

4.12.12. Performing arts support area to accommodate set design and construction, dressing rooms with
lockers, sinks and mirrors and prop storage area;

4.12.13. Career and technical education (CTE) classroom that supports desired educational programs.
The ideal CTA classroom should have 45 square feet/student with a minimum of 780 square feet of
exclusive laboratory and storage space. The shop area shall have a minimum of 150 square feet/student
with a tool and supply storage room that is at least 20 feet long with a minimum width of eight feet wide
for the storage of long building materials. Each shop shall be equipped with welding booths, auto lift
station, auto emissions evacuation system and required trade tools. A minimum 2400 SF outdoor patio
area should be provided for storing or working on farm machinery, flammable materials, and large
construction projects. If desired, a minimum 1880 SF greenhouse should be provided with heat and
ventilation. CTA shops should have independent bathrooms with a group hand washing sink and lockers;

4.12.14. Commercial kitchen with cooking and refrigeration equipment, dry storage and ware washing
area, unless food is delivered from another location;

4.12.15. Cafeteria/multipurpose room to support the school and community. Ceiling heights in cafeterias
should be higher than other areas in the school, and incorporate daylight to provide a captivating dining
environment to keep students on site during lunch hours;

4.12.16. Auditorium with a raised proscenium stage, curtains, orchestra pit, sloped floor with fixed
seating, sound and project booth, acoustic wall and ceiling panels and professional lighting and sound
systems. The auditorium shall be designed to accommodate the entire student body, school staff and as
required for community-wide productions;

4.12.17. Gymnasium with two regulation basketball courts and dividing curtain. The following equipment
should accompany the gym: Glass adjustable basketball backstops, volleyball sleeves and standards, safety
wainscoting, chin-up bar, wrestling mat hoist, telescoping bleachers and scorer table;

4.12.18. Auxiliary gym (larger high schools) with a regulation basketball court and dividing curtain to
create two smaller basketball courts. The following equipment should accompany the gym: glass
adjustable basketball backstops, volleyball sleeves and standards, safety wainscoting, and chin-up bar;

4.12.19. Weight training area with free weights, mirror walls, exercise machines, rubber flooring and
protective wainscoting;

4.12.20. Men and women’s locker rooms with independent bathrooms, showers, and locking metal
lockers;

4.12.21. Visiting team locker room with independent bathrooms, showers, and locking metal lockers;

4.12.22. Administrative offices, nursing area, bathrooms, conference, reception, and building support

areas to accommodate educational programming.

4.13. PK-12 Rural Schools shall provide exciting learning environments for students as well as associated
teaching and administrative support areas. The facilities should be designed to incorporate shared community
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uses, such as boys and girls clubs, and separate children, grades preschool to six, from older students, grades
seven to twelve. When possible, daylight with views shall be incorporated in all learning areas to supplement
well-designed task oriented artificial lighting. Acoustical materials to reduce ambient noise levels and minimize
transfer of noise between classrooms, corridors and other learning areas will create a learning environment
that focuses the student’s attention. The following uses should be incorporated in PK-12 educational facilities:

4.13.1. Based on desired local programming, school sites should consider including sports fields, playfields, age
appropriate equipment, gardens, trees, non-traditional play features, shade structures and a gateway to
the community. The objectives of the play areas include: reducing discipline issues on school grounds,
providing better physical education and resources for outdoor classroom projects, establishing a gathering
place for neighborhood families to watch sporting activities and strengthening community-school
partnerships. Based on local athletic programming, sports fields should be considered to accommodate
track, football, soccer, baseball and softball sporting events as well as tennis and basketball courts for
school and community use;

4.13.2. Classrooms should accommodate a maximum of up to 25 students and provide 32-35 five square
feet/student with a minimum classroom size of 600 square feet. Ceiling heights in classrooms should not
be lower than nine feet. The ideal classroom is rectangular in shape with the long axis 1.33 times longer
than the short axis. Classrooms should have a source of natural light with a view, have conditioned well
ventilated air, and provide all the necessary equipment, technology infrastructure, and storage to support
the intended educational program;

4.13.3. Computer lab with technology embedded in classroom to support interactive whiteboards, utilizing
wireless internet access whenever possible. Computer labs should be located centrally in the school;

4.13.4. Special program room;

4.13.5. Distance learning lab should be centrally located in the interior of the school, with no windows, and
isolated from sources of loud noise. To reduce acoustic effects, square rooms should be avoided if
possible. A cork shaped or rectangular room is a better shape, as it does not encourage standing waves
(and thus echoes). Acoustic wall panels, heavy wall curtains and carpet flooring should be used in lieu of
hard walls and floors to help acoustics. Labs should provide easy wireless access to computers and the
internet. There should be at least two 20-amp electrical circuits on dedicated breakers for the interactive
distance learning video equipment;

4.13.6. Science lab should be located centrally in the school, and provided with teaching demonstration table,
emergency shower/eyewash, demonstration hood and student work stations with water and gas
receptacles. The lab should be equipped with adequate instrumentation;

4.13.7. Family consumer science lab;

4.13.8. Band classroom with conducting podium, instrument storage room and acoustic practice room. Band
classrooms shall be physically separated from other classrooms to prevent sound transmission between
areas;

4.13.9. Vocal classroom with conducting podium and acoustic wall panels. Vocal classrooms shall be physically
separated from other classrooms to prevent sound transmission between areas;

4.13.9.1. Art classroom with ample storage cabinets and counter sinks. A kiln/ceramic storage area shall
be provided. Finish materials in art classrooms shall be smooth, cleanable and nonabsorbent;
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4.13.10. Performing arts support area to accommodate set design and construction, dressing rooms with
lockers, sinks and mirrors and a prop storage area;

4.13.11. Career and technical education (CTA) classroom that supports desired educational programs.
The ideal CTA classroom should have 45 square feet/student with a minimum of 780 square feet of
exclusive laboratory and storage space. The shop area shall have a minimum of one hundred and fifty
square feet/student with a tool and supply storage room that is at least 20 feet long with a minimum width
of eight feet wide for the storage of long building materials. Each shop shall be equipped with welding
booths, auto lift station, auto emissions evacuation system and required trade tools. A minimum 2400 SF
outdoor patio area should be provided for storing or working on farm machinery, flammable materials,
and large construction projects. If desired a minimum 1880 SF greenhouse should be provided with heat
and ventilation. CTA shops should have independent bathrooms with a group hand washing sink and
lockers;

4.13.12. Library/multimedia center (LMC) should be the heart of the school, providing a flexible space for
students, staff, and parents to read, write and draw. The space should be designed with high ceilings,
exposed structure and building materials. The space should have abundant natural light as well as well-
designed artificial task lighting. Window shades should be incorporated to accommodate the use of audio
visual equipment requiring darker environments;

4.13.13. Commercial kitchen with cooking and refrigeration equipment, dry storage and ware washing
area;
4.13.14. Cafeteria/multipurpose/stage room to support the school and community. Ceiling heights in

cafeterias should be a minimum of fifteen feet above the finished floor and incorporate day light. A raised
stage for school and community productions should be incorporated. The stage shall be provided with
curtains, theatrical lighting, and sound systems. The multipurpose room shall be designed to accommodate
the entire student body, school staff, and as required for community-wide productions;

4.13.15. Gymnasium with two regulation basketball courts and dividing curtain. The following equipment
should accompany the gym: Glass adjustable basketball backstops, volleyball sleeves and standards, safety
wainscoting, chin-up bar, wrestling mat hoist, telescoping bleachers and scorer table;

4.13.16. Weight training area with free weights, mirror walls, exercise machines, rubber flooring, and
protective wainscoting;

4.13.17. Men and women’s locker rooms with independent bathrooms, showers and locking metal
lockers;

4.13.18. Visiting team locker room with independent bathrooms, showers and locking metal lockers;

4.13.19. Administrative, offices, nursing area, bathrooms, conference, reception area and building

support areas to accommodate the educational program.
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5. SECTION THREE - Promote school design and facility management that implements the current version of
“Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design” (LEED for schools) or “Colorado Collaborative for High
Performance Schools” (CO-CHPS), green building and energy efficiency performance standards, or other programs
that comply with the Office of the State Architects “High Performance Certification Program” (HPCP), reduces
operations and maintenance efforts, relieves operational cost, and extends the service life of the districts capital
assets by providing the following:

5 (1) The material hereby incorporated by reference in these rules is the “Leadership in Energy and Environmental

Design (LEED for Schools)” produced by The United States Green Building Council version 2009 and the “Colorado
Collaborative for High Performance Schools (CO_CHPS)” produced by the Governors Energy Office version 2009.

5 (2) Later Amendments to the “Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED for Schools)” or the
“Colorado Collaborative for High Performance Schools (CO_CHPS)” are excluded from these rules.

5 (3) The Director of the Division of Public School Capital Construction Assistance, 1580 Logan St. Denver, Colorado
will provide information regarding how the “Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED for Schools)” and
the “Colorado Collaborative for High Performance Schools (CO_CHPS)” can be obtained or examined.

5.1. Facilities that conserve energy through High Performance Design (HPD). A high performance building is energy
and water efficient, has low life cycle costs, is healthy for its occupants, and has a relatively low impact on the
environment. In new construction it is vital that actual energy performance goals are set for the entire building
in terms of KBTU/SF/YR total building load by:

5.1.1. Establishing an integrated design team including school and community stakeholders, architects,
engineers, and facility managers. Include an experienced LEED or CO-CHPS accredited professional as a

member of the integrated design team to assist with the evaluation of existing facilities and with design of
new schools;

5.1.2. Site locations that encourage transportation alternatives such as walking, bicycling, mass transit, and
other options to minimize automobile use.

5.1.3. Facilities that reduce demand on municipal infrastructure by encouraging denser development, reducing
water consumption, and by providing responsible storm water management and treatment design;

5.1.4. Reduced building footprints;
5.1.5. Minimizing parking to reduce heat island effect and discouraging use of individual automobiles:

5.1.5.1. Provide preferred parking totaling five percent of total parking spaces for carpools, vanpools, or low
emission vehicles;

5.1.5.2. High schools — 2.5 spaces per classroom plus parking for 20 percent of students;
5.1.5.3. Elementary schools and middle schools —three spaces per classroom;

5.1.5.4. Provide parking in open grassy areas to accommodate overflow parking when required for large
sporting events.

5.1.6. Facilities that utilize existing sites, buildings and municipal infrastructure;
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5.1.7. Utilize Joint-use facilities by making the school a more integrated part of the community by enabling the
building and its playing fields to be used for non-school events and functions.;

5.1.8. Evaluating energy costs holistically by determining the cost of high performance strategies versus long
term cost savings;

5.1.9. Utilizing passive solar techniques such as;
5.1.9.1. Positive building solar orientation and building massing;
5.1.9.2. Sun-shading;
5.1.9.3. Natural ventilation;

5.1.10. Design buildings to be solar ready. A solar ready building is designed and built to enable installation of
solar photovoltaic and heating systems some time after the building is constructed.

5.1.11. Utilize energy efficient and or renewable energy strategies;
5.1.12. Metering of all utilities with the ability to sub meter selected systems to manage utility usage;

5.1.13. Evaluate necessary building materials and systems and consider holistic design solutions that serve
multiple purposes;

5.1.14. Evaluation of utility bills to determine efficiency of facilities;
5.1.15. Investigating performance contracting potentials;

5.1.16. Replacement of old inefficient lighting with new energy efficient fixtures and lamps. Incorporate
daylighting, and utilize professionally designed task oriented lighting concepts. Use occupancy sensors and
natural light sensors to keep lights off when not needed, including emergency lighting when the building is
unoccupied;

5.1.17. Design site lighting and select lighting styles and technologies to have minimal impact off-site and
minimal contribution to sky glow. Minimize lighting of architectural and landscaping features and design
interior lighting to minimize trespass light to the outside from the interior.

5.1.18. Replacement of old inefficient mechanical systems with new energy efficient systems. Provide controls
that monitor the efficiency of the mechanical system and control temperature range of facilities during
low/non-use periods and after operating hours.

5.1.19. Commission mechanical systems at completion of construction and retro-commission every five years.
Pursue third party certification through CO-CHPS or LEED for schools;

5.1.20. Replacement of single pane inefficient windows with new double/triple pane hard coat low E glazing
window units. Install windows to eliminate outdoor air and water infiltration;

5.1.21. Landscape school sites optimizing drought tolerant trees and plantings that reduce heat island effects.
Place deciduous trees on the south side of buildings to shade the buildings in the summer and allow sun to
penetrate the buildings in the winter. Place coniferous trees on prevailing wind side of the building to
block and redirect prevailing winds away from the building. Utilize landscaping or a green roof to filter and
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5.2.

5.3.

5.4.

5.5.

manage onsite storm water treatment. Replace turf with native grasses where ever practical. Well-
designed landscaping in conjunction with paved surfaces and school buildings will benefit the reducing of
“heat island” effects;

5.1.22. Employ cool or green roofs to reduce heat island effects. The buildings cooling load should be
considered when selecting roofing materials;

5.1.23. Identifying building wastes such as cooling condensate water, heat exhaust, and find a way to reuse it.
Utilize heat recovery units whenever possible;

5.1.24. Providing a tight and well insulated building envelope that meets or exceeds the minimum requirements
of the 2009 International Energy Conservation Code. Repair exterior building cracks, caulk building joints,
and tuck-point masonry walls annually to maintain exterior shell in good condition.

5.1.24.1. The material hereby incorporated by reference in these rules is the “2009 International Energy
Conservation Code” produced by the International Code Council (ICC), 2009.

5.1.24.2. Later Amendments to the “2009 International Energy Conservation Code” are excluded from
these rules.

5.1.24.3. The Director of the Division of Public School Capital Construction Assistance, 1580 Logan St.
Denver, Colorado will provide information regarding how the “2009 International Energy
Conservation Code” may be obtained or examined.

5.1.25. Providing vestibules at main building entrances to minimize loss of conditioned air;

5.1.26. Utilizing, when possible, sustainable (green) building materials that are durable, easily maintained,
resource efficient, energy efficient and emit low levels of harmful gases. Whenever possible utilize EPA
Energy Star labeled systems and equipment. Colorado-based and local and regional material
manufactures should be used whenever possible to reduce the impact of transportation costs and support
regional and state economies.

5.1.27. Increase the schools community knowledge about the basics of high performance design using an
educational display to serve as a three-dimensional textbook.

Analysis of existing school facilities or desired new school facility size against the required school facility size
taking into account maintenance and operational costs of the existing or desired new larger facility compared
against the costs savings associated with a reduced facility size. Achieve reduced school facility size by
minimizing single use spaces, building circulation, and consolidating remote facilities, coupled with
maximization of consolidated shared flexible facilities that are well scheduled, and utilize extended hours of
operation.

A district-wide energy management plan.

Adoption of a goal of “zero waste” from construction of new buildings and operation and renovation of existing
facilities through re-use, reduction, recycling, and composting of waste streams.

Training to establish district wide preventative maintenance tasks for all building systems to determine that
systems are functioning as designed and clearly outline follow-up maintenance procedures to keep equipment
and materials functioning as intended, extend life of equipment, and reduce operational costs.
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5.6.

If a project is required to achieve LEED or CHPS certification per the High Performance Certification Program, or
if otherwise appropriate, it shall establish a solid Measurement and Verification (M&V) process to ensure all
systems are performing as specified and to identify any anomalies in equipment, operations procedures or user
habits.

6. SECTION FOUR - Nothing in these rules affects the Department of Education’s responsibilities pursuant to 24-
80.1-101 through 108, C.R.S. Evaluate school facilities based on rehabilitation costs verses replacement costs or
discontinuation with consideration given to historically significant facilities by determining:

6.1.

6.2.

6.3.

6.4.

6.5.

6.6.

6.7.

The school district’s desired facilities life span e.g. fifty, one hundred, two hundred years, construction costs for
the desired life span based on the districts location and available labor force, and the districts five year
population growth trends;

The facility’s relative importance in history based on: notable Colorado architects, historical building materials,
styles and forms, and thus determine associated costs to preserve, rehabilitate, restore, or reconstruct the
facility to its original condition;

Building code, health, and safety deficiencies at school facilities as compared to SECTION ONE and associated
costs to bring deficiencies up to current code;

Educational programming and green building deficiencies at school facilities as compared to SECTIONS TWO
and THREE and associated costs to alleviate deficiencies;

Divide costs identified in items 6.2, 6.3 and 6.4 above “rehabilitation costs” by item 6.1 above “replacement
cost” when taking into consideration population growth trends and historical significance. If population trends
do not support school facilities then discontinuation and consolidation of facilities with neighboring districts
should be considered;

Evaluate the FCI (Rehabilitation costs / Replacement costs) when determining whether a facility should be
replaced or remodeled.

Based on the above evaluation factors determine the viability of facilities for rehabilitation, replacement or
discontinuation. Apply evaluation to guide review of financial assistance grants for recommendation of award
to the State Board.
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Below are general guidelines to assist with project priority identification:

C.R.S. 22-43.7-109(5)(a, b, ¢, and d):

(5) The Assistance Board, taking into consideration the financial assistance priority assessment conducted
pursuant to section 22-43.7-108, shall prioritize applications that describe public school facility capital
construction projects deemed eligible for financial assistance based on the following criteria, in descending order
of importance:

(a)(1) Projects that will address safety hazards or health concerns at existing public school facilities, including
concerns relating to public school facility security; (ll) In prioritizing an application for a public school facility
renovation project that will address safety hazards or health concerns, the Assistance Board shall consider the
condition of the entire public school facility for which the project is proposed and determine whether it would be
more fiscally prudent to replace the entire facility than to provide financial assistance for the renovation project

1.2  Molds and fungi abatement.

1.2 Major structural hazards.

1.3  Threatening electrical.

1.3  Threatening HVAC, boiler, plumbing, air quality hazards and potable water hazards.

1.4  Asbestos testing and abatement (friable) and being disturbed.

1.5 Roof repairs and replacement - with leaks causing damage to the facility.

1.5 Proper chemical storage.

1.6 Firealarms.

1.6  Fire sprinklers.

1.8 Lead abatement.

1.9 Exterior door monitoring.

1.9 Master key and/or card systems for doors.

1.9 Equipment for surveillance and security.

1.9 Vehicle loading and unloading.

1.9 Underground fuel tank removal and replacement.

1.9 Radon remediation.

1.9  Exit and emergency lighting

1.9 Other.

(b) Projects that will relieve overcrowding in public school facilities, including but not limited to projects that will allow
students to move from temporary instructional facilities into permanent facilities.

2.2 Accommodate growth.

2.2 Eliminate modulars.

2.2 Reduce existing overcrowding.

2.9 Reduce the number of students per classroom.

2.9 Other.

(c) Projects that are designed to incorporate technology into the educational environment.
3.2 Provide new interactive technology facilities and hands on learning.
3.2  Upgrade technology infrastructure
3.9 Technology equipment.
3.9 Other.

BEST GRANT PRIORITY GUIDELINES
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(d) All other projects.
4.1  Provide better temperature control and indoor air quality.
4.1  Air conditioning.
4.1 Additional space for new program(s).
4.2  HVAC repairs, replacement and new installation.
4.2  Boiler replacement.
4.2 Plumbing repairs.
4.2  Electrical repairs.
4.2  Upgrading the electrical systems to meet codes, reduce energy or increase service.
4.2  Provide proper acoustics to reduce noise.
4.4 Roof repairs or replacement - due to age or regular scheduled maintenance (no leak issues).
4.4  ADA upgrades.
4.5 Window and door replacement.
4.6 Insulation for temperature control.
4.7  Addition of energy saving windows to increase natural light and reduce lighting costs.
4.8  Asbestos abatement (friable), but non-disturbed.
4.8  Asbestos abatement (non-friable).
4.8  Caulking to reduce air infiltration.
4.8 Reduce energy costs.
4.9  Exterior entry vestibules for ice, snow and wind costs.
4.9  Minor structural hazards.
4.9  Grading to improve drainage.
4.9  Provide cheerful ceiling, wall and floor treatment.
4.9 Increase storage for better organization.
4.9 Lighting upgrades.
4.9  Other.
5.0 Non-qualifying.
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Criteria # Question
Approximately how many acres is the site? (CDE requires a URL link to aerial photograph of all facilities

1 assessed via Google Earth or other of site with approximate boundaries delineated. The CDE will provide the
assessor with aerial images of schools.

2 How does the existing site compare with size recommendation in the CDE Construction Guidelines 4.77?

a1 Do Football Fields meet recommended CDE Construction Guidelines 4.11.1 4.12.1 or 4.13.1? If not
comment on deficiencies.

4.2 Are Football Fields approved by the Colorado High School Activities Association?

5.1 Does the track meet recommended CDE Construction Guidelines 4.11.1 4.12.1 or 4.13.1? If not comment
on deficiencies.

5.2 Is the track approved by the Colorado High School Activities Association?

6.1 Do Baseball fields meet recommended CDE Construction Guidelines 4.11.1 4.12.1 or 4.13.1? If not
comment on deficiencies.

6.2 Are Baseball Fields approved by the Colorado High School Activities Association?

71 Do Softball fields meet recommended CDE Construction Guidelines 4.11.1 4.12.1 or 4.13.1? If not comment
on deficiencies.

7.2 Are Softball Fields approved by the Colorado High School Activities Association?

8.1 Do tennis courts meet recommended CDE Construction Guidelines 4.12.1 or 4.13.1? If not comment on
deficiencies.

8.2 Are tennis courts approved by the Colorado High School Activities Association?

9.1 Do soccer fields meet recommended CDE Construction Guidelines 4.11.1 4.12.1 or 4.13.1? If not comment
on deficiencies.

9.2 Are soccer fields approved by the Colorado High School Activities Association?

10.1 Do practice fields meet recommended CDE Construction Guidelines 4.11.1 4.12.1 or 4.13.1? If not comment
on deficiencies.

13 Is the school located on a 4 lane highway or street with daily traffic counts exceeding 25,000 per day? DOT?

13.1 If 4 lanes wide OR traffic count exceeding 25000 cars is there a traffic light or dedicated turn lane into the
school?

13.2 Is there signage warning of school zone?

14 Is the location removed from undesirable business industry traffic and natural hazards as recommended in
the CDE Construction Guidelines 3.19.1?

16.1 Is there a bus loading and unloading zone?

16.2 Is the bus loading and unloading zone and parent dropoff - pickup area separated from other vehicle and
pedestrian traffic?

16.3 Do pedestrians have to cross traffic lanes to enter school?

17.1 Is there a parent drop off and pick up area?

17.2 Is the parent drop off and pickup area one way?

17.4 Is the parent drop off and pickup area separated from bus loading and unloading

18.1 Are there staff and visitor parking?

18.2 Is the staff and visitor parking area paved with marked parking stalls?

18.3 Are there marked ADA staff and visitor parking stalls?

18.4 Does the staff and visitor parking provided meet the CDE Construction Guidelines 3.18?

18.6 Is there a dedicated well marked traffic lane to the main entry?

19.1 Is there student parking?

19.2 Is the parking area paved with marked parking stalls?

19.3 Are there marked ADA student parking spaces?
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Criteria # Question

19.4 Does the student parking provided meet the CDE Construction Guidelines 3.18?

20 Is the service delivery area separated from pedestrian traffic, sports fields and playgrounds?

21.1 Are there concrete walks that provide circulation around the school?

22 Is there an area for bicycle storage?

23 Is there a marked fire lane with “no parking” signs posted?

25 Is there a playground/playfields for ES? If so does the play equipment meet recommendations in the CDE
Construction Guidelines 3.19.6?

25.1 If there is playground equipment; is the equipment in good condition?

26 Is playground equipment available for persons with disabilities?

28 Are parking areas lit? Describe condition.

29 Are sports fields lit? Describe condition.

30 Are school entries lit? Describe condition.

31 Are school perimeters lit? Describe condition.

33 Is the school floor slab raised 6? above grade or more? Describe condition.

34 Does water drain positively away from the school?

35 Is there a drainage path on site?

35.1 Is the site erosion free?

36 Is there a water retaining area?

36.1 Does it have a drain at the basin?

36.2 Describe the condition of the retaining area.

38 Is ADA parking close to the main entrance?

39 Is there an identifiable path of ingress?

40 Are there curb cuts at curbs?

41 Is there signage identifying ADA parking and identifying path of ingress?

43.1 Is there site way-finding signage?

43.2 Is there traffic signage as recommended in the CDE Construction Guidelines 3.9 & 3.18.1? Describe
deficiencies.

45 Is the school heated with natural gas propane coal electricity or other?

45.1 Are the propane tank or tanks installed as required by code?

45.2 Is the natural gas service protected?

46 Is the site served by a private or a public water system?

47 Is the site served by a well?

47.1 Is the well secured to limit access? Describe condition.

48 Is major electrical service equipment (Including transformers switchgear and disconnects) located outside?

48.1 If the major electrical service equipment is located outside is the electrical equipment fenced in or locked to
limit access?

49 Is the site served by a public or private waste water system?
Is the private waste water system approved by the Colorado Health Department OR a LOCALLY approved

30 septic tank and leach field?

50.1 Is there a manhole to the service tank?

51 Is there a fire hydrant(s) located within 200 ft of the school?

51.1 How far away is the fire hydrant from the school building?

53 Is the landscaping well developed and maintained?
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Criteria # Question

54 How is the landscaping watered? By hand on a timer on a smart system other?

54.1 Describe the condition of the landscaping watering system.

55 Does the landscaping aid passive solar techniques as described in the CDE Construction Guidelines 5.1.9?

56 Is the landscaping drought tolerant as described in the CDE Construction Guidelines 5.1.20?

57 Are weeds under control?

60 Is the trash area segregated from students and the public?

61 Is the trash area enclosed?

63 Is the site clean and free of litter and trash?

65.1 Is the site fenced?

65.2 Are gates provided at fences with locking capability?

65.3 Are playgrounds fenced separately?

66 Are there good open lines of site from a single vantage point of playgrounds?

67 Is the school roof controlled for restricted access?

68 Is the main entry protected from forced vehicle entry? Describe how, bollards etc.

70 Are corridors fire rated?

70.1 Are the corridors' openings protected? E.g. are doors labeled with smoke seals and closers etc?

70.2 Describe the condition of the corridors.

71 Is the school segregated with area separation fire walls?

72 What is the school construction type? E.g. lll-A, 1-B, etc.

73 What is the school occupant load?

73.1 Is the school occupant load in compliance with code?

74 Is there an unobstructed path of egress from all points in the school?

74.1 Describe the condition of the unobstructed path of egress.

75 Are stairways protected for exiting as required by code?

75.1 Determine the adequate number of stairways

75.2 Describe condition of stair(s)
Do stair treads risers and landings meet code? 1) Riser restrictions are 7' maximum and 4" minimum. 2)

76 Tread depth must be a minimum of 11". 3) Minimum stair width must be 60" for educational group with an
occupancy of 100 or more.

76.1 Describe condition of treads risers and landings

77 Are classroom doors recessed and open in the exiting direction?
Are there guardrails and handrails by stairways and landings as required by code? 1) Top of handrail must

78 be 34" to 38' above the stair nosing. 2) handrail extension for the top and bottom must extend a minimum
of 12" plus the return to wall dimension.

78.1 Describe condition of guardrails and handrails

79 Is glass tempered, laminated, or wire in locations as required by code?

80 Does the school provide exits as required by code?

80.1 Do corridors terminate at an exit or a stairway leading to an exit?

81 Is the path of egress ADA accessible?

81.1 Are there areas of refuge?

82 Does the school facility offer same services to all occupants in the building? E.g. is the building ADA
compliant?

83 Does the school have emergency exiting lighting on an independent electrical service?
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Criteria # Question

84 Does the district/school have a backup generator?

84.1 How is the backup generator powered? Natural gas propane wind other?

84.2 Is fuel stored as required by code? Describe condition.

85 Does the school have fire extinguishers located as required by code?

86 Is the school provided with a sprinkler system?

87 Is there a school fire alarm system that meets current fire codes? IFC Required?

87.1 Is the alarm monitored?

87.2 Describe the type age and condition of the fire alarm system.

28 Will thermal imaging be used to evaluate building systems? If yes describe building components to be
evaluated. l.e. roofs, windows, exterior walls, electrical switch gear, etc.

89 Will photographs be taken of facility deficiencies found?

90 Include exterior photographs of all district owned facilities, North, East, West, and South.

91 Collect pdf files of existing floor plans. CDE prefers this information be collected from the school district for
inclusion into database
List all facilities as described in section 4 of the RFP by name and description. Include this information on all

92 facilities including abandoned facilities, storage sheds, press stands, etc.
List square footages of all facilities, including roof footprint square footage. Include this information on all

93 facilities including abandoned facilities, storage sheds, press stands, etc.
List Age of all facilities. List dates of additions or major remodels. Include this information on all facilities

94 including abandoned facilities, storage sheds, press stands, etc.

95 List Grades Attending School.

96 List number of building stories.

97 What is the student capacity?

100 Is there a basement?

100.1 Does the foundation or basement walls have any observable cracks?

101 Is the school constructed on a slab on grade?

101.1 Does the slab on grade show signs of heaving or cracking?

101.2 If visually possible from the exterior, note whether the slab is post tensioned.

102 Are the exterior/interior walls bearing?

102.1 What materials are the exterior/interior walls constructed of?

102.2 Are there any observable cracks or other areas of failure in respect to the walls?

102.3 Are there expansion joints for expansion and contraction of building materials?

103 What are the exterior walls constructed of if not bearing? Wood framing metal framing other?

103.1 Describe condition of exterior walls (Including all facilities including abandoned facilities, storage sheds,
press stands, etc.)

104 What is the school's structural system?

104.2 Describe the condition of the school's structural system.

105 What are the exterior walls veneered with? Lath and plaster stucco brick CMU block stone wood lap siding
metal siding other?

105.2 Describe condition of veneer.

106 What are the interior corridor walls constructed of, if not bearing?

106.1 Describe condition of interior corridor walls.

107 What are interior walls, other than corridors, constructed of?
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Criteria # Question
107.1 Describe condition of the interior walls and veneering.
What is the ceiling/roof assembly constructed of? Wood joists with wood planking I-joists with plywood
108 open web wood joists with wood planking or plywood open web metal joist and concrete other?
108.1 Describe the condition of the school's ceiling/roof assembly.
What is the ceiling/floor assembly constructed of? Wood joists with wood planking I-joists with plywood
109 open web wood joists with wood planking or plywood open web metal joist and metal decking other?
109.1 Describe the condition of the school's ceiling/floor assembly.
110 Is the school's roof covering low-sloping (3:12 or less) or steep-sloping (3:12 or more) ?
110.1 What is the roofing system (BUR EPDM Asphalt Shingles etc)?
110.2 What is the approximate age of the roof covering?
110.3 Is water draining positively with water being removed off?
110.4 What is the condition of the roof covering?
HVAC-What type of mechanical system does the school have? Describe all individual mechanical systems by
112 area that comprise the overall system.
112.1 What is the approximate age of the HVAC system?
112.2 Does the system provide fresh air as recommended in the CDE Construction Guidelines 3.12 and as required
) by code? Please refer to CO2 test results.
112.3 How is the fresh air controlled?
112.4 How many zones are there?
114 What is the air quality for carbon dioxide?
114.1 Provide resulting data from carbon dioxide tests.
115 At the time of visit, what is the air quality for carbon monoxide in boiler rooms or at air supply ducts?
Are electrical utilities lines service equipment and distribution system installed as recommended in the CDE
116 Construction Guidelines 3.19.3 and as required by code?
Does the electrical system in its existing configuration, from the transformer to the panel, have room for
116.1 additional electrical capacity?
116.2 Is power single or three phase?
116.3 Describe the age and condition of the electrical system.
117 Is there an adequate number of electrical outlets in classrooms and teaching areas?
117.1 Are extension cords and multiple outlet receptacle outlets used to make up for lack of wall/floor outlets?
118 What type of lighting does the school have? Compact fluorescents, T-8 lamps, T-5 lamps, other?
118.1 Describe condition of the lighting in the school.
119 Do current lighting levels meet electrical lighting codes?
119.1 Describe lighting levels.
120 Are there any noticeable odors in the school that suggest sewer lines are in poor condition?
120.1 Does the school have adequate bathrooms to support the building population as required by code?
120.2 Are plumbing fixtures equipped with low flow water saving devices?
120.3 Describe condition of system and fixtures.
120.4 What are the occupant loads and fixture counts versus the current enrollment at the school?
121 Test water at one location in each school for lead and copper. Provide testing results in database.
122 What is the condition of the school's water treatment system?
124 Is there an event alert notification system as recommended in the CDE Construction Guidelines 3.8?
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Criteria # Question

125.1 Is there restricted access at secondary entrances and controlled access at the building main entrance as
) recommended in the CDE Construction Guidelines C 3.9?

125.2 Are there lines of sight from the administrative area or video cameras monitoring the main entrance?

127 Are facilities equipped with closed circuit video and key card or key pad school access?
Are there any noticeable friable hazardous materials in the school or any suspected hazardous materials

123 not on the school's Asbestos Hazard Emergency Response Act (AHERA) plan?

129.1 Are hazardous materials safely managed?

129.2 Is there an updated copy of the Asbestos Management Plan on file?
Are the school facilities including kitchens maintained in a clean and sanitary manner as recommended in

131 the Criteria and as required by Colorado Health Codes? List major items in non-compliance

131.1 Please list deficiencies in relation to major clean and sanitary non-compliance issues.

133 Are chemicals and cleaning supplies stored as recommended in the CDE Construction Guidelines 3.157?

134 Are Science labs and shops safe as recommended in the CDE Construction Guidelines 3.157?

135 Is there an emergency nurse’s station with a dedicated bathroom and secure area to store student
medications?

137.1 Does the school have daylight with views in all learning areas?

137.2 Learning style variety
Does the school have acoustical materials to reduce ambient noise levels and minimize transfer of noise

137.3 between classrooms, corridors and other learning areas?
Is there anything in the physical make-up of the school that does not allow the school to meet the

138 standards of the Colorado Achievement Plan for Kids (Cap4K) or the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB)

139.1 Does the school have preschool classroom as described in the CDE Construction Guidelines 4.10 & 4.10.2?

139.2 Preschool Adjacencies

139.3 Preschool Storage/Fixed Equipment

140.1 Does the school have kindergarten classrooms as described in the CDE Construction Guidelines 4.10?

140.2 Kindergarten Adjacencies

140.3 Kindergarten Storage/Fixed Equipment

1411 Do 'Fhe special education spaces (including testing rooms, offices, etc) meet school expectations and
requirements.

141.2 Special Ed Adjacencies

141.3 Special Ed Storage/Fixed Equipment

1421 Does the school have general classrooms as described in the CDE Construction Guidelines 4.10 4.11 4.12 &
4,137

142.2 General Classroom Adjacencies

142.3 General Classroom Storage/Fixed Equipment

143.1 Do t‘he special program spaces (including, Title 1, Speech, PT/OT, ESL, etc) meet school expectations and
requirements.

143.2 Special Programs Adjacencies

143.3 Special Programs Storage/Fixed Equipment

144.1 Does the school have a Music room as described in the CDE Construction Guidelines 4.104.11 4.12 & 4.13?

144.2 Music Adjacencies

144.3 Music Storage/Fixed Equipment

146.1 Does the school have an art room as described in the CDE Construction Guidelines 4.10 4.11 4.12 & 4.137?)?
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Criteria # Question

146.2 Art Adjacencies

146.3 Art Fixed Equipment

1471 Does the school have a computer lab as described in the CDE Construction Guidelines 4.10 4.11 4.12 &
4.13?

147.2 Computer Lab Adjacencies

147.3 Computer Lab Fixed Equipment

Does the school have a career center for students to access materials and research higher education

148 opportunities which meets local needs
149.1 Does the school have Career and Technical Education spaces as described in the CDE Construction
' Guidelines 4.104.11 4.12 & 4.13?

149.2 CTC Adjacencies

149.3 CTC Storage/Fixed Equipment

150.1 Does the school have a library/multimedia center (LMC) as described in the CDE Construction Guidelines
4104.114.12 & 4.13?

150.2 Library Adjacencies

150.3 Library Storage/Fixed Equipment

151.1 Does the school have a distance learning lab as described in the CDE Construction Guidelines 4.10 4.11 4.12
& 4.13?

151.2 Distance Learning Adjacencies

151.3 Distance Learning Storage/Fixed Equipment

152.1 Does the school have a adequate PE facilities as described in the CDE Construction Guidelines 4.10 4.11
4,12 & 4.13?

152.2 PE Adjacencies

152.3 PE Storage/Fixed Equipment

152.4 Does school have dance program and appropriate space for program

156.1 Does the school have a performing arts/auditorium support area as described in the CDE Construction

) Guidelines 4.11 4.12 & 4.13?

156.2 Performing Arts/Auditorium Adjacencies

156.3 Performing Arts/Auditorium Storage/Fixed Equipment

157.1 Does the school have an administrative support area + reception area including teacher lounge guidance

area etc. as described in the CDE Construction Guidelines 4.4 4.104.11 4.12 & 4.13?

157.2 Administration Adjacencies

157.3 Administration Storage/Fixed Equipment

157.4 Student Restrooms

157.5 Cafeteria

157.6 Food Prep

158.1 Science Labs as described in the CDE Construction Guidelines 4.11 4.12 & 4.13?
158.2 Science Labs Adjacencies

158.3 Science Labs Storage/Fixed Equipment

Are the school materials listed below of good quality and easily maintainable? Please see below listed

159 guestions 160-165 for details.
160 Interior walls finishes? Describe type and condition.
161 Interior flooring? Describe type and condition.

STATEWIDE FACILITY ASSESSMENT CRITERIA QUESTIONS
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Criteria # Question
162 Interior ceilings? Describe type and condition.
163 Exterior doors, frames and glazing? Describe type and condition.
163.1 What is condition of weather stripping and caulk?
163.2 How many exterior doors are there?
164 Interior doors and frames? Describe type and condition.
165 Windows/glazing? Describe type and condition.
168 Telephone system? Describe type and condition.
169 Video distribution system? Describe type and description.
170 Does the school have a data/network system?
171.1 Is the school facility protected to maintain business continuity with emergency power backup?
171.2 Is the school facility protected to maintain business continuity with redundant air conditioning for data
centers?
171.3 Is the school facility protected to maintain business continuity with data backup systems?
171.4 Where are data backups stored?
173.1 Is the school connected to the internet? How is it connected?
173.2 Does the school have wireless internet access throughout?
1741 Is the school connected to the Colorado institutions of higher education distant learning networks “internet
two”?
174.2 Do the buildings have high speed drops or wireless?
School administrative offices are provided with hardware & software that provides control of web-based
176.1 activity access throughout the facility.
176.2 School administrative offices are provided with the technological hardware and software that provides
email for staff.
School administrative offices are provided with the technological hardware and software that provides a
176.3 school wide telephone system with voicemail.
School administrative offices are provided with hardware & software that provides a district hosted web
176.4 site with secure parent online access linked to attendance and grades.
178.1 Is the school energy efficient? (Btus/SF/Yr)
178.2 Is the school water efficient? (Gals/SF/Student)
Does the school have low life cycle costs? (Compare current FCI with Parsons K12 Historical FCI curve and
173 establish + deviation (worse) or - deviation (better) to estimate total effect of life cycle costs.)
Is the school healthy for its occupants? (Average scores of 112.2 (fresh air)+ 114 (CO2) + 115 (CO) + 119.1
180 (lighting) + 121 (C and Pb) + 129.1 (Hazmat) + 131 (sanitary) + 137.1 (daylight) + 137.3 (acoustics))
Does the school have a relatively low impact on the environment? (Average scores 178.1 (energy) + 178.2
181 (water) + 179 (life cycle costs) + 184.1 (renewable strategies))
Does the school reduce demand on municipal infrastructure by encouraging denser development, reducing
182 water consumption and with responsible storm water management and treatment design?
183 Does the site minimize parking to reduce heat island effect and discourage use of individual automobiles as
described in the CDE Construction Guidelines 5.1.5?
184 Does the school utilize energy efficient equipment? (See 178.1 - Btus/SF/Yr)
184.1 Does the building utilize renewable energy strategies?
185 Does the school meter all utilities with the ability to submeter selected systems?
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Criteria # Question

Does the school increase the schools community knowledge about the basics of high performance design
186 using an educational display to serve as a three-dimensional textbook?
187 What are exterior walls insulated with? Describe age type and condition. Condition Score
188 Is there an un-shaded south facing wall? If so how many square feet get direct sunlight?
189 What percent of exterior facade are windows dedicated to?
190 Is the school site located to encourage use of bicycling walking and mass transportation?
191 Is the school used jointly with the community?
191.1 What are the typical community uses of the building?
191.2 How many hours/day and days/year is the school available for the community to use?
192 How many exit doors are there?
193 Is the school oriented to take advantage of passive solar, wind, natural ventilation green roofs, etc.?
194 Does the school have good sources of natural light throughout the building. Describe type and locations.
195 Has the school lighting been replaced with new energy efficient fixtures?
196 Does the site lighting have minimal impact at night on neighboring properties (low sky glare)?
197 Has the mechanical system been commissioned or retro-commissioned in the last five years?
198 What are exterior walls insulated with? Describe age type and condition. Energy Score
199 Are corridor walls insulated for sound? Describe age type and condition.
200 Are interior walls other than corridors insulated for sound? Describe age type and condition.
201 Is ceiling/floor assembly insulated for sound? Describe age type and condition.
202 Is the ceiling/roof assembly insulated? Describe age type and condition of insulation.
203 Are the windows thermal with double pane low e glass? If not describe type and condition.
203.1 Are they operable? Are the windows being used to control indoor air temperature and ventilation?
203.2 Describe condition of caulking
204 Are school wastes reclaimed?
205 Does the site incorporate responsible storm water management and treatment design?
206 Are there entry vestibules at the main school entrances?
206.1 Are there entry vestibules at the secondary school entrances?
207 Does the district/school have a recent active energy management plan?
208 Does the district/school have preventative maintenance procedures in place?
Obtain past and current utility records (three year) from school and include in database. Include dollars per
209 kilowatt-hour (kwh), kilowatt (kW), and Therms used. This item must be coordinated with the Governor’s
Energy Office.
Should the facility be placed on a list for further due diligence by CDE to determine historical significance
210 based on the CDE Construction Guidelines section 6?
Remaining Useful Life of facility. Use industry standard cost data (Building Owners and Managers
211 Association (BOMA) or equivalent).
212 Current facility/school replacement value (CRV)
213 Facility Condition Index (FCI) or equivalent method. Include inflation line item factored in at bottom of (FCl)

STATEWIDE FACILITY ASSESSMENT CRITERIA QUESTIONS
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Level 1 Level 2 Level 3
Major Group Elements Group Elements Individual Elements
A SUBSTRUCTURE A10 Foundations A1010 Standard Foundations

A1020 Special Foundations

A1030 Slab on Grade

A20 Basement Construction A2010 Basement Excavation
A2020 Basement Walls
B SHELL B10 Super Structure B1010 Floor Construction

B1020 Roof Construction

B2010 Exterior Walls

B20 Exterior Enclosure B2020 Exterior Windows
B2030 Exterior Doors
B30 Roofing B3010 Roof Coverings
B3020 Roof Openings
CINTERIORS C10 Interior Construction C1010 Partitions

C1020 Interior Doors

C1030 Fittings

C20 Stairs C2010 Stair Construction
C2020 Stair Finishes
C30 Interior Finishes C3010 Wall Finishes

C3020 Floor Finishes

C3030 Ceiling Finishes

D SERVICES D10 Conveying D1010 Elevators & Lifts

D1020 Escalators & Moving Walks

D1090 Other Conveying Systems

D20 Plumbing D2010 Plumbing Fixtures

D2020 Domestic Water Distribution

D2030 Sanitary Waste

D2040 Rain Water Drainage

D2090 Other Plumbing Systems

D30 HVAC D3010 Energy Supply

D3020 Heat Generating Systems

D3030 Cooling Generating Systems

D3040 Distribution Systems

D3050 Terminal & Package Units

D3060 Controls & Instrumentation

D3070 Systems Testing & Balancing

D3090 Other HVAC Systems & Equipment

D40 Fire Protection D4010 Sprinklers

D4020 Standpipes

D4030 Fire Protection Specialties

D4090 Other Fire Protection Systems

D50 Electrical D5010 Electrical Service & Distribution

D5020 Lighting and Branch Wiring

D5030 Communications & Security

D5090 Other Electrical Systems

UNIFORMAT
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E EQUIPMENT & FURNISHINGS E10 Equipment E1010 Commercial Equipment

E1020 Institutional Equipment

E1030 Vehicular Equipment

E1090 Other Equipment

E20 Furnishings E2010 Fixed Furnishings
E2020 Movable Furnishings
F SPECIAL CONSTRUCTION & F10 Special Construction F1010 Special Structures
DEMOLITION F1020 Integrated Construction

F1030 Special Construction Systems

F1040 Special Facilities

F1050 Special Controls and Instrumentation

F20 Selective Building Demolition | F2010 Building Elements Demolition

F2020 Hazardous Components Abatement

G BUILDING SITEWORK G10 Site Preparation G1010 Site Clearing

G1020 Site Demolition and Relocations

G1030 Site Earthwork

G1040 Hazardous Waste Remediation

G20 Site Improvements G2010 Roadways

G2020 Parking Lots

G2030 Pedestrian Paving

G2040 Site Development

G2050 Landscaping

G30 Site Mechanical Utilities G3010 Water Supply

Key: G3020 Sanitary Sewer

G3030 Storm Sewer

G3040 Heating Distribution

Priority: 2 G3050 Cooling Distribution

Potentially Critical - 12 Months G3060 Fuel Distribution

Priority: 3 G3090 Other Site Mechanical Utilities
Necessary - 2-5 Years G40 Site Electrical Utilities G4010 Electrical Distribution

Priority: 4 G4020 Site Lighting

Recommended - 3-10 Years G4030 Site Communications & Security
Priority: 5 G4090 Other Site Electrical Utilities
Does Not Meet Current Code and/or | G90 Other Site Construction G9010 Service and Pedestrian Tunnels
Guidelines (grandfathered) G9090 Other Site Systems & Equipment

UNIFORMAT
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PPl SR BEST GRANT APPLICATION EVALUATION TOOL

Applicant: Board Member:
Project Name: Key: Strongly Disagree: 1

Strongly Agree: 10
Statutory Need - Pursuant to 22-43.7-109(5) C.R.S., the board shall prioritize applications that describe public school facility capital
construction projects deemed eligible for financial assistance based on the following criteria, in descending order of importance:
*Please select the highest priority that pertains to the project.
Projects that will address safety hazards or health concerns at existing public school facilities, including concerns
relating to public school facility security.
Projects that will relieve overcrowding in public school facilities, including but not limited to projects that will allow
students to move from temporary instructional facilities into permanent facilities.

Priority 3 Projects that are designed to incorporate technology into the educational environment.

Priority4 |All other projects.
(Optional Comments & Notes) Priority Selected:

Priority 1

Priority 2

Conditions of the Entire Public School Facility Score 1-10 for Each
The FCl supports the scope of the proposed project.
The CFl supports the scope of the proposed project.
The facility assessment supports the scope of the project.

Total out of 30: 0

(Optional Comments & Notes)

Financial Capacity Score 1-10 for Each
The applicant is providing the minimum required match contribution or meets the minimum waiver requirements.
The applicant has less than three financial warning indicators.
The applicant is contributing to a capital reserve type fund.

Total out of 30: 0
(Optional Comments & Notes)
Project Proposal Score 1-10 for Each
The application clearly states the deficiencies associated with the facility.
The solution resolves all deficiencies noted within the application.
The scope of work proposed appears to be reasonable and well planned.
The deficiencies are urgentin nature.
Total out of 40: 0
(Optional Comments & Notes)
Other Application Considerations Score 1-10 for Each

The project complies with the BEST Construction Guidelines.

The cost, cost per SF, and/or cost per pupil seem appropriate and supportable.

The SF of the project and/or SF per pupil seem reasonable and supportable.

The applicant is willing to pursue a fair, competitive, transparent selection process for contractors and consultants.
Total out of 40: 0

(Optional Comments & Notes)

Grand Total of All Scores: 0
Presentation & Discussion - no score, information only

(Optional Comments & Notes)

Shortlist I:IRecommended I:lNot recommended

BEST GRANT APPLICATION EVALUATION TOOL Adopted 12/12/2013
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]SSP PA A SH ST GRANT WAIVER EVALUATION TOOL FOR SCHOOL DISTRICTS & BOCES

The BEST grant is a matching grant. Each applicant is assigned a unique minimum matching requirement, based on the
factors outlined in statute, to identify financial capacity. An applicant may apply to the Capital Construction Assistance
Board for a waiver or reduction of the matching moneys requirement for their project if the applicant determines the
minimum match is not reflective of their current financial capacity.

Please review the applicant’s waiver application responses. Answer the questions below by marking each response with
a yes or no. Be sure to look at the specifics when reviewing each question and evaluate the applicant’s explanation to
the issues and impacts that make it impossible for the applicant to make its full matching contribution.

Yes- The response demonstrated a high need for a reduction in the match contribution
No-  The response did not demonstrate sufficient need for a reduction in the applicant’s match requirement

Grant Applicant Name Project Name

Waiver application questions

1. Please describe why a waiver or reduction of the matching contribution would significantly enhance educational
opportunity and quality within your school district, charter school or BOCES.

Does this response support a reduction in the applicant’s match contribution? YES or NO

2. Please describe why the cost of complying with the match contribution would significantly limit educational
opportunities within your school district, charter school or BOCES.

Does this response support a reduction in the applicant’s match contribution? YES or NO

3. What efforts has the applicant made to coordinate the project with local governmental entities, community based
organizations, or other available grants or organizations to more efficiently or effectively leverage the applicant’s ability
to contribute financial assistance to the project?

Does this response support a reduction in the applicant’s match contribution? YES or NO

4. Justification for per pupil assessed valuation not being representative of their financial capacity.

Does this response support a reduction in the applicant’s match contribution? YES or NO

5. lJustification for the district’s median household income not being representative of their financial capacity.

Does this response support a reduction in the applicant’s match contribution? YES or NO

6. Justification for percentage of pupils eligible for free or reduced cost lunch not being representative of their financial
capacity.

Does this response support a reduction in the applicant’s match contribution? YES or NO

7. Justification for bond election failures and successes in the last 10 years not being representative of their financial
capacity.

Does this response support a reduction in the applicant’s match contribution? YES or NO

GRANT WAIVER EVALUATION TOOL FOR SCHOOL DISTRICTS & BOCES Adopted 12/12/2013
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8. Justification for bond mill levy not being representative of their financial capacity.
Does this response support a reduction in the applicant’s match contribution? YES or NO

9. Please describe any other extenuating circumstances deemed appropriate for a waiver or reduction in the matching
contribution.

Does this response support a reduction in the applicant’s match contribution? YES or NO

Additional Board Member Comments

Overall support based on the total number of yes responses versus no responses. YES or NO
In the event of a tie, Robert’s Rules will apply and a “no” will be assigned.

GRANT WAIVER EVALUATION TOOL FOR SCHOOL DISTRICTS & BOCES Adopted 12/12/2013
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The BEST grant is a matching grant. Each applicant is assigned a unique minimum matching requirement, based on the
factors outlined in statute, to identify their financial capacity. An applicant may apply to the Capital Construction
Assistance Board for a waiver or reduction of the matching moneys requirement for their project if the applicant
determines their minimum match is not reflective of their current financial capacity.

Please review the applicant’s waiver application responses. Answer the questions below by marking each response with
a yes or no. Be sure to look at the specifics when reviewing each question and evaluate the applicant’s explanation to
the issues and impacts that make it impossible for the applicant to make its full matching contribution.

Yes- The response demonstrated a high need for a reduction in the match contribution
No-  The response did not demonstrate sufficient need for a reduction in the applicant’s match requirement

Grant Applicant Name Project Name

Waiver application questions

1. Please describe why a waiver or reduction of the matching contribution would significantly enhance educational
opportunity and quality within your school district, charter school or BOCES.

Does this response support a reduction in the applicant’s match contribution? YES or NO

2. Please describe why the cost of complying with the match contribution would significantly limit educational
opportunities within your school district, charter school or BOCES.

Does this response support a reduction in the applicant’s match contribution? YES or NO
3. What efforts has the applicant made to coordinate the project with local governmental entities, community-based
organizations, or other available grants or organizations to more efficiently or effectively leverage the applicant’s ability

to contribute financial assistance to the project?

Does this response support a reduction in the applicant’s match contribution? YES or NO

4. Justification for weighted average of district matches which comprise the student population.

Does this response support a reduction in the applicant’s match contribution? YES or NO
5. Justification for the district authorizer having 10% or less bonding capacity remaining.

Does this response support a reduction in the applicant’s match contribution? YES or NO
6. Justification for the charter school in a district-owned facility.

Does this response support a reduction in the applicant’s match contribution? YES or NO

7. Justification for the number of times the charter school attempted or attained bond proceeds from an authorizer's
ballot measure for capital needs.

Does this response support a reduction in the applicant’s match contribution? YES or NO
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8. Justification for the number of times the charter school attempted to do a special mill levy override pursuant to 22-
30.5-405 for capital needs.

Does this response support a reduction in the applicant’s match contribution? YES or NO

9. Justification for the number of times the charter school attempted or attained grant funding through a non-BEST
source for capital needs.

Does this response support a reduction in the applicant’s match contribution? YES or NO

10. Justification for the number of times the charter school attempted or obtained funding through CECFA or another
type of financing.

Does this response support a reduction in the applicant’s match contribution? YES or NO
11. Justification for charter school enrollment as a percent of district enrollment.
Does this response support a reduction in the applicant’s match contribution? YES or NO

12. Justification for free/reduced lunch percentage in relation to the statewide average charter school free/reduced
lunch percentage.

Does this response support a reduction in the applicant’s match contribution? YES or NO
13. Justification for percentage of PPR spent on non-M&O facilities costs.

Does this response support a reduction in the applicant’s match contribution? YES or NO
14. Justification for unreserved fund balance as a percent of budget.

Does this response support a reduction in the applicant’s match contribution? YES or NO

15. Justification for describing any other extenuating circumstances deemed appropriate for a waiver or reduction in the
matching contribution.

Does this response support a reduction in the applicant’s match contribution? YES or NO

Additional Board Member Comments

Overall support based on the total number of yes responses versus no responses. YES or NO

In the event of a tie, Robert’s Rules will apply and a “no” will be assigned.
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Colorado Facility Index (CFI)
CFl is the ratio of condition needs plus suitability needs plus energy audit needs to Current Replacement Value (CRV).

Condition Budget

Condition budgets are the rough order-of-magnitude budgeted costs to make partial or full replacement of expired
systems, costs for out-of-cycle repair adjustments and costs for condition, suitability and sufficiency deficiencies.
Because project costs typically include budget elements in addition to condition repair costs of a current facility, i.e.,
modernization upgrade items, area sufficiency items, etc., the total order-of-magnitude condition repair costs can
exceed the current replacement value (CRV).

Condition Score*

Condition Score is a factor used in the calculation of School Score. The Condition Score is developed from scoring of
those criteria questions addressing facility condition referenced in SchoolHouse from the CDE Construction Guidelines.
Each criteria question is set up in the database Administration with specific possible points 0-5.

Current Replacement Value (CRV)
Current Replacement Value (CRV) represents the hypothetical total cost of rebuilding or replacing an existing facility in
current dollars to its optimal condition (excluding auxiliary facilities) under current codes and construction standards.

Energy Budget
The energy budget represents recommended costs to improve the energy efficiency of the school.

Energy Score*

Energy Score is a factor that may be used in the calculation of School Score. The Energy Score is developed from scoring
of those criteria questions addressing facility energy issues referenced in SchoolHouse from the CDE Construction
Guidelines. Each criteria question is set up in the database Administration with specific possible points 0-5.

Facility Condition Index (FCI)

FCl is an industry-standard measurement of a facility's condition that is the ratio of the cost to correct a facility's
deficiencies to the Current Replacement Value of the facilities. The higher the FCI, the poorer the condition the facility is
in. After an FCl is established for all buildings within a portfolio, a building's condition can be ranked relative to other
buildings. The FClI may also represent the condition of a portfolio based on the cumulative FCls of the portfolio's
facilities.

Fiscal Health Terms

The Office of the State Auditor’s Fiscal Health Analysis uses the following six ratios to assess school district’s financial
health. These ratios are evaluated for trends that are indicators of potential financial stress when evaluated over a
three year period. These rations focus on the areas of highest risk for school districts. The analysis focuses primarily on
each school district’s general fund because this fund accounts for state funding and local property tax revenue received
and expended for operations and discretionary items. The analysis also focuses on the school district’s debt and
includes any fund balance deficits.

If an applicant did not meet one of the financial ratios below an indicator point was assessed against them for fiscal
health. Two or more indicator points denote a “yes” for fiscal health watch.

Ratio 1: Asset Sufficiency Ratio (ASR)
The ratio indicates whether the school district's total assets are adequate to cover all of its obligations or
amounts owed. This ratio divides general fund total assets by general fund total liabilities.

GLOSSARY OF TERMS USED
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Warning indicator: A consistent deficit in assets' adequacy to meet obligations over the three-year period.

Ratio 2: Debt Burden Ratio (DBR)

The ratio indicates whether the school district's annual revenue will cover its annual debt payments, including
principal and interest. This ratio divides total governmental revenue of fund(s) paying debt by total
governmental debt payments.

Warning indicator: Annual revenues consistently below the annual debt payment for each of the three years.

Ratio 3: Operating Reserve Ratio (ORR)
The ratio indicates the school district's reserve to cover future expenditures. This ratio divides fund balance of
the general fund by total general fund expenditures (net of transfers).

Warning indicator: A reserve that covers less than one week of future expenditures, which is the equivalent of
.0192, or 1/52, for each of the three years.

Ratio 4: Operating Margin Ratio (OMR)

The ratio indicates the amount added to the school district's reserves for every $1 generated in revenue. This
ratio subtracts general fund total expenditures (net of transfers) from general fund total revenue and divides by
general fund total revenues.

Warning indicator: A loss in reserves for each of the three years.

Ratio 5: Deficit Fund Balance Ratio (DFBR)

This ratio indicates the portion of annual revenue the school district must generate simply to cover an existing
deficit fund balance in a governmental fund. This ratio is only calculated when a net deficit fund balance exists.
This ratio subtracts the fund balance of the general fund, if the balance is positive, from the total deficit fund
balance(s) (shown as an absolute value) and divides the total by the total revenue in the deficit fund balance(s).

Warning indicator: The portion of annual revenue needed to cover the deficit fund balance is increasing over the
three-year period.

Ratio 6: Change in Fund Balance Ratio (CFBR)

The ratio indicates whether the school district's reserves in its general fund are increasing or decreasing. This
ratio subtracts the prior year fund balance of the general fund from the current year fund balance and divides by
the prior year fund balance.

Warning indicator: Consistent decreases in reserves.

Gross square feet (GSF)
The size of the enclosed floor space of a building in square feet, measured to the outside face of the enclosing wall.

Match / Waiver

Meets: The applicant is meeting their minimum required match.
Statutory: The applicant will be maximizing their bonding capacity.
Waiver Requested: The applicant is providing less than their minimum required match.

GLOSSARY OF TERMS USED
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Previous BEST Grants
The number of BEST grants the applicant has been previously been awarded.

Prioritization Criteria:

Health & Safety
Projects that will address safety hazards or health concerns at existing public school facilities, including concerns

relating to public school facility security.

Overcrowding
Projects that will relieve overcrowding in public school facilities, including but not limited to projects that will
allow students to move from temporary instructional facilities into permanent facilities.

Technology
Projects that are designed to incorporate technology into the educational environment.

Other
All other projects not relating to health & safety, overcrowding and technology.

Remaining Service Life Index (RSLI)
RSLI is defined as a percentage ratio of the remaining service life of a renewable system to its system life, expressed as a
percent.

School Score*

The School Score is calculated as the combined scores of the Criteria Groups of facility Condition, educational Suitability
and Energy criteria referenced in SchoolHouse from the CDE Construction Guidelines. Each Group is set up in the
database Administration with weighting factors that modify the calculated score for each group as follows:

[Condition Score x Weight] + [Suitability Score x Weight] + [Energy Score x Weight] = School Score

Current weighting is set as follows: Condition = 60%, Suitability = 40%, Energy = 0%

See Condition, Suitability and Energy Score.

*Points are rated accordingly: 5 = Very Good, 4 = Good, 3 = Average, 2 = Poor, 1 = Very Poor

Suitability Budget
The suitability budget represents modernization costs to upgrade the school to meet current educational and safety
standards.

Suitability Score*

The Suitability Score is developed from scoring of those criteria questions addressing facility suitability referenced in
SchoolHouse from the CDE Construction Guidelines, or from best practices generally referenced from Council of
Educational Facility Planners International (CEFPI). Each criteria question is set up in the database Administration with
specific possible points 0-5.

Uniformat

A standard for classifying building specifications, cost estimating, and cost analysis in the U.S. and Canada. The elements
are major components common to most buildings. The system can be used to provide consistency in the economic
evaluation of building projects. It was developed through an industry and government consensus and has been widely
accepted as an ASTM standard.

GLOSSARY OF TERMS USED
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BUILDING EXCELLENT SCHOOLS TODAY (BEST)
FY2014-15 APPLICATION SUMMARIES

APPLICATIONS SORTED BY COUNTY

coe

DIVISION OF PUBLIC SCHOOL
CAPITAL CONSTRUCTION ASSISTANCE

MAY 2014
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BUILDING EXCELLENT SCHOOLS TODAY (BEST)
FY2014-15 APPLICATION SUMMARIES

CHARTER SCHOOL APPLICATIONS SORTED BY COUNTY

coe

DIVISION OF PUBLIC SCHOOL
CAPITAL CONSTRUCTION ASSISTANCE

MAY 2014
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BUILDING EXCELLENT SCHOOLS TODAY (BEST)
FY2014-15 APPLICATION SUMMARIES

LIST OF APPLICATIONS WITH MATCHING FUNDS FROM PROPOSED 2014 BOND ELECTIONS

COocC

DIVISION OF PUBLIC SCHOOL
CAPITAL CONSTRUCTION ASSISTANCE

MAY 2014
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BUILDING EXCELLENT SCHOOLS TODAY (BEST)
FY2014-15 APPLICATION SUMMARIES

LIST OF APPLICATIONS WITH WAIVER LETTERS OR STATUTORY WAIVERS

coe

DIVISION OF PUBLIC SCHOOL
CAPITAL CONSTRUCTION ASSISTANCE

MAY 2014
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BUILDING EXCELLENT SCHOOLS TODAY (BEST)
FY2014-15 APPLICATION SUMMARIES

LIST OF APPLICATIONS REQUESTING OVER $1,000,000

coe

DIVISION OF PUBLIC SCHOOL
CAPITAL CONSTRUCTION ASSISTANCE

MAY 2014
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BUILDING EXCELLENT SCHOOLS TODAY (BEST)
FY2014-15 APPLICATION SUMMARIES

SORTED BY COUNTY, APPLICANT, & APPLICANT PRIORITY NUMBER

DIVISION OF PUBLIC SCHOOL
CAPITAL CONSTRUCTION ASSISTANCE

MAY 2014
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BEST FY2014-15 CDE GRANT APPLICATION SUMMARIES

- Facilities Impacted by this Grant Application -

Adams 12 - STEM Launch - STEM Partial Roof Replacement - 1977

School Name: STEM Launch

Number of Buildings:

All or Portion built by WPA:

Gross Area (SF):
Replacement Value:
Condition Budget:
Total FCI:

Energy Budget:
Suitability Budget:
Total RSLI:

Total CFI:

Condition Score: (60%)
Energy Score: (0%)
Suitability Score: (40%)
School Score:

1

No

105,949
$30,983,149
$11,333,579
36.58%
$37,082
$7,871,700
26%

62.1%

364

260

441

395

STATEWIDE FACILITY ASSESSMENT m SchoolHouse
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CDE - BEST FY2014-15 GRANT APPLICATION SUMMARIES

Applicant Name: ADAMS 12 Applicant Priority Number: 1
County: ADAMS Previous BEST Grant(s) Funded: 0
Project Title: STEM Partial Roof Replacement

Has this project been previously applied for and not funded? No

If Yes, please explain why:

L] Addition L] Fire Alarm Roof ] Window Replacement
L] Asbestos Abatement L] Lighting [ ] School Replacement [ ] New School

L] Boiler Replacement L] ADA L] Security [ ] Land Purchase

L] Electrical Upgrade L] HVAC L] Facility Sitework | Other Please Explain:
L] Energy Savings ] Renovation [ ] Water Systems

General Background Information and Reasons for Pursuing a BEST Grant:

STEM Launch serves kindergarten through 8th grade students and was originally constructed in 1977 with an administration
addition in 1997. The school was converted from a tradition middle school to a K-8 STEM School for the 2012-13 school
year. Major interior upgrades and renovation took place during the summer of 2012. The building has both single story and
two story structures totaling approximately 105,247 square feet. The roof areas total approximately 74,489 square feet.
68,041 square feet of the roof covering consists of the following assembly: roof slope - 1/8"/ft.; precast concrete double tee
roof panels; 3" EPS loose laid insulation, tapered to drain; 60 mil ballasted EPDM. The roof covering assembly was installed in
1996 and included a manufacturer's ten year warranty. The affected facilities below this roof type are educational spaces
including classrooms, gymnasium, music room and library and the kitchen food storage areas. All of these areas are affected
by regular, unpredictable roof leaks, which are damaging the new finishes including ceiling tile, carpet, paint and casework.
The remaining 6,448 square feet of roof area will not be a part of this project. It consists of the following assembly: roof
slope - 1/8"/ft.; steel deck on steel joists rigid insulation tapered to drain; singly-ply fully adhered membrane. The roof
covering assembly was installed in 1997 and included a manufacturer's ten year warranty. Affected facilities below this roof
are administrative. This project will consist of a partial roof replacement consisting of approximately 28,820 square feet of
roof assembly located on the southern most section of the building, which consists of classrooms, gymnasium, music room
and kitchen food storage areas.

Deficiencies Associated with this Project:

The EPDM roof membrane is experiencing cracking, shrinking, tearing and split seams all which are causing regular and
unpredictable leaking. The membrane is shrinking, forcing it to pull away from the parapet wall consistently around the
perimeter. In 2012 many areas of membrane that had experienced severe shrinkage had to be cut so it could relax back up
against the vertical parapet. Those areas were patched with new membrane. There are many areas along the parapet and at
roof top equipment curbs that will need to undergo this same procedure soon to avoid major failure of the membrane. Many
of the corners at roof curbs and other penetrations have experienced tears in the membrane, which has required some type
of patch or caulking. Areas of ballast has been displaced in order to find and repair major leaks in the membrane. The ballast
is not moved back into place until there is assurance that the leak has been repaired. Finding and repairing leaks under the
ballast is a time intensive task because of the weight of the ballast and care that it takes to move it without damaging the
EPDM. The parapet cap flashing is damaged, faded and has required re-caulking at many horizontal joints to stop leaking.

Proposed Solution to Address the Deficiencies Stated Above:

We propose removing the 28,820sf of existing ballasted EPDM roofing down to the deck and installing a graveled built up
roof system. The system will consist of full tapered, rigid polyisocyanurate insulation of approximately 3” thick. The
insulation will be attached to the concrete deck with hot asphalt. The top layer of %5” wood fiber insulation will be attached
to the first layer of insulation with hot asphalt. The final topping with be a graveled, four ply built up roof membrane ranging
in thickness from 3/16” to 1/4”. A graveled built up roof system has a life cycle of about 25-30 years vs. 15-20 that you get
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from EPDM. The existing precast double tee concrete panels and the supporting structure are in good condition. The existing
structure is designed to accommodate the load of a graveled built up roof system. This project will be managed by a District
Project Manager from design and throughout construction. Cave Consulting Group will provide design and construction
administration.

How Urgent is this Project?

Failures of the current system are regular and the locations of the failures are unpredictable. Each time a failure occurs there
is damage to ceiling tiles and at some locations damage to carpet, drywall, paint and casework. Technology equipment
within the classrooms, computer labs and equipment rooms is at high risk of being destroyed or damaged due to unforeseen
leaks. Ceiling light fixtures and data cabling with the plenum space are at risk as well. Continued leaking of the roof system
may cause unknown mold conditions within wall systems and/or behind casework. Leaks occurring during school operation
times interrupts teaching and learning and can cause dangerous slip conditions at hard floor surfaces. Replacement of the
roof system is urgent.

How Does this Project Conform with the BEST Facility Construction Guidelines?

The project will conform with the Public Schools Construction Guidelines section one paragraph 3.2 for weather tight roofs
and paragraph 3.2.1.1 for built-up roofing. Healthy indoor air quality as noted in 3.12 will be supported by provided a
weather-tight roof, which will eliminate water infiltration. Conforming to these guidelines will ensure that we are providing a
healthy and safe environment for the students and all other building occupants.

How Does the Applicant Plan to Maintain the Project if it is Awarded?

Adams 12 Five Star Schools uses a life cycle management approach to assure that equipment and facilities remain in sound
operating condition for at least their expected lifetime. This approach starts with a detailed design review of the project and
focused quality assurance inspections during construction. Once equipment and facilities are commissioned, they enter our
Preventive Maintenance program. Under this program, PM Work Orders are automatically generated at regularly scheduled
intervals and routed to maintenance technicians assigned to the school where the equipment is located. For roofs, the PM
Work Orders are generated annually and include a thorough inspection of the roof with special attention paid to identify “tar-
boils”, deflection, obstructed drains & vents, ponding of water and holes or cracks in seams and flashing. Work Orders are
generated for any deficiencies found during the annual roof inspection. STEM Launch School has been, and will continue to
be, included in this process thus assuring maximum life of the project.

Adams 12 Five Star Schools renews its facilities and related equipment from one of two funding sources; 1) a Capital Reserve
Fund that is replenished via annual operating income and, 2) General Obligation Bonds that we put before our voters when
we deem that facility-related financial needs are much greater than the annual budget can realistically fund. Each year all
district equipment and facilities are reviewed to identify those that are approaching the end of their expected life. A priority
list of renewal projects is then compiled based on this information; some to be funded through the Capital Reserve Fund and
others earmarked to be done under a bond. Most roofs in the district are of the Built Up Roof variety and have expected
lifetimes of 25-30 years. The BEPDM roof at STEM Launch has an expected lifecycle of 15-20 years. Due to the long-life
expectancy and relatively high cost of roof replacements, most are scheduled to be completed under the next available
bond. Unfortunately, a bond proposal offered by the district in 2008 was not approved by the voters. The result is that a
number of roofs (including STEM Launch School’s) slated to be replaced under that bond have passed the end of their
expected life and are beginning to deteriorate significantly. Should we win a BEST Grant, the new roof at STEM Launch would
be included in our annual review and scheduled for replacement again at the end of its expected life; in or around the year
2040.

If this application is for the Renovation, Expansion, Reconstruction or Replacement of an existing public school facility,
describe the condition of the facility at the time it was purchased or construction and if the facility was not adequate as a
public school at that time, provide the rational for purchasing or constructing it in the manner in which you did:

STEM Launch (previously known and reported as Niver Creek Middle School) was originally constructed in 1977 with an
administration addition in 1997. The entire roof at STEM Launch is in poor condition and requires replacement. This
application is for a partial roof replacement of 28,820 square feet.
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Current Grant Request: $354,344.36 Historical Significance: No

Current Applicant Match: $226,548.04 Does this Qualify for HPCP? No

Total Project Cost: $580,892.40 Will this Project go for a Bond? No

Previous Grant Awards: $0.00 CDE Minimum Match %: 39

Previous Matches: $0.00 Actual Match % Provided: 39

Affected Sq Ft: 28,820 Is a Waiver Letter Required? No

Affected Pupils: 773 Is this a Statutory Waiver? No

Cost Per Sq Ft: $18.32 Is a Master Plan Complete? No

Cost Per Pupil: $683.16 Who owns the Facility? District

Sq Ft Per Pupil: 37 Does the Facility have Financing?

Per Pupil Allocation to Cap Reserve: 94.09 Who will the Facility Revert to if the School Ceases to Exist:
Listed Inflation %: 7

District FTE Count: 37,209 Bonded Debt Approved: $180,000,000
Fiscal Health Watch? No Year(s) Bond Approved: 04

# of Fiscal Health Warning Indicators: 2 Bonded Debt Failed: $80,000,000
Assessed Valuation: $1,805,121,723 Year(s) Bond Failed: 08

PPAV: $48,513 Outstanding Bonded Debt: $326,181,456
Unreserved General Fund FY11-12: $31,347,119 Total Bond Capacity: $361,024,345
Median Household Income: $65,859 Bond Capacity Remaining: $34,842,889
Free Reduced Lunch %: 37.17 % Bonding Capacity Used: 90

Match Source Detail: Existing Bond Mill Levy: 22.77

Capital Reserve Fund
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- Facilities Impacted by this Grant Application -

Strasburg 31J - Strasburg HS - HS Electrical Upgrades - 1948

School Name: Strasburg HS

Number of Buildings: 1
All or Portion built by WPA: No
Gross Area (SF): 76,553
Replacement Value: $20,401,662
Condition Budget: $10,434,067
Total FCI: 51.14%
Energy Budget: $26,794
Suitability Budget: $1,140,800
Total RSLI: 14%
Total CFI: 56.9%
Condition Score: (60%) 3.09
Energy Score: (0%) 212
Suitability Score: (40%) 422
School Score: 3.54

STATEWIDE FACILITY ASSESSMENT m SchoolHouse
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Applicant Name: STRASBURG 31) Applicant Priority Number: 1
County: ADAMS Previous BEST Grant(s) Funded: 5
Project Title: HS Electrical Upgrades

Has this project been previously applied for and not funded? No

If Yes, please explain why:

L] Addition L] Fire Alarm L] Roof ] Window Replacement
[ ] Asbestos Abatement L] Lighting [ ] School Replacement [ ] New School

L] Boiler Replacement L] ADA L] Security [ ] Land Purchase
Electrical Upgrade L] HVAC L] Facility Sitework | Other Please Explain:
L] Energy Savings ] Renovation [ ] Water Systems

General Background Information and Reasons for Pursuing a BEST Grant:

Strasburg High School consists of one building at 56729 East Colorado Avenue in Straburg Colorado. The High School has had
many additions over the years. The original section dates from the late 1940's with additions in 1957, 1972, 1976 and 2002
the total square footage is approximately 68,500.Strasburg High School serves approximately 300 students in a rural
community 30 miles east of Denver. The district has been able to maintain the existing systems but does not have the funds
for this upgrade.

Deficiencies Associated with this Project:

Approximately 26,000 square foot of our high school was constructed prior to 1972 with the original section dating back to
the 40's. With the use of new technology in the classroom, computers and smart boards, electrical demands can not be met.
When Strasburg contracted with Ackerman electrical engineering they came up with the following. "The 800amp distribution
panel (MPD1) feeds the pre 1972 east wing via a single phase 480 volt to a 240/120v stepdown transformer and the original
fused switched distribution center. All of the gear is old and antiquated. The original distribution equipment is more than 60
years old. The ability of the overcurrent devices (breakers, fused and non- fused switches)to adequately protect the feeders,
circuits, equipment, and occupants is suspect, testing would not be recommended because testing itself would render the
equipment in-operable." This has also been reflected in the School Assessment Report under system G4010-electrical
distribution, Assessment criteria 116.00,116.10, 116.20, 116.30. We have also reflected this in our facility master plan under
item H8. At this point Strasburg is unable to safely add new electrical circuits in this wing to facilitate the addition of
computers and with the assessment that the current breakers may not protect the occupants putting them at risk it has
compelled us to look replacing this electrical system.

Proposed Solution to Address the Deficiencies Stated Above:

Strasburg 31J has contracted with Ackerman Engineering out of Golden Colorado to develop an electrical distribution
improvement plan. This included an inspection of our facility and preliminary construction documents. Ackerman engineering
has proposed the following upgrades-The existing Main Distribution Panel 1 (MDP1) remain, existing switches in MDP1 be
replaced, the single phase transformer at the exterior of this wing be replaced, the existing equipment in the basement be
replaced, the janitors closet panel be replaced, the stage panel be replaced, the stepdown transformer and panel in the
boiler room be replaced, and the stepdown transformer and panel in the weight room be replaced. This will also include new
wire to the equipment. All work will be spec out to comply with Local and State codes also with the National Building Codes
(NEC). This will also satisfy the CDE construction guidelines.

How Urgent is this Project?

With information obtained from Ackerman Engineering it became obvious that this wing needs to be upgraded as soon as
possible. At this point we can not meet the electrical requirements for the technology used in our 21st century classrooms.
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Also with statements like " gear is old and antiquated, the original distribution equipment has been in service for over 60
years, the equipment is past its service life, the ability of overcurrent devices to protect the occupants is suspect" confirms
the immediate need. If awarded this grant Strasburg 31j would complete this upgrade over the 2015 summer break.

How Does this Project Conform with the BEST Facility Construction Guidelines?

This project will comply with all applicable sections in the 1 CCR 303(1) Public Schools Facility Construction Guidelines.
Specifically Section 1.2.2. Technology, including but not limited to telecommunications and internet connectivity technology
and technology for individual student learning and classroom instruction, also 3.10.1 Safe and secure electrical distribution
system designed and installed to meet all applicable State and Federal codes.

How Does the Applicant Plan to Maintain the Project if it is Awarded?

Strasburg School District 31J annually prioritizes major capitol construction projects or maintenance issues as part of the
district's budgeting process. In the FY14 budget of $9,772,583 the district budgets approximately 4% of the budget in its
capital projects fund. As part of that annual budgetary review, the need for maintaining the requested capital construction
project to maximize the life of the project and how the district will budget the appropriate amount to replace the upgrade at
the end of its useful life will become part of Strasburg School District's on-going capital projects budgeting process.

If this application is for the Renovation, Expansion, Reconstruction or Replacement of an existing public school facility,
describe the condition of the facility at the time it was purchased or construction and if the facility was not adequate as a
public school at that time, provide the rational for purchasing or constructing it in the manner in which you did:

The facility is in fair condition and has been part of Strasburg School District since originally constructed

Current Grant Request: $57,507.46 Historical Significance: Yes, not deemed significant
Current Applicant Match: $82,754.64 Does this Qualify for HPCP? No

Total Project Cost: $140,262.10 Will this Project go for a Bond? No

Previous Grant Awards: $0.00 CDE Minimum Match %: 59

Previous Matches: $0.00 Actual Match % Provided: 59

Affected Sq Ft: 26,000 Is a Waiver Letter Required? No

Affected Pupils: 355 Is this a Statutory Waiver? No

Cost Per Sq Ft: $4.90 Is a Master Plan Complete? Yes

Cost Per Pupil: $359.19 Who owns the Facility? District

Sq Ft Per Pupil: 73 Does the Facility have Financing?

Per Pupil Allocation to Cap Reserve: 364.65 Who will the Facility Revert to if the School Ceases to Exist:
Listed Inflation %: 3

District FTE Count: 972 Bonded Debt Approved: $6,700,000

Fiscal Health Watch? No Year(s) Bond Approved: 05

# of Fiscal Health Warning Indicators: 0 Bonded Debt Failed:

Assessed Valuation: $79,039,563 Year(s) Bond Failed:

PPAV: $81,316 Outstanding Bonded Debt: $9,665,000

Unreserved General Fund FY11-12: $2,450,199 Total Bond Capacity: $15,807,913

Median Household Income: $77,118 Bond Capacity Remaining: $6,142,913

Free Reduced Lunch %: 22.57 % Bonding Capacity Used: 61
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Match Source Detail: Existing Bond Mill Levy: 10.55

Capital Reserve Fund
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- Facilities Impacted by this Grant Application -

Westminster 50 - Fairview Drive ES - Fairview ES Roof Replacement - 1960

School Name: Fairview Drive ES

Number of Buildings: 2
All or Portion built by WPA: No
Gross Area (SF): 32,672
Replacement Value: $7,754,163
Condition Budget: $5,141,608
Total FCI: 66.31%
Energy Budget: $11,435
Suitability Budget: $2,118,000
Total RSLI: 8%
Total CFI: 93.8%
Condition Score: (60%) 3.01
Energy Score: (0%) 1.44
Suitability Score: (40%) 3.53
School Score: 322

STATEWIDE FACILITY ASSESSMENT m SchoolHouse
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Applicant Name: WESTMINSTER 50 Applicant Priority Number: 1
County: ADAMS Previous BEST Grant(s) Funded: 6
Project Title: Fairview ES Roof Replacement

Has this project been previously applied for and not funded?  Yes

If Yes, please explain why: [n 2007 with the Capital Construction Cycle 8

L] Addition L] Fire Alarm Roof ] Window Replacement
L] Asbestos Abatement L] Lighting [ ] School Replacement [ ] New School

L] Boiler Replacement L] ADA L] Security [ ] Land Purchase

L] Electrical Upgrade L] HVAC L] Facility Sitework | Other Please Explain:
L] Energy Savings ] Renovation [ ] Water Systems

General Background Information and Reasons for Pursuing a BEST Grant:

Fairview Elementary is home to approximately 344 students and 42 staff members. This school is included in the district’s
master plan. Adams County School District 50 is experiencing budget cuts in funding for both operating budgets and Capital
Reserve budgets. Operating budgets have been cut approximately fifty percent since 2004. The district has limited bonding
capacity (16 million). Our successful 2006 bond election for $98 million was the maximum allowed at the time. Voters did
not pass the 2013 Mill Lewy request. Due to these restrictions we may not have the opportunity to fund major projects such
as roof replacement for many years.

Deficiencies Associated with this Project:

The system was installed in 1980. It has a 20 year service life, which expired in 2000. Per the CDE school assessment report:
The system is recommended to be replaced due to probable increased condition budget needs, the potential failure of its
components or in order to meet the performance guidelines for this system. The current system has a roof slope of %” or
greater. The deck varies throughout the school to include gypsum and tectum. The insulation is expanded polystyrene and
perlite insulation. The roofing membrane is EPDM.

Proposed Solution to Address the Deficiencies Stated Above:

Replace the roof of the main and out building with new white EPDM fully adhered roofing to include:
eRough carpentry at curbs and perimeter

#275 squares of 90 mil EPDM roofing

eSetup

eTear off of membrane and insulation

eLow rise bonding adhesive

eTapered Insulation System

*)5” dense-deck cover board insulation

ePavers and walk pads

*EPDM Membrane and Flashing

eRoof Coating

eSheet Metal Flashing

¢78 sq Tear-off/Replace Shingles

*350 If gutters and downspouts

*30 year warranty. Cost is included in the project

Project to be overseen by Roofing Consultant/Owners’ Representative to include:
eSchematic design/design development
eConstruction documents
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eConstruction administration

eAssist with competitive bid process
eAssist with bid evaluation

eAssist with “punch list” and warrant issues

How Urgent is this Project?

The system is deemed as somewhat urgent because the roof will continue to deteriorate each year we wait to replace it. The
situation will only get worse. An adequate roof provides proper protection of the district’s fixed assets and provides
improved space conditions for all learning spaces within the building. The older the roof becomes, the greater the risk of
system failure, and the more expense the district will spend on this system. This school is scheduled for mechanical upgrades
the summer of 2014. This will include rooftop HVAC units. Adding a new roof the summer of 2015 would be timely.

How Does this Project Conform with the BEST Facility Construction Guidelines?

This project will meet the specifications in section 3.2 of the Construction Guidelines. It meets section 3.2.1.2 criteria for low
sloping roofing material- Ethylene Propylene Diene Monomer. Don Ciancio and the roofing consultant/owner’s
representative have reviewed the guidelines, and think they are reasonable, and the district will comply

How Does the Applicant Plan to Maintain the Project if it is Awarded?

The district will require a 30 year warranty on the roof, and requires the contractor to repair any problems during the
warranty period. The roof will be inspected quarterly. The district allocates $75,000 to $100,000 to roof repairs and
preventive maintenance annually, which it uses to contract out roof repairs as needed for all its roofs. In addition, in the last
year the district spent $144,000 on major roof repairs at the Union Center and Metz Elementary, and another $126,000 on
major roof repairs at Hidden Lake High School. These repairs were funded through capital reserve funds set aside for BEST
grant match of unfunded projects.

There are 20 elementary, middle, and high school buildings. Of these, nine have a roof under warranty for new construction
and one BEST Grant in progress. Three roof grants are being applied for this BEST grant cycle. That would leave seven older
roofs.

The district has the following roof replacement plan in place, pending on funding:

2015- Fairview

2015- Metz

2015- Union/Hidden Lake South Annex

2016- Harris Park

2017- Hidden Lake

2018- Warehouse/Auxiliary Services

2019- Sherrelwood

2020- Colorado Stem Academy

2021- FM Day

2022- Early Childhood Center

If this application is for the Renovation, Expansion, Reconstruction or Replacement of an existing public school facility,
describe the condition of the facility at the time it was purchased or construction and if the facility was not adequate as a
public school at that time, provide the rational for purchasing or constructing it in the manner in which you did:

This facility was constructed new in 1956, and was adequate for the school district at the time.The building is included in the
district's master plan. The CDE school assessment report gives the school a condition score of 3.03 (92.3).

Current Grant Request: $485,052.30 Historical Significance: No
Current Applicant Match: $106,474.90 Does this Qualify for HPCP? No
Total Project Cost: $591,527.20 Will this Project go for a Bond? No
Previous Grant Awards: $0.00 CDE Minimum Match %: 18
Previous Matches: $0.00 Actual Match % Provided: 18
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Affected Sq Ft: 32,692 Is a Waiver Letter Required? No

Affected Pupils: 348 Is this a Statutory Waiver? No

Cost Per Sq Ft: $16.45 Is a Master Plan Complete? Yes

Cost Per Pupil: $1,545.26 Who owns the Facility? District

Sq Ft Per Pupil: 94 Does the Facility have Financing?

Per Pupil Allocation to Cap Reserve: 204.00 Who will the Facility Revert to if the School Ceases to Exist:
Listed Inflation %: 10

District FTE Count: 9,146 Bonded Debt Approved: $98,600,000

Fiscal Health Watch? No Year(s) Bond Approved: 06

# of Fiscal Health Warning Indicators: 0 Bonded Debt Failed:

Assessed Valuation:

PPAV:

Unreserved General Fund FY11-12:
Median Household Income:

Free Reduced Lunch %:

Match Source Detail:

Bond Proceeds and Capital Reserve

$549,315,300
$60,064
$8,131,650
$47,833

82.4

Year(s) Bond Failed:
Outstanding Bonded Debt:
Total Bond Capacity:

Bond Capacity Remaining:
% Bonding Capacity Used:

Existing Bond Mill Levy:

$92,910,000
$109,863,060
$16,953,060
85

16.38

100



BEST FY2014-15 CDE GRANT APPLICATION SUMMARIES

- Facilities Impacted by this Grant Application -

Westminster 50 - Metz ES - Metz ES Roof Replacement - 1960

School Name: Metz ES

Number of Buildings: 3
All or Portion built by WPA: No
Gross Area (SF): 33,736
Replacement Value: $8,096,833
Condition Budget: $5,270,524
Total FCI: 65.09%
Energy Budget: $0
Suitability Budget: $1,750,800
Total RSLI: 12%
Total CFI: 86.7%
Condition Score: (60%) 3.18
Energy Score: (0%) 2.50
Suitability Score: (40%) 3.84
School Score: 3.44

STATEWIDE FACILITY ASSESSMENT m SchoolHouse
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Applicant Name: WESTMINSTER 50 Applicant Priority Number: 2
County: ADAMS Previous BEST Grant(s) Funded: 6
Project Title: Metz ES Roof Replacement

Has this project been previously applied for and not funded? No

If Yes, please explain why:

L] Addition L] Fire Alarm Roof ] Window Replacement
L] Asbestos Abatement L] Lighting [ ] School Replacement [ ] New School

L] Boiler Replacement L] ADA L] Security [ ] Land Purchase

L] Electrical Upgrade L] HVAC L] Facility Sitework | Other Please Explain:
L] Energy Savings ] Renovation [ ] Water Systems

General Background Information and Reasons for Pursuing a BEST Grant:

Metz Elementary is home to approximately 356 students and 26 staff members. This school is included in the district’s
master plan. Adams County School District 50 is experiencing budget cuts in funding for both operating budgets and Capital
Reserve budgets. Operating budgets have been cut approximately fifty percent since 2004. The district has limited bonding
capacity (16 million). Our successful 2006 bond election for $98 million was the maximum allowed at the time. Voters did not
pass the 2013 Mill Levy request. Due to these restrictions we will not have the opportunity to fund major projects such as
roof replacement for many years.

Deficiencies Associated with this Project:

The system was installed in 1980. It has a 20 year service life, which expired in 2000. Per the CDE school assessment report:
The system is recommended to be replaced due to probable increased condition budget needs, the potential failure of its
components or in order to meet the performance guidelines for this system. The current system has a roof slope of %” or
greater. The deck varies throughout the school to include gypsum and tectum. The insulation is expanded polystyrene and
perlite insulation. The roofing membrane is EPDM.

Proposed Solution to Address the Deficiencies Stated Above:

Replace the roof of the main and out building with new white EPDM fully adhered roofing to include:
eRough carpentry at curbs and perimeter

¢315 squares of 90 mil EPDM roofing

eSetup

eTear off of membrane and insulation

eLow rise bonding adhesive

2 layers 2.5” insulation/crickets, attached with mechanical fasteners and/or adhesive
eMinimum %” tapered insulation to establish slope

¢)5” dense-deck cover board insulation

ePavers and walk pads

eSingle-ply membrane

eNew roof hatches

eSheet metal flashing

ePainting of misc. surfaces

*New overflow scuppers

eNew roof drains

*30 sq outbuilding insulation and cover board

*30 sq outbuilding EPDM membrane and flashing

*30 sq outbuilding roof coating
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240 If gutters and downspouts

*30 year warranty. Cost is included in the project

Project to be overseen by Roofing Consultant/Owners’ Representative to include:
eSchematic design/design development

eConstruction documents

eConstruction administration

eAssist with competitive bid process

¢ Assist with bid evaluation

e Assist with “punch list” and warrant issues

How Urgent is this Project?

The system is deemed as somewhat urgent because the roof will continue to deteriorate each year we wait to replace it. The
situation will only get worse. An adequate roof provides proper protection of the district’s fixed assets and provides
improved space conditions for all learning spaces within the building. This school is scheduled for mechanical upgrades the
summer of 2014. This will include rooftop HVAC units. Adding a new roof the summer of 2015 would be timely.

How Does this Project Conform with the BEST Facility Construction Guidelines?

This project will meet the specifications in section 3.2 of the Construction Guidelines. It meets section 3.2.1.2 criteria for low
sloping roofing material- Ethylene Propylene Diene Monomer. Don Ciancio and the roofing consultant/owner’s
representative have reviewed the guidelines, and think they are reasonable, and the district will comply.

How Does the Applicant Plan to Maintain the Project if it is Awarded?

The district will require a 30 year warranty on the roof, and requires the contractor to repair any problems during the
warranty period. The roof will be inspected quarterly. The district allocates $75,000 to $100,000 to roof repairs and
preventive maintenance annually, which it uses to contract out roof repairs as needed for all its roofs. In addition, in the last
year the district spent $144,000 on major roof repairs at the Union Center and Metz Elementary, and another $126,000 on
major roof repairs at Hidden Lake High School. These repairs were funded through capital reserve funds set aside for BEST
grant match of unfunded projects.

There are 20 elementary, middle, and high school buildings. Of these, nine have a roof under warranty for new construction
and one BEST Grant in progress. (Two of the nine were funded outside of BEST grants.) Three roof grants are being applied
for this BEST grant cycle. That would leave seven older roofs.

The district has the following roof replacement plan in place, pending on funding:

2015- Fairview

2015- Metz

2015- Union/Hidden Lake

2016- Harris Park

2017- Hidden Lake South Annex

2018- Warehouse/Auxiliary Services

2019- Sherrelwood

2020- Colorado Stem Academy

2021- FM Day

2022- Early Childhood Center

Unfortunately, most of these roofs were replaced and 1980 and 1981. That made their useful life due around the same time.
Our current long-range plan will allow for better budgeting and planning to replace roofs starting around 2025 and beyond.

If this application is for the Renovation, Expansion, Reconstruction or Replacement of an existing public school facility,
describe the condition of the facility at the time it was purchased or construction and if the facility was not adequate as a
public school at that time, provide the rational for purchasing or constructing it in the manner in which you did:

This facility was constructed new in 1960 and was adequate for the district at that time. The building is included in the
districts masterplan. The CDE school assestment report gives the school a condition score of 3.45

Current Grant Request: $527,203.67 Historical Significance: No
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Current Applicant Match: $115,727.63 Does this Qualify for HPCP? No

Total Project Cost: $642,931.30 Will this Project go for a Bond? No

Previous Grant Awards: $0.00 CDE Minimum Match %: 18

Previous Matches: $0.00 Actual Match % Provided: 18

Affected Sq Ft: 32,343 Is a Waiver Letter Required? No

Affected Pupils: 360 Is this a Statutory Waiver? No

Cost Per Sq Ft: $18.07 Is a Master Plan Complete? Yes

Cost Per Pupil: $1,623.56 Who owns the Facility? District

Sq Ft Per Pupil: 90 Does the Facility have Financing?

Per Pupil Allocation to Cap Reserve: 204 Who will the Facility Revert to if the School Ceases to Exist:
Listed Inflation %: 10

District FTE Count: 9,146 Bonded Debt Approved: $98,600,000
Fiscal Health Watch? No Year(s) Bond Approved: 06

# of Fiscal Health Warning Indicators: 0 Bonded Debt Failed:

Assessed Valuation: $549,315,300 Year(s) Bond Failed:

PPAV: $60,064 Outstanding Bonded Debt: $92,910,000
Unreserved General Fund FY11-12: $8,131,650 Total Bond Capacity: $109,863,060
Median Household Income: $47,833 Bond Capacity Remaining: $16,953,060
Free Reduced Lunch %: 82.4 % Bonding Capacity Used: 85

Match Source Detail: Existing Bond Mill Levy: 16.38

Capital Reserve Fund
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- Facilities Impacted by this Grant Application -

Westminster 50 - Hidden Lake HS - Hidden Lake HS Roof Replacement - 1951

School Name: Hidden Lake HS

Number of Buildings: 5
All or Portion built by WPA: No
Gross Area (SF): 170,007
Replacement Value: $50,931,894
Condition Budget: $33,708,775
Total FCI: 66.18%
Energy Budget: $0
Suitability Budget: $13,932,600
Total RSLI: 7%
Total CFL: 93.5%
Condition Score: (60%) 273
Energy Score: (0%) 240
Suitability Score: (40%) 348
School Score: 3.03

STATEWIDE FACILITY ASSESSMENT m SchoolHouse




CDE - BEST FY2014-15 GRANT APPLICATION SUMMARIES

Applicant Name: WESTMINSTER 50 Applicant Priority Number: 3
County: ADAMS Previous BEST Grant(s) Funded: 6
Project Title: Hidden Lake HS Roof Replacement

Has this project been previously applied for and not funded? No

If Yes, please explain why:

L] Addition L] Fire Alarm Roof ] Window Replacement
L] Asbestos Abatement L] Lighting [ ] School Replacement [ ] New School

L] Boiler Replacement L] ADA L] Security [ ] Land Purchase

L] Electrical Upgrade L] HVAC L] Facility Sitework | Other Please Explain:
L] Energy Savings ] Renovation [ ] Water Systems

General Background Information and Reasons for Pursuing a BEST Grant:

Hidden Lake/Union High School is home to approximately 278 students and 46 staff members. This school is included in the
district’s master plan. Adams County School District 50 is experiencing budget cuts in funding for both operating budgets and
Capital Reserve budgets. Operating budgets have been cut approximately fifty percent since 2004. The district has limited
bonding capacity (16 million). Our successful 2006 bond election for $98 million was the maximum allowed at the time.
Voters did not pass the district's 2013 mil levy. Due to these restrictions we may not have the opportunity to fund major
projects such as roof replacement for many years.

Deficiencies Associated with this Project:

The system was installed in 1980 over the main building and the Union Center . It has a 20 year service life, which expired in
2000. Per the CDE school assessment report: The system is recommended to be replaced due to probable increased
condition budget needs, the potential failure of its components or in order to meet the performance guidelines for this
system. The current system has a roof slope of %2” or greater. The deck varies throughout the school to include gypsum and
tectum. The insulation is expanded polystyrene and perlite insulation. The roofing membrane is EPDM.

Proposed Solution to Address the Deficiencies Stated Above:

Replace the roof of the main and out building with new white EPDM fully adhered roofing to include:
eRough carpentry at curbs and perimeter

*395 squares of 90 mil EPDM roofing
*Mobilization and General Conditions

eTear off of membrane and insulation

eLow rise bonding adhesive

eTapered Insulation System

*)5” dense-deck cover board insulation

ePavers and walk pads

*EPDM Membrane and Flashing

eRoof Coating

eSheet Metal Flashing

*30 year warranty. Cost is included in the project

Project to be overseen by Roofing Consultant/Owners’ Representative to include:
eSchematic design/design development

eConstruction documents

eConstruction administration

e Assist with competitive bid process
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e Assist with bid evaluation
e Assist with “punch list” and warrant issues

How Urgent is this Project?

The system is deemed as somewhat urgent because the roof will continue to deteriorate each year we wait to replace it. The
situation will only get worse. An adequate roof provides proper protection of the district’s fixed assets and provides
improved space conditions for all learning spaces within the building. In 2012 The school district replaced the roof over the
gym and office area at Hidden Lake High School. The district also replace the roof over one quarter of the classroom areas at
Union Center. These area's are not included in this request. In addition to the cost of the roof replacements for those
sections of the buildings, the district spent $40,000 on repairs to gym floors associated with water damage.

How Does this Project Conform with the BEST Facility Construction Guidelines?

This project will meet the specifications in section 3.2 of the Construction Guidelines. It meets section 3.2.1.2 criteria for low
sloping roofing material- Ethylene Propylene Diene Monomer. Don Ciancio and the roofing consultant/owner’s
representative have reviewed the guidelines, and think they are reasonable, and the district will comply.

How Does the Applicant Plan to Maintain the Project if it is Awarded?

The district will require a 30 year warranty on the roof, and requires the contractor to repair any problems during the
warranty period. The roof will be inspected quarterly. The district allocates $50,000 to $100,000 to roof repairs and
preventive maintenance annually, which it uses to contract out roof repairs as needed for all its roofs. In addition, in the last
year the district spent $144,000 on major roof repairs at the Union Center and Metz Elementary, and another $126,000 on
major roof repairs at Hidden Lake High School. These repairs were funded through capital reserve funds set aside for BEST
grant match of unfunded projects.

There are 20 elementary, middle, and high school buildings. Of these, nine have a roof under warranty for new construction
and one BEST Grant in progress. Three roof grants are being applied for this BEST grant cycle. That would leave seven older
roofs.

The district has the following roof replacement plan in place, pending on funding:

2015- Fairview

2015- Metz

2015- Union/Hidden Lake

2016- Harris Park

2017- Hidden Lake South Annex

2018- Warehouse/Auxiliary Services

2019- Sherrelwood

2020- Colorado Stem Academy

2021- FM Day

2022- Early Childhood Center

Unfortunately, most of these roofs were replaced and 1980 and 1981. That made their useful life due around the same time.
Our current long-range plan will allow for better budgeting and planning to replace roofs starting around 2025 and beyond.

If this application is for the Renovation, Expansion, Reconstruction or Replacement of an existing public school facility,
describe the condition of the facility at the time it was purchased or construction and if the facility was not adequate as a
public school at that time, provide the rational for purchasing or constructing it in the manner in which you did:

Hidden Lake High School was constructed in 1951 and was adequate for the distict at the time. The building is included in the
distric's master plan. The CDE school assessment report gives the school a conditon score of 2.74 (84.7%)

Union Center was constructed in 1929 and was adequate for the school district at that time. The building is included in the
District Master Plan. Union Center is registered with the National Historic Building Registry, #1-14-2000,5am.895. The 1939
gymnasium and classroom was built with the Public Works Administrative Funding.

Current Grant Request: $622,866.18 Historical Significance: Yes, deemed significant

Current Applicant Match: $136,726.72 Does this Qualify for HPCP? No
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Total Project Cost: $759,592.90 Will this Project go for a Bond? No

Previous Grant Awards: $0.00 CDE Minimum Match %: 18

Previous Matches: $0.00 Actual Match % Provided: 18

Affected Sq Ft: 46,414 Is a Waiver Letter Required? No

Affected Pupils: 293 Is this a Statutory Waiver? No

Cost Per Sq Ft: $14.88 Is a Master Plan Complete? Yes

Cost Per Pupil: $2,356.79 Who owns the Facility? District

Sq Ft Per Pupil: 158 Does the Facility have Financing?

Per Pupil Allocation to Cap Reserve: 204 Who will the Facility Revert to if the School Ceases to Exist:
Listed Inflation %: 10

District FTE Count: 9,146 Bonded Debt Approved: $98,600,000
Fiscal Health Watch? No Year(s) Bond Approved: 06

# of Fiscal Health Warning Indicators: 0 Bonded Debt Failed:

Assessed Valuation: $549,315,300 Year(s) Bond Failed:

PPAV: $60,064 Outstanding Bonded Debt: $92,910,000
Unreserved General Fund FY11-12: $8,131,650 Total Bond Capacity: $109,863,060
Median Household Income: $47,833 Bond Capacity Remaining: $16,953,060
Free Reduced Lunch %: 82.4 % Bonding Capacity Used: 85

Match Source Detail: Existing Bond Mill Levy: 16.38

Bond Proceeds and Capital Reserve
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- Facilities Impacted by this Grant Application -

Alamosa Re-11J - Ortega MS - Ortega MS Roof Replacement - 1974

School Name: Ortega MS

Number of Buildings: 4
Alll or Portion built by WPA: No
Gross Area (SF): 127,674
Replacement Value: $34, 569,068
Condition Budget: $23470,735
Total FCI: 67.90%
Energy Budget: $0
Suitability Budget: $8,506,100
Total RSLL: 9%
Total CFI: 92.5%
Condition Score: (60%) 288
Energy Score: (0%) 1.83
Suitability Score: (40%) 39
School Score: 329

STATEWIDE FACILITY ASSESSMENT m SchoolHouse
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Applicant Name: ALAMOSA RE-11)J Applicant Priority Number: 1
County: ALAMOSA Previous BEST Grant(s) Funded: 1
Project Title: Ortega MS Roof Replacement

Has this project been previously applied for and not funded? No

If Yes, please explain why:

L] Addition L] Fire Alarm Roof ] Window Replacement
L] Asbestos Abatement L] Lighting [ ] School Replacement [ ] New School

L] Boiler Replacement L] ADA L] Security [ ] Land Purchase

L] Electrical Upgrade HVAC L] Facility Sitework | Other Please Explain:
Energy Savings ] Renovation [ ] Water Systems N/A

General Background Information and Reasons for Pursuing a BEST Grant:

The OMS campus consists of a complex with (4) individual buildings; providing educational space for the District students
who daily attend classes in two or more of these buildings. In addition to the Main Building, there is the Auxiliary Gym,
Wood Shop/Art Building and Ag/Ed/Auto Shop Building.

All of these roofs are experiencing varying degrees of roof leaks. The Main Building has the roof which has experienced the
most leaks but all roofs are in need of replacement. The roofs on these buildings were replaced in 1991 and have lasted for
23 years. That is extremely good considering that the life cycle of these roofs was only scheduled to be 12 years.

This speaks volumes about the quality of the maintenance that was performed on these roofs. The bi-yearly maintenance
inspections became monthly and are now weekly to confirm changes to the roof condition. Repairs are made immediately
when found. That does not mean that leaks have not occurred but that preventive maintenance measures were followed to
extend the life of these roofs.

We are pursuing a BEST Grant due to the fact that our district is financially unable to set aside funds for a project of this
magnitude. This project would be in excess of 21% of our total yearly budget. You can plainly see by these numbers that
Alamosa Public Schools has done everything within its power to protect our students and staff from the damaging effects of
leaking roofs.

Deficiencies Associated with this Project:

Many of the roof decks are currently compromised by roofing materials installed well beyond their intended warranty and
“service life”. The roof coverings can no longer adequately protect the building occupants and equipment as necessary. The
required maintenance needs have exceeded District resources. The current thermal insulation (R-value) does not meet
current Energy Code requirements and must be supplemented.

The current EPDM roof on the Middle School and Wood/Arts building was installed (1991) over (and on top of) the existing,
original roof of the building. To preserve the integrity of the structural roof decking (a poured in-place gypcrete) this 2nd
roofing assembly will have to be removed by a more labor intensive process of backing out the fasteners vs. mechanical
shearing. The demolition process of this roof will require two separate activities and will result in a lower than average daily
progress. This higher than average activity will cost more to complete the intended roofing work.

The grant addresses the replacement of our aged mechanical equipment; much of which is original to the building, has near
“zero” curb height and has been in service for 50-plus years. There are twenty two fresh air intake units , two auditorium
emergency ventilators, two Make-Up-Air Units and the primary kitchen hood exhaust that does not operate fully. These
twenty seven units have “little-to-no” curb height protection and moisture (snow drifts) regularly enters the mechanical
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system. Our maintenance staff cannot repair these units since spare parts are no longer available. We proposed to raise all
of the 25 units to provide adequate curb protection upgrade the MEP System with equipment that is more energy efficient,
operates properly and provide the needed ventilation and exhaust the building codes requires. It has been our dedication to
these units that have given them the life span they have. Our maintenance hours (and subsequently budget) well exceed
customary care levels that should be expected on these MEP units.

The grant addresses the current conditions of the roof drains serving the building. The building code (in existence at the time
of the MS construction) did not require overflow protection. There are in some case 4-times the numbers of drains necessary
by current code. All these units must be cleared to assure proper operation and a new drain insert and flashing provided.
This higher than average quantity will cost more to complete the roofing work.

Moisture intrusion of the roofing assembly has led to damage of interior wall, ceiling and roof construction within the
building environment and continued moisture failure of the roofing assembly will cause further damage and decay to the
roof decking and structure.

Long term decay can lead to greater degree of roofing structure and systems replacement.

Proposed Solution to Address the Deficiencies Stated Above:

Roofing assemblies (2nd (current) and original) will be removed to the structural deck and the substrate conditions
inspected. As noted in deficiencies, there will need to be a 2-step removal process to maintain the structural decking
material. Any damaged or deteriorated structural substrates will be addressed at this time. All roof drains will be cleared of
errant asphalt and accumulated debris and a new “insert” type drain will be installed. The current drains are wrapped in
ACBM and will be left in-tact under this installation method.

The new roofing assembly proposed is a single-ply membrane (approx. 80-mils) and new rigid insulation to meet current IBC
Code Mandates.

The new roofing assemblies proposed will be designed and installed throughout the structure. It will protect (warrant) the
building envelop for a minimum of 20-years or more. This will meet both the requirements of published NRCA guidelines and
align with CDE’s philosophy of committing to long lasting building systems.

We proposed to raise all of the 25 units to provide adequate curb protection upgrade the MEP System with equipment that
is more energy efficient, operates properly and provide the needed ventilation and exhaust the building codes requires. It
has been our dedication to these units that have given them the life span they have. Our maintenance hours (and
subsequently budget) well exceed customary care levels that should be expected on these MEP units.

How Urgent is this Project?

Moisture penetration into the building will continue until these roof conditions are corrected. Water stains in the ceiling tiles
indicate moisture has already made its way into and through the full roofing assembly. This intrusion can lead to further
damage to the building’s roof structure.

How Does this Project Conform with the BEST Facility Construction Guidelines?

Our grant request proposes to return the existing construction back to PSCG conformity under Sections 1.2.1, 1.2.4, 3.1, 3.2,
3.2.1,3.2.1.1,3.2.1.2,3.2.1.5,3.2.1.9,3.12, 6.1 and 6.3.

Sec. 1.2.1 The OMS Campus structures have several deficiencies applicable to the health, safety and environmental codes
and standards as required by state and federal law. Significant/regular water intrusion, maintenance of structural integrity
and ability to maintain high Indoor Air Quality are all significant areas of concern.

Sec. 1.2.4 Many of the OMS Campus structures have (by core sampling) inadequate thermal protection at the roof assembly.
However, water intrusion is a significant liability to the continuance of that thermal protection and can compromise the
benefit of the roofing insulation. Any saturated or damaged insulation must be replaced. New roofing insulation will be
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provided as part of the Grant solution to meet the intended criteria.

Sec. 3.1 Asignificant portion of the OMS Campus buildings; a vital element of this community’s education infrastructure are
not adequately protected by a sound, functioning roofing envelop. Areas of roof decking and ceiling assemblies have been
subjected to repetitive moisture intrusion. Without adequate protection, there is the potential for structural compromise in
the roof; so this must be addressed.

Sec. 3.2 Many portions of the OMS Campus do not have a weather tight roofing system. Aged and deteriorated roofing
assemblies allow for repetitive moisture intrusion into the building, and compromise the intended protection of its building
occupants and property. Several roofing areas lack proper flashing conditions with respect to roof mounted equipment that
are regular sources of the moisture intrusion.

Sec. 3.2.1.1 The current roofing is beyond warranty repair; is in poor condition with shallow slope and a significant number
of point sources that permit moisture intrusion. New low-slope roofing assemblies will be designed and installed with
adequate slope and flashing details that will protect the building’s occupants and property within. All existing roofing
membranes will be removed and replaced, including additional slope and drainage structure (where necessary). The roofing
will protect the building with the best (longest) warranty terms available for the funds requested that would meet/exceed
the requirements of published NRCA guidelines and building code requirements.

Sec. 3.2.1.2 All existing stone roof ballast will be salvaged for other school district needs and the EPDM roofing fabric will be
removed. All insulation will be salvaged; those sections that have been water damaged will be replaced.

Sec. 3.2.1.9 The roof for the Ag/Ed/Auto Shop Building will be recoated to further extend the life of the original metal
roofing panels. Damaged metal trim (including downspouts) will be replaced.

Sec. 3.12 Original building construction did not account for adequate flashing heights. Regular snow accumulation and
rainfall enter the buildings fresh air intakes. Replacement of the roofing assemblies will warrant the renovation (and
replacement) of several existing mechanical equipment positions and pieces. Many existing rooftop units and surface
mounted piping are not adequately curbed and flashed. Upon completion nearly all roof equipment will be properly curb
supported and flashed (8-inches min.) to protect the water resistive integrity of the curb flashing.

Sec. 6.1 These replacement improvements of the roofing assemblies will continue to extend the service life of the OMS
Campus structures; a vital element of this community’s education infrastructure.

Sec. 6.3 These replacement improvements of these roofing assemblies will protect and extend the energy efficiency of the
building. Such efforts will improve and correct many of the present health and safety deficiencies present within the OMS
Campus structures.

How Does the Applicant Plan to Maintain the Project if it is Awarded?

Alamosa Public Schools will provide preventative maintenance to these roofs and mechanical units with the same care and
due diligence that was provided to our existing roofs and equipment. We will hold the roofing and mechanical manufacturers
and installers accountable to the terms and conditions of their warranties and work with them to assure that these roofs
remain leak free and that the mechanical units work as designed.

We will schedule roof inspections for spring and fall to assess roof membrane and flashing conditions. We will report the
status of the inspections and have any deficiencies repaired in a prompt and professional manner. We will also, as the roof
ages, increase the interval of the inspections to every 4 months, 2 months and so forth to give us the optimum opportunity to
discover and repair any leaks prior to their creating safety issues or damage to the building's infrastructure.

We take very seriously our obligation to provide safe and secure schools for our students and staff. In our climate that safety
begins with the roofing membrane. Our extremely cold temperatures, high UV ray content and temperature variances prove
to be very harmful to roofing membranes.

We will also while on the roof inspect and maintain the mechanical units that will be replaced under this grant. All of the
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existing units are original to the 1964 construction of this school and have lasted 50 years due to the quality of care given to
these units. Their life cycle has lasted 60% longer than designed. Nothing speaks more about the quality of our maintenance
than that one statement.

Although not required, the District is willing to set aside $5,000 yearly into a dedicated Capital Reserve budget to offset the
costs of any needed repairs to these roofs or mechanical units. We would commit to do so for a total of 15 years totaling
$75,000. This money would be saved and earmarked for use to repair these roofs or mechanical units should any
unwarranted damage occur.

If this application is for the Renovation, Expansion, Reconstruction or Replacement of an existing public school facility,
describe the condition of the facility at the time it was purchased or construction and if the facility was not adequate as a
public school at that time, provide the rational for purchasing or constructing it in the manner in which you did:

Alamosa School District’s Ortega Middle School Campus consists of a complex with (4) individual buildings; the Main
Building, the Auxiliary Gym, Wood Shop/Art Building and Ag/Ed/Auto Shop Building. The buildings were constructed
between 1964 and 1997 and we are experiencing roof leaks in all roofs.

In 1991, the District installed a new mechanically fastened EPDM membrane over the current asphalt sheet, flood and gravel
roofing original to the building. This second roofing surface must be removed separately from the original roof to maintain
and protect the lightweight “gypcrete” structural roof decking. The building is currently being served without benefit of roof
drain overflow protection, but the building has 2 to 4-times the necessary number of roof drains provided to meet current
codes. This “overflow” condition was not required of the plumbing code at the time of the building’s original construction.

District personal perform regular observation and maintenance efforts on this building. However, the level of maintenance
necessary for these leaking roof assemblies far exceeds traditional staff and funds available. The roof areas in question no
longer provide adequate moisture protection to the building envelope or its occupants and equipment within. The roofing
areas have exceeded their original warranty period and have degraded beyond a level of preventative maintenance and
repair.

Moisture regularly enters the building throughout, disrupting education activities, damaging property and potentially
compromising the building structure and general construction.

All of the building's mechanical equipment systems are original to the construction and have well out-lived their 30-year
service life. These units will be replaced along with the roofing.

Current Grant Request: $2,608,859.44 Historical Significance: No
Current Applicant Match: $652,214.86 Does this Qualify for HPCP? No
Total Project Cost: $3,261,074.30 Will this Project go for a Bond? No
Previous Grant Awards: $0.00 CDE Minimum Match %: 10
Previous Matches: $0.00 Actual Match % Provided: 20
Affected Sq Ft: 139,021 Is a Waiver Letter Required? No
Affected Pupils: 481 Is this a Statutory Waiver? No
Cost Per Sq Ft: $21.32 Is a Master Plan Complete? Yes
Cost Per Pupil: $6,163.44 Who owns the Facility? District
Sq Ft Per Pupil: 289 Does the Facility have Financing?

Per Pupil Allocation to Cap Reserve: 0.00 Who will the Facility Revert to if the School Ceases to Exist:
Listed Inflation %: 3

113




CDE - BEST FY2014-15 GRANT APPLICATION SUMMARIES

District FTE Count: 1,959 Bonded Debt Approved: $16,990,000
Fiscal Health Watch? No Year(s) Bond Approved: 08,12

# of Fiscal Health Warning Indicators: 0 Bonded Debt Failed: $5,990,000
Assessed Valuation: $125,323,523 Year(s) Bond Failed: 11

PPAV: $63,973 Outstanding Bonded Debt: $14,560,000
Unreserved General Fund FY11-12:  $2,445,819 Total Bond Capacity: $25,064,705
Median Household Income: $38,398 Bond Capacity Remaining: $10,504,705
Free Reduced Lunch %: 74.52 % Bonding Capacity Used: 58

Match Source Detail: Existing Bond Mill Levy: 14.76

Capital Reserve Fund
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- Facilities Impacted by this Grant Application -

Alamosa Re-11J - Alamosa HS - Alamosa HS Partial Roof Replacement - 1997

School Name: Alamosa HS

Number of Buildings:

Alll or Portion built by WPA:

Gross Area (SF):
Replacement Value:
Condition Budget:
Total FCI:

Energy Budget:
Suitability Budget:
Total RSLI:

Total CFl:

Condition Score: (60%)
Energy Score: (0%)
Suitability Score: (40%)
School Score:

1

No

118,000
$37,154,760
$18,637 827
50.16%

$0
$3,550,700
15%

59.7%

345

288

442

384

STATEWIDE FACILITY ASSESSMENT m SchoolHouse
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Applicant Name: ALAMOSA RE-11)J Applicant Priority Number: 2
County: ALAMOSA Previous BEST Grant(s) Funded: 1
Project Title: Alamosa HS Partial Roof Replacement

Has this project been previously applied for and not funded? No

If Yes, please explain why:

L] Addition L] Fire Alarm Roof ] Window Replacement
L] Asbestos Abatement L] Lighting [ ] School Replacement [ ] New School

L] Boiler Replacement L] ADA L] Security [ ] Land Purchase

L] Electrical Upgrade L] HVAC L] Facility Sitework | Other Please Explain:
L] Energy Savings ] Renovation [ ] Water Systems

General Background Information and Reasons for Pursuing a BEST Grant:

Alamosa High School was built in 1996 with the first classes beginning in fall of 1997. This building was built using funds
derived from a District Bond election. These bonds will be paid off in 2015.

The ballasted EPDM roofs installed on this school were warranted for 10 years, or until 2007. Leaks have been regular in this
building as the age of the roof materials increases. The district's maintenance procedures have extended the life of this roof
by 5 years or 50% of the expected life of the roof.

A quality roof maintenance plan begins with roofing inspections. Our district inspected this roof (2) times a year for the first
ten years and then (3) times a year for the past (5) years. This procedure has allowed us to discover possible leaks prior to
major leaks occurring that could have detrimentally affected the safety of the students and the infrastructure of the building.
That does not mean that leaks have not occurred, but that we caught them before they became a major expense.

In the last (5) years, we have seen an acceleration of the deterioration to this roof. The rubber is becoming more brittle and
shrinking significantly. Wall flashings, roof penetrations and parapet flashings are beginning to stretch and tear. These tears
then allow water to enter the torn roofing membrane. We feel like we are running on borrowed time in regards to this roof
condition. Any major wind and/or snow storm could cause stress on this roofing membrane and cause a tear to open up.
Thereby such an event would allow significant amounts of water to enter the building through the roofing assembly and
supporting structure.

We take very seriously our obligation to provide safe and secure schools for our students and staff. In our climate, that safety
begins with the roofing membrane. Our extremely cold temperatures, high UV ray content and daily temperature variances
prove very harmful to roofing membranes.

We are pursuing a BEST grant due to the fact that our district is unable to set aside sufficient funds for a project of this
magnitude. This project would be in excess of 10% of our total yearly budget. You can plainly see by these numbers that
Alamosa Public Schools has done everything in its power to protect not only the monetary investment in the roof but the
students and staff from the damaging effects of major roof leaks.

Deficiencies Associated with this Project:

Our review of the current conditions of the building roofing assemblies identified the following:

Many of the roof decks are currently compromised by both aged material and a material surface that prevents visual
inspection of the buried membrane. It can no longer adequately protect the building occupants and equipment as necessary.
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Moisture intrusion of the roofing assembly has led to damage of both wall and ceiling construction within the building
environment.

Flashing and curbs for the skylights are a regular source of leaks and need to be adequately repaired with an alternative
flashing condition to prevent further water intrusion.

Continued moisture exposure of the roof assembly will cause damage and decay to the roof decking and structure.

Proposed Solution to Address the Deficiencies Stated Above:

The original ballasted EPDM will be removed and the substrate conditions inspected. Any damaged or deteriorated
insulation or structural decking will be addressed at this time. The new roof surface will be 80-mil single ply membrane over
a minimum R-20 insulation.

In approximately 50% of the building, the structural roof decking is metal and protected with an interior layer of sprayed-on
fireproofing. The impact of the roofing work above the metal decking may impact the adhesion/bond of the material. Costs
have been provided in the Grant Budget to repair (at a Unit Price) approximately 25% of the installed fireproofing. This is in
addition to the Budget Contingency and Grant Reserve funds.

The new roofing assemblies proposed will be designed and installed throughout the structure. This will protect/warrant the
building envelop for a minimum of 20-years (or more). This will meet and exceed both the requirements of published NRCA
guidelines and align with CDE’s philosophy of committing to long lasting building systems.

How Urgent is this Project?

Moisture penetration into the building will continue until these roof conditions are corrected. Water stains in the ceiling tiles
indicate moisture has already made its way into and through the full roofing assembly.

This intrusion can lead to further damage to the insulation and structural decking failure. Both of these would be
catastrophic to the occupants and equipment being protected by these roofing assembilies.

How Does this Project Conform with the BEST Facility Construction Guidelines?

Our grant request proposes to return the existing construction back to PSCG conformity under Sections 1.2.1, 1.2.4, 3.1, 3.2,
3.2.1,3.2.1.1,3.2.1.2,6.1 and 6.3.

Sec. 1.2.1 The Alamosa HS structure has several deficiencies applicable to the health, safety and environmental codes and
standards as required by state and federal law. Significant/regular water intrusion, maintenance of structural integrity and
ability to maintain high Indoor Air Quality are all significant areas of concern.

Sec. 1.2.4 The Alamosa HS structure has (by review of record drawings) adequate thermal protection at the roof assembly.
However, water intrusion is a significant liability to the continuance of that thermal protection and can compromise the
benefit of the roofing insulation. Any saturated or damaged insulation must be replaced. New (replacement) roofing
insulation will be provided as part of the Grant solution to meet the intended criteria.

Sec. 3.1 Asignificant portion of the Alamosa HS structure: a vital element of this community’s education infrastructure is not
adequately protected by a sound, functioning roofing envelope. Areas of roof decking and ceiling assemblies have been
subjected to repetitive moisture intrusion. Without adequate protection, there is the potential for structural compromise in
the roof.

Sec. 3.2 Many portions of the Alamosa HS structure do not have a weather tight roofing system. Aged and deteriorated
roofing assemblies allow for repetitive moisture intrusion into the building, and compromise the intended protection of the
building occupants and property. Several roofing areas lack proper flashing conditions that are regular sources of the
moisture intrusion.

Sec. 3.2.1.1 The current roofing is beyond warranty repair; is in poor condition and a significant number of point sources that
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permit moisture intrusion. New low-slope roofing assemblies will be designed and installed with adequate slope and flashing
details that will protect the building’s occupants and property within. All existing roofing membranes will be removed and
replaced, including additional slope and drainage structure (where necessary). The roofing will protect the building with the
best (longest) warranty terms available for the funds requested that would meet/exceed the requirements of published
NRCA guidelines and building code requirements.

Sec. 3.2.1.2 All existing stone roof ballast will be salvaged for other school district needs and the EPDM roofing fabric will be
removed. All insulation will be salvaged; those sections that have been water damaged will be replaced.

Sec. 6.1 These replacement improvements of the roofing assemblies will continue to extend the service life of the Alamosa
HS structure: a vital element of this community’s education infrastructure.

Sec. 6.3 The replacement of these roofing assemblies will protect and extend the energy efficiency of the building. Such
efforts will improve and correct many of the existing health and safety deficiencies present within the Alamosa HS structure.

How Does the Applicant Plan to Maintain the Project if it is Awarded?

Alamosa Public Schools will provide the same preventative care and due diligence that was given to the existing roofs. We
will hold the roofing manufacturer and the roofing installer accountable to the terms and conditions of their warranty and
work with them to ensure that this roof remains leak free.

We will schedule roofing inspections for Spring and Fall to assess the condition of the roofing membrane and the flashing
conditions. We will report the status of this inspection and have any deficiencies corrected in a prompt and professional
manner. We will also, as the roof ages, increase the frequency of our inspections to every 4 months, then every 2 months and
so forth to give us the optimum opportunity to discover and repair any roof leaks prior to them causing safety concerns or
damage to the building infrastructure.

Alamosa Public Schools takes great pride on providing quality facilities for our students and staff. We go above and beyond
normal maintenance procedures to assure that every dollar we spend is not only used wisely but that the life cycle costs are
maximized.

If this application is for the Renovation, Expansion, Reconstruction or Replacement of an existing public school facility,
describe the condition of the facility at the time it was purchased or construction and if the facility was not adequate as a
public school at that time, provide the rational for purchasing or constructing it in the manner in which you did:

Alamosa High School was constructed in 1997 following a successful local School Bond. The initial roof was warranted for ten
years. District Staff routinely performs maintenance walks in an effort to prevent leaks and to patch the leaks that are
found. While repairing common leaks is a solution, the ballasted condition of the original roof makes it difficult to determine,
pinpoint and repair the source.

In agreement with the School Assessment Report, the roof covering system is beyond is useful service life and should be
replaced. The ballasted EPDM membrane is loosely laid over rigid insulation of insulated structural panels and in most areas
is adequately sloped to roof drains and scuppers. Some of the wall flashings are sources of moisture intrusion from either
rainfall or snow-drifts. Additionally, the curbs around the skylights are the source of several leaks. These areas would also be
addressed with this grant application.

In approximately 50% of the building, the structural roof decking is metal and protected with an interior layer of sprayed-on
fireproofing. The impact of the roofing work above the metal decking may impact the adhesion/bond of the material. Costs
have been provided in the Grant Budget to repair (at a Unit Price) approximately 25% of the installed fireproofing. This is in
addition to the Budget Contingency and Grant Reserve funds.

These roof assemblies are holding/transferring moisture within their construction and it occurs from both snow melt and
rainwater. The school regularly experiences many independent roof leaks scattered throughout the building; the
interruption of moisture is a problem to both our students and staff. Its continuation can bring a major concern of structural
decking decay and rust generation. Long term problems with continued deck degradation combined with a large drift snow
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load (regularly present) can increase the risk of roofing failure.

Repair of the roofing is not practical; replacement is our intended option. If the roofing system is not replaced soon, damage
of the roofing assembly and building structure will continue to escalate; resulting in a larger and more expensive

repair/replacement later.

The roofing design will demand the removal of all stone ballast and limited tear off of the EDPM membrane. The stone will

be salvaged and used elsewhere in the District.

With the EDPM membrane removal, the existing thermal insulation

(intended to be salvaged) will be inspected and any damaged or degraded material will be replaced of equal composition.

Our extremely cold temperatures, high UV ray content and daily temperature variances prove to be very harmful to roofing
membranes. Our intended design solution will address these conditions so the roofs will be covered and protected under a
manufacturer’s warranty for at least 20-years.

Current Grant Request:
Current Applicant Match:

Total Project Cost:

$1,534,426.74
$170,491.86
$1,704,918.60

Historical Significance: No
Does this Qualify for HPCP? No

Will this Project go for a Bond? No

Previous Grant Awards: $0.00 CDE Minimum Match %: 10

Previous Matches: $0.00 Actual Match % Provided: 10

Affected Sq Ft: 118,000 Is a Waiver Letter Required? No

Affected Pupils: 507 Is this a Statutory Waiver? No

Cost Per Sq Ft: $13.13 Is a Master Plan Complete? Yes

Cost Per Pupil: $3,057.05 Who owns the Facility? District

Sq Ft Per Pupil: 233 Does the Facility have Financing?

Per Pupil Allocation to Cap Reserve: 0.00 Who will the Facility Revert to if the School Ceases to Exist:
Listed Inflation %: 3.25

District FTE Count: 1,959 Bonded Debt Approved: $16,990,000
Fiscal Health Watch? No Year(s) Bond Approved: 08,12

# of Fiscal Health Warning Indicators: 0 Bonded Debt Failed: $5,990,000
Assessed Valuation: $125,323,523 Year(s) Bond Failed: 11

PPAV: $63,973 Outstanding Bonded Debt: $14,560,000
Unreserved General Fund FY11-12: $2,445,819 Total Bond Capacity: $25,064,705
Median Household Income: $38,398 Bond Capacity Remaining: $10,504,705
Free Reduced Lunch %: 74.52 % Bonding Capacity Used: 58

Match Source Detail: Existing Bond Mill Levy: 14.76

Capital Reserve Fund
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- Facilities Impacted by this Grant Application -

Adams-Arapahoe 28-J - Dartmouth ES - Dartmouth ES Misc. Repairs - 1975

School Name: Dartmouth ES

Number of Buildings: 1
All or Portion built by WPA: No
Gross Area (SF): 53,533
Replacement Value: $13,656,882
Condition Budget: $10,125,032
Total FCI: 74.14%
Energy Budget: $18,737
Suitability Budget: $1,977,700
Total RSLI: 7%
Total CFI: 88.8%
Condition Score: (60%) 3.13
Energy Score: (0%) 1.54
Suitability Score: (40%) 435
School Score: 3.62

STATEWIDE FACILITY ASSESSMENT m SchoolHouse
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Applicant Name: ADAMS-ARAPAHOE 28-J Applicant Priority Number: 1
County: ARAPAHOE Previous BEST Grant(s) Funded: 2
Project Title: Dartmouth ES Misc. Repairs

Has this project been previously applied for and not funded? No

If Yes, please explain why:

L] Addition L] Fire Alarm L] Roof ] Window Replacement
[ ] Asbestos Abatement Lighting [ ] School Replacement [ ] New School

Boiler Replacement L] ADA L] Security [ ] Land Purchase

L] Electrical Upgrade HVAC L] Facility Sitework | Other Please Explain:
Energy Savings ] Renovation [ ] Water Systems

General Background Information and Reasons for Pursuing a BEST Grant:

Dartmouth Elementary School is located in a one-story building built in 1975. The original design included attributes of the
open classroom concept. Additions to this building were completed in 1981 and 1985 and walls were added to create
standard size classrooms in the original building. The 1975 building was built with asbestos-containing drywall joint
compound and, because the ceilings are constructed of suspended drywall with acoustical tile glued to it, the asbestos in that
assembly prevents or impedes the repair or replacement of building systems including mechanical & electrical systems. The
district replaced the roof in 2012 with the proceeds from an insurance claim supplemented by funds from our 2008 bond
program.

Dartmouth Elementary School has multiple building systems that are original to building and are past their service life. The
CDE assessment gave Dartmouth a FCl of 80.4%. Of primary concern to the district is the mechanical system. The mechanical
system consists of interior mechanical rooms which house a mechanical unit that supports, on average, three classrooms. In
the early 1980’s, these units were retrofitted from electric heat & cooling to hot water heat and electric cooling. The cooling
condensers are located on the roof above each mechanical room. The current system includes one heating coil and two
cooling coils for three classrooms. The mechanical equipment fills the mechanical rooms with zero to minimal clearances
around the units.

Recently, we experienced leaking around some of the mechanical units which lead to mold growth and a subsequent mold
remediation project. The interior mechanical rooms are constructed with two layers of drywall finished with the asbestos-
containing joint compound. While the mold was cleaned from the surface of the drywall, we cannot be certain that all the
mold has been removed without removing the mechanical equipment from the rooms or by using destructive methods from
the rooms around the mechanical rooms.

BEST grant funding would be specifically directed towards improving the educational environments for students by removing
asbestos containing ceilings, replacing the mechanical, and related systems and resolving IAQ issues at the school.

Funding: Low property values have historically restricted APS’ capital programs. Our district has a large number of low to
moderate value residential properties that yield large student enrollments but relatively few high value commercial
properties to contribute to our tax base. Due to a drop in property values and loss of high growth status in the recent
recession, our current debt now limits our bond capacity. According to District accounting records, bond debt outstanding as
of December 31, 2013 is $344,985,000; bonding capacity is $14,388,320; and percent bonding capacity used is 96%. It will be
several years before our bonding capacity recovers sufficiently to support another bond issue.

In the past 19 years, Aurora’s voters have been very supportive of district bond referenda. However, even after bond issues
in 1995, 2002, and 2008 many critical deficiencies, remain unaddressed. The 2008 bond program funded less than half of our
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identified needs. Our ability to complete deferred maintenance and planned replacement projects is impacted by the high
proportion of bond proceeds required for new schools in high growth areas. In fact, much of our 2008 bond program was
allocated for new schools. Only about 45% of those funds were directed to existing buildings.

Deficiencies Associated with this Project:

The existing mechanical system is past its useful life and needs to be replaced The ceiling assemblies in the classrooms
consist of drywall with asbestos containing joint compound to which 12 x 12 acoustical tiles have been glued. This asbestos
containing material limits improvements to systems above the ceiling and light fixtures which are attached to the ceiling.
Abating the ceiling will facilitate mechanical and electrical repairs. The light fixtures are also original to the original
construction and should be replaced. The joint compound in the walls is also asbestos containing but this project would only
remove walls that surround the mechanical equipment.

The district recognizes that there are other systems in the building that are past their useful lives and should be replaced. We
would propose to design the replacement of those systems and bid them as alternates. The systems that we would consider
as alternates include the plumbing fixtures and the windows.

Proposed Solution to Address the Deficiencies Stated Above:

Replace the current mechanical equipment and distribution system with a system that meets current ASHRAE IAQ standard
and the latest energy code. Abate asbestos containing materials impacted by this project including all the drywall ceilings
and the drywall walls in the mechanical rooms. Replace other systems that are past their useful life and will be impacted by
the HVAC repair project including ceilings, low voltage systems and lighting. Replace other systems that are past their useful
life such as plumbing fixtures and windows if funds are available in the project.

How Urgent is this Project?

High - While the mechanical equipment is old and past its useful life, the discovery of mold on the walls around the
mechanical units has propelled this project to a high priority for the district. We will continue with scheduled air monitoring
until we can fund a project to replace the mechanical equipment and the walls around that equipment.

How Does this Project Conform with the BEST Facility Construction Guidelines?

The existing building does not conform to the following Colorado Department of Education 1 CCR 303(1) Capital Construction
Assistance Public Schools Facility Construction Guidelines:

Section One — Promote safe and healthy facilities

3.6 Asbestos-containing Building Materials: The district complies with all AHERA criteria; however, the presence on asbestos
in the drywall ceiling assembly limits our ability to inspect the building systems located in the ceiling plenum.

3.11 The most pressing problem with the school is the mechanical system. While partial repairs have occurred over the life
of the building, a new system is necessary to solve existing IAQ problem:s.

3.12 IAQ would be greatly improved with the replacement of the mechanical system. A new system would be designed to
meet ASHRAE standards. Removal of the mechanical equipment would also allow the district to address the issue of mold
growth in the mechanical rooms.

How Does the Applicant Plan to Maintain the Project if it is Awarded?

Management of the requested repairs and improvements will fall under the responsibility of the district’s Director of
Maintenance and Operations and will be accomplished under our normal facility management processes.

Aurora Public Schools operates a full service Maintenance and Operations Department. The department carries out a regular
program of routine, emergency and preventive maintenance and cyclical major repairs for all district facilities.

The Maintenance and Operations Department is comprised of three interdisciplinary maintenance teams, an Energy and
Building Optimization branch, Exterior Operations, Custodial Operations, and Electronic and Control Systems. Their goal is to
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provide a level of building maintenance that promotes and complements learning environments.

The three interdisciplinary teams accomplish general building maintenance for the district. Each team consists of 11 to 15

members, and they are responsible for maintaining over 1.5 million square feet. The teams are responsible for a variety of
building maintenance services including heating, ventilation and air conditioning, electrical, plumbing, carpentry, painting,
roofing, glazing, locks, doors, and bleachers.

The district performs scheduled preventative maintenance for a variety of building systems, such as, but not limited to
heating, ventilation and air conditioning equipment, fire alarms, cameras, bleachers, fire extinguishers, auto lefts, elevators,
kitchen hoods, boilers, backflow preventers, swimming pools, roofs, fire-sprinkler systems, bleachers and grease traps.

The district’s annual capital reserve program currently averages approximately $6 million per year and includes a program of
cyclical major facility repairs.

The district carries on a program of periodic district-wide facility condition assessments that form a basis for planning annual
capital reserve project programs and bond funded capital construction programs. The most recent of these assessments was
completed in 2008.

The district’s Long Range Facilities Advisory Committee meets on a regular basis and advises the board of education on
facility project needs.

If this application is for the Renovation, Expansion, Reconstruction or Replacement of an existing public school facility,
describe the condition of the facility at the time it was purchased or construction and if the facility was not adequate as a
public school at that time, provide the rational for purchasing or constructing it in the manner in which you did:

The school was built in 1975 for the school district and has been in use as a neighborhood elementary school since that date.

Current Grant Request: $1,825,680.45 Historical Significance: No

Current Applicant Match: $373,934.55 Does this Qualify for HPCP? No

Total Project Cost: $2,199,615.00 Will this Project go for a Bond? No

Previous Grant Awards: $0.00 CDE Minimum Match %: 17

Previous Matches: $0.00 Actual Match % Provided: 17

Affected Sq Ft: 53,600 Is a Waiver Letter Required? No

Affected Pupils: 406 Is this a Statutory Waiver? No

Cost Per Sq Ft: $37.31 Is a Master Plan Complete? Yes

Cost Per Pupil: $4,925.25 Who owns the Facility? District

Sq Ft Per Pupil: 132 Does the Facility have Financing?

Per Pupil Allocation to Cap Reserve: 170 Who will the Facility Revert to if the School Ceases to Exist:
Listed Inflation %: 4

District FTE Count: 36,894 Bonded Debt Approved: $215,000,000
Fiscal Health Watch? No Year(s) Bond Approved: 08

# of Fiscal Health Warning Indicators: 0 Bonded Debt Failed:

Assessed Valuation: $1,833,755,848 Year(s) Bond Failed:

PPAV: $49,703 Outstanding Bonded Debt: $380,585,000
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Unreserved General Fund FY11-12: $20,812,197 Total Bond Capacity: $366,751,170
Median Household Income: S44,687 Bond Capacity Remaining: (513,833,830)
Free Reduced Lunch %: 68.2 % Bonding Capacity Used: 104

Match Source Detail: Existing Bond Mill Levy: 16.25

Bond Fund - 2013-14 project savings
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- Facilities Impacted by this Grant Application -

Adams-Arapahoe 28-J - Aurora Central HS - Aurora Central HS Partial Roof Replacement - 1955

School Name: Aurora Central HS

Number of Buildings: 2
All or Portion built by WPA: No
Gross Area (SF): 283,775
Replacement Value: $89,666,162
Condition Budget: $52,147 511
Total FCI: 58.16%
Energy Budget: $99,321
Suitability Budget: $2,417,400
Total RSLI: 4%
Total CFl: 61.0%
Condition Score: (60%) 3.03
Energy Score: (0%) 1.44
Suitability Score: (40%) 479
School Score: 373

STATEWIDE FACILITY ASSESSMENT m SchoolHouse
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Applicant Name: ADAMS-ARAPAHOE 28-J Applicant Priority Number: 2
County: ARAPAHOE Previous BEST Grant(s) Funded: 2
Project Title: Aurora Central HS Partial Roof Replacement

Has this project been previously applied for and not funded? No

If Yes, please explain why:

L] Addition L] Fire Alarm Roof ] Window Replacement
L] Asbestos Abatement L] Lighting [ ] School Replacement [ ] New School

L] Boiler Replacement L] ADA L] Security [ ] Land Purchase

L] Electrical Upgrade L] HVAC L] Facility Sitework | Other Please Explain:
L] Energy Savings ] Renovation [ ] Water Systems

General Background Information and Reasons for Pursuing a BEST Grant:

The district evaluates all roofs on semi-annual basis thru visual inspections and work order (leak) evaluations. Small roof
projects are funded from a yearly capital projects appropriation but larger projects must either be funded from a bond or
broken into small pieces and addressed over multiple years. We completed a number of roof projects in our 2008 bond
program but, as that program is completing, new roofing projects must be funded from the yearly general fund
appropriation. In addition, the severe weather event that occurred in the late summer of 2013 moved some of our roofs
from a “Fair” condition to “Poor/Failing”. Aurora Central High School has three sections of the roof that must be replaced as
soon as possible. Since our bonding capacity is limited at this time, we are pursuing a BEST grant for this project.

Aurora Central High School was built in 1955. Additions to this building were implemented in 1957, 1968, 1974, 1976, 1981,
1991 and 2010. Portions of the roof have been replaced as needed and as part of reroofing projects. Two sections of the
roof may be the original roofing material and date to the construction of that portion of the building.

Funding: Low property values have historically restricted APS’ capital programs. Our district has a large number of low to
moderate value residential properties that yield large student enrollments but relatively few high value commercial
properties to contribute to our tax base. Due to a drop in property values and loss of high growth status in the recent
recession, our current debt now limits our bond capacity. According to District accounting records, bond debt outstanding as
of December 31, 2013 is $344,985,000; bonding capacity is $14,388,320; and percent bonding capacity used is 96%. It will be
several years before our bonding capacity recovers sufficiently to support another bond issue.

In the past 19 years, Aurora’s voters have been very supportive of district bond referenda. However, even after bond issues
in 1995, 2002, and 2008 many critical deficiencies, remain unaddressed. The 2008 bond program funded less than half of our
identified needs. Our ability to complete deferred maintenance and planned replacement projects is impacted by the high
proportion of bond proceeds required for new schools in high growth areas. In fact, much of our 2008 bond program was
allocated for new schools. Only about 45% of those funds were directed to existing buildings.

Deficiencies Associated with this Project:

The roof at Aurora Central has been reroofed at various times as partial roof replacements. Following severe storms that hit
Aurora last summer, we have experienced an increase of roof leaks in the school. The district asked an independent roofing
consultant to review this building and he identified three areas that need to be replaced without delay. Two of the areas
appear to be at least 30 years old and the other area is approaching 20 years old but in poor condition.

Area 1 —This section is a Coal-Tar BUR assembly of an unknown age, approximately 12,000 SF.

Area 5 — This section is an Asphalt BUR with gravel surfacing, dates to the 1990’s, approximately 18,500 SF.
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Area 14 — This section is an Asphalt BUR with gravel surfacing, unknown age, approximately 18,500 SF.

Due to access issues and asbestos flashing materials, the three areas that need to be reroofed will be more expensive than a
typical reroofing project. Aurora Central’s roofing project would have been included in our next bond program but these
areas of the roof have deteriorated to the point that we cannot wait until our bonding capacity improves.

Proposed Solution to Address the Deficiencies Stated Above:

Remove the roofing assemblies in these three areas and replace with a four-ply, gravel-surfaced asphalt BUR assembly. The
roofing contractor will be responsible for removal and disposal of any asbestos containing roofing materials. It is our belief
that the work can be accomplished in one summer.

How Urgent is this Project?

High — Repeated roof leaks put building occupants at risk of developing health problems due to mold and mildew growth.
Whenever a significant leak develops, in addition to repairing leaks in the roofing membrane, interior repairs must also be
completed. Roof leaks in the past have damaged ceiling tiles, carpet and/or floor tiles and interior walls.

How Does this Project Conform with the BEST Facility Construction Guidelines?

The existing building does not conform to the following Colorado Department of Education 1 CCR 303(1) Capital Construction
Assistance Public Schools Facility Construction Guidelines:

Section One — Promote safe and healthy facilities that protect all building occupants against life safety and health threats, are
in conformance with all applicable Local, State and Federal,codes, laws and regulations.

Specific sections addressed would include:
3.2 — The areas detailed in this application do not meet the requirement of having a “weather-tight roof that drains water
positively off the roof and discharges the water off and away from the building.”

How Does the Applicant Plan to Maintain the Project if it is Awarded?

Management of the requested repairs and improvements will fall under the responsibility of the district’s Director of
Maintenance and Operations and will be accomplished under our normal facility management processes.

Aurora Public Schools operates a full service Maintenance and Operations Department. The department carries out a regular
program of routine, emergency and preventive maintenance and cyclical major repairs for all district facilities.

The Maintenance and Operations Department is comprised of three interdisciplinary maintenance teams, an Energy and
Building Optimization branch, Exterior Operations, Custodial Operations, and Electronic and Control System. Their goal is to
provide a level of building maintenance that promotes and complements learning environments.

The three interdisciplinary teams accomplish general building maintenance for the district. Each team consists of 11 to 15

members, and they are responsible for maintaining over 1.5 million square feet. The teams are responsible for a variety of
building maintenance services including heating, ventilation and air conditioning, electrical, plumbing, carpentry, painting,
roofing, glazing, locks, doors, and bleachers.

The district performs scheduled preventative maintenance for a variety of building systems, such as, but not limited to
heating, ventilation and air conditioning equipment, fire alarms, cameras, bleachers, fire extinguishers, auto lefts, elevators,
kitchen hoods, boilers, backflow preventers, swimming pools, roofs, fire-sprinkler systems, bleachers and grease traps.

The district’s annual capital reserve program currently averages approximately $6 million per year and includes a program of
cyclical major facility repairs.

The district carries on a program of periodic district-wide facility condition assessments that form a basis for planning annual
capital reserve project programs and bond funded capital construction programs. The most recent of these assessments was
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completed in 2008.

The district’s Long Range Facilities Advisory Committee meets on a regular basis and advises the board of education on

facility project needs.

If this application is for the Renovation, Expansion, Reconstruction or Replacement of an existing public school facility,
describe the condition of the facility at the time it was purchased or construction and if the facility was not adequate as a
public school at that time, provide the rational for purchasing or constructing it in the manner in which you did:

NA

Current Grant Request: $826,662.16 Historical Significance: No

Current Applicant Match: $169,316.34 Does this Qualify for HPCP? No

Total Project Cost: $995,978.50 Will this Project go for a Bond? No

Previous Grant Awards: $0.00 CDE Minimum Match %: 17

Previous Matches: $0.00 Actual Match % Provided: 17

Affected Sq Ft: 49,000 Is a Waiver Letter Required? No

Affected Pupils: 2,120 Is this a Statutory Waiver? No

Cost Per Sq Ft: $18.48 Is a Master Plan Complete? Yes

Cost Per Pupil: $427.09 Who owns the Facility? District

Sq Ft Per Pupil: 23 Does the Facility have Financing?

Per Pupil Allocation to Cap Reserve: 170 Who will the Facility Revert to if the School Ceases to Exist:
Listed Inflation %: 4

District FTE Count: 36,894 Bonded Debt Approved: $215,000,000
Fiscal Health Watch? No Year(s) Bond Approved: 08

# of Fiscal Health Warning Indicators: 0 Bonded Debt Failed:

Assessed Valuation:

PPAV:

Unreserved General Fund FY11-12:
Median Household Income:

Free Reduced Lunch %:

Match Source Detail:

General Fund Capital Projects

$1,833,755,848
$49,703
$20,812,197
$44,687

68.2

Year(s) Bond Failed:
Outstanding Bonded Debt:
Total Bond Capacity:

Bond Capacity Remaining:
% Bonding Capacity Used:
Existing Bond Mill Levy:
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- Facilities Impacted by this Grant Application -

Adams-Arapahoe 28-J - Virginia Court HS - Virginia Court ES Security Vestibule Renovations - 1964

School Name: Virginia Court ES

Number of Buildings: 1
All or Portion built by WPA: No
Gross Area (SF): 49 385
Replacement Value: $11,795,687
Condition Budget: $3,739,941
Total FCI: 31.71%
Energy Budget: $17,285
Suitability Budget: $1,455,400
Total RSLI: 27%
Total CFI: 44 2%
Condition Score: (60%) 3.15
Energy Score: (0%) 1.83
Suitability Score: (40%) 420
School Score: 357

STATEWIDE FACILITY ASSESSMENT m SchoolHouse
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Applicant Name: ADAMS-ARAPAHOE 28-J Applicant Priority Number: 3
County: ARAPAHOE Previous BEST Grant(s) Funded: 2
Project Title: Virginia Court ES Security Vestibule Renovations

Has this project been previously applied for and not funded? No

If Yes, please explain why:

L] Addition L] Fire Alarm L] Roof ] Window Replacement
[ ] Asbestos Abatement L] Lighting L] School Replacement [ ] New School

L] Boiler Replacement L] ADA Security [ ] Land Purchase

L] Electrical Upgrade L] HVAC L] Facility Sitework | Other Please Explain:
L] Energy Savings ] Renovation [ ] Water Systems

General Background Information and Reasons for Pursuing a BEST Grant:

Through our bond programs and yearly capital projects, Aurora Public School (APS) has been able to steadily improve security
at our school buildings. We have cameras and electronic lock releases on the main entry doors of all of our schools. Every
school built or remodeled in our 2008 bond program has direct access to the office from an entry vestibule. After the tragedy
at Sandy Hook we completed a survey of all 52 of our schools and their entry configurations. Of the 52 schools in our
portfolio, six have campus monitors located at the front entrance and 11 have security vestibules. We calculated the costs to
construct security vestibules, direct access from the entry vestibule to the office. The district decided to set aside general
funds budget to modify the existing school entries that do not have security vestibules. However, because of budget
cutbacks to our capital projects accounts, we are limited to spending no more than $300,000 per year for this program. At
that rate, it will take us 5 years to remodel 28 of the remaining 35 sites. Moreover, we have seven sites that will greatly
exceed the yearly capital projects account, with a total estimated cost of $2.8M to complete. One of those schools is Virginia
Court Elementary School (Virginia Court).

Virginia Court opened in 1964. The building was designed as 3 individual buildings connected by open air canopies.
Additions to this building were implemented in 1969, 1985 and 1997. These additions added teaching and support space and
enclosed all but one of the open walkways. In 2006 we converted a stage into a cafeteria so that the multipurpose room
could be used primarily as a gymnasium. However, the gym served as the causeway between the kitchen serving line and the
new cafeteria. The 2008 bond program included relocating the kitchen adjacent to the cafeteria. That work is scheduled for
the summer of 2015. If we receive BEST funds for the security vestibule, the construction would occur simultaneously.

Funding: Low property values have historically restricted APS’ capital programs. Our district has a large number of low to
moderate value residential properties that yield large student enroliments but relatively few high value commercial
properties to contribute to our tax base. Due to a drop in property values and loss of high growth status in the recent
recession, our current debt now limits our bond capacity. According to District accounting records, bond debt outstanding as
of December 31, 2013 is $344,985,000; bonding capacity is $14,388,320; and percent bonding capacity used is 96%. It will
be several years before our bonding capacity recovers sufficiently to support another bond issue.

In the past 19 years, Aurora’s voters have been very supportive of district bond referenda. However, even after bond issues
in 1995, 2002, and 2008 many critical deficiencies, remain unaddressed. The 2008 bond program funded less than half of our
identified needs. Our ability to complete deferred maintenance and planned replacement projects is impacted by the high
proportion of bond proceeds required for new schools in high growth areas. In fact, much of our 2008 bond program was
allocated for new schools. Only about 45% of those funds were directed to existing buildings.

Deficiencies Associated with this Project:
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The main entry doors at Virginia Court open into a main corridor with access to the main office, cafeteria and gymnasium.
The doors are remotely opened when a visitor arrives but there is no way to route the visitor directly to the office. If they do
not voluntarily enter the office and the office staff does not see them continue down the main corridor, they have unfettered
access to the entire school. We are unable to create a vestibule inside the corridor because the doors to the cafeteria and
gymnasium are directly opposite of the doors into the main office.

Proposed Solution to Address the Deficiencies Stated Above:

To create a security vestibule at Virginia Court we need to build an addition in front of the current entry doors under the
canopy of the exterior walkway. The existing office suite will need to be remodeled so that the office staff can relocated
adjacent to the new vestibule. The health clinic which is currently located along the exterior wall will need to move to the
interior section and the clerical staff assume the space vacated by the clinic.

How Urgent is this Project?

Secure entries are of paramount importance to the staff and students of all of our schools. While we have committed to a
five year plan to meet this goal, almost every school in the district has expressed a desire to be included in the first year(s) of
the program. The Virginia Court security vestibule is both necessary and more expensive than we will be able to afford
through the capital projects program and will hard to accomplish if additional funds are not dedicated to this program.
Additionally, this project could be added to the bond project in the summer of 2015 which would make it more affordable
than if it was bid separately or at a later date.

How Does this Project Conform with the BEST Facility Construction Guidelines?

Section One: Promote Safe and Healthy Facilities

*3.9 — The main traffic should flow past the main office area and visible monitored from the office... Visitors are visible from
the main office before they enter through the main entry doors but, unless they voluntarily enter the office, they can proceed
into the rest of the school. When a number of people enter the building at one time, it is difficult for the office staff to watch
everyone.

How Does the Applicant Plan to Maintain the Project if it is Awarded?

Management of the requested repairs and improvements will fall under the responsibility of the district’s Director of
Maintenance and Operations and will be accomplished under our normal facility management processes.

Aurora Public Schools operates a full service Maintenance and Operations Department. The department carries out a regular
program of routine, emergency and preventive maintenance and cyclical major repairs for all district facilities.

The Maintenance and Operations Department is comprised of three interdisciplinary maintenance teams, an Energy and
Building Optimization branch, Exterior Operations, Custodial Operations, and Electronic and Control System. Their goal is to
provide a level of building maintenance that promotes and complements learning environments.

The three interdisciplinary teams accomplish general building maintenance for the district. Each team consists of 11 to 15

members, and they are responsible for maintaining over 1.5 million square feet. The teams are responsible for a variety of
building maintenance services including heating, ventilation and air conditioning, electrical, plumbing, carpentry, painting,
roofing, glazing, locks, doors, and bleachers.

The district performs scheduled preventative maintenance for a variety of building systems, such as, but not limited to
heating, ventilation and air conditioning equipment, fire alarms, cameras, bleachers, fire extinguishers, auto lefts, elevators,
kitchen hoods, boilers, backflow preventers, swimming pools, roofs, fire-sprinkler systems, bleachers and grease traps.

The district’s annual capital reserve program currently averages approximately $6 million per year and includes a program of
cyclical major facility repairs.

The district carries on a program of periodic district-wide facility condition assessments that form a basis for planning annual
capital reserve project programs and bond funded capital construction programs. The most recent of these assessments was
completed in 2008.
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The district’s Long Range Facilities Advisory Committee meets on a regular basis and advises the board of education on

facility project needs.

If this application is for the Renovation, Expansion, Reconstruction or Replacement of an existing public school facility,
describe the condition of the facility at the time it was purchased or construction and if the facility was not adequate as a
public school at that time, provide the rational for purchasing or constructing it in the manner in which you did:

NA

Current Grant Request:

$305,025.00

Historical Significance:

Yes, not deemed significant

Current Applicant Match: $62,475.00 Does this Qualify for HPCP? No

Total Project Cost: $367,500.00 Will this Project go for a Bond? No

Previous Grant Awards: $0.00 CDE Minimum Match %: 17

Previous Matches: $0.00 Actual Match % Provided: 17

Affected Sq Ft: 1,200 Is a Waiver Letter Required? No

Affected Pupils: 568 Is this a Statutory Waiver? No

Cost Per Sq Ft: $291.67 Is a Master Plan Complete? Yes

Cost Per Pupil: $616.20 Who owns the Facility? District

Sq Ft Per Pupil: 2 Does the Facility have Financing?

Per Pupil Allocation to Cap Reserve: 170 Who will the Facility Revert to if the School Ceases to Exist:
Listed Inflation %: 4

District FTE Count: 36,894 Bonded Debt Approved: $215,000,000
Fiscal Health Watch? No Year(s) Bond Approved: 08

# of Fiscal Health Warning Indicators: 0 Bonded Debt Failed:

Assessed Valuation:

PPAV:

Unreserved General Fund FY11-12:
Median Household Income:

Free Reduced Lunch %:

Match Source Detail:

General Fund Capitol Projects Account

$1,833,755,848
$49,703
$20,812,197
$44,687

68.2

Year(s) Bond Failed:
Outstanding Bonded Debt:
Total Bond Capacity:

Bond Capacity Remaining:
% Bonding Capacity Used:
Existing Bond Mill Levy:

132
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- Facilities Impacted by this Grant Application -

Adams-Arapahoe 28-J - Aurora Academy Charter School - Security Upgrades - 1974

School Name: Aurora Academy Charter School

Number of Buildings: 1
All or Portion built by WPA: No
Gross Area (SF): 63,430
Replacement Value: $20,392,250
Condition Budget: $14 645819
Total FCI: 71.82%
Energy Budget: $22 201
Suitability Budget: $2,152,500
Total RSLI: 5%
Total CFI: 82.5%
Condition Score: (60%) 3.28
Energy Score: (0%) 221
Suitability Score: (40%) 3.63
School Score: 342

STATEWIDE FACILITY ASSESSMENT m SchoolHouse
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Applicant Name: AURORA ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL Applicant Priority Number: 1
County: ARAPAHOE Previous BEST Grant(s) Funded: 0
Project Title: Security Upgrades

Has this project been previously applied for and not funded? No

If Yes, please explain why:

L] Addition L] Fire Alarm L] Roof ] Window Replacement
[ ] Asbestos Abatement L] Lighting L] School Replacement [ ] New School

L] Boiler Replacement L] ADA Security [ ] Land Purchase

L] Electrical Upgrade L] HVAC L] Facility Sitework | Other Please Explain:
L] Energy Savings ] Renovation [ ] Water Systems

General Background Information and Reasons for Pursuing a BEST Grant:

Aurora Academy Charter School (AACS) opened its doors to students in the fall of 2000. By remodeling an office building to
provide classrooms, the school has served over 6,000 students in the Aurora area. Two years ago a committee researched
moving locations and determined that, due to finances, it would not be feasible. The school board also felt that we have a
good location within the city of Aurora. Therefore, we decided to stay in our current location. AACS services the northern
part of the district as well surrounding areas on the north and east.

We strive to be good stewards of our school by taking care of what we have. The maintenance plan at AACS has been
aggressive over the years, but many of the systems are nearing or passing their life expectancies. Starting February 1, 2014,
we will be undertaking the writing of a master plan to address the future of the AACS campus facilities.

Immediate needs have been identified to continue to operate a safe and secure school. When the tragedy at Sandy Hook, CT
occurred in 2012, a renewed priority was placed on safety and security needs across the United States. More recently, the
tragedy at Arapahoe High School showed an increased need for these items to be addressed. A security assessment at AACS
was done in the fall of 2013, with administration speaking to district police and officials and researching best practices. As a
result, AACS identified several measures to implement to improve the safety and security of the school. These items were
discussed with experts in the field and preliminary plans were created.

According to the research of best practices in the case of a crisis — including information from the | Love You Guys foundation
and Aurora Public School police officers -- clear, effective communication is of highest priority in a crisis situation. Currently,
AACS does not have a school wide system through which to effectively deliver communication. Best practices also dictate the
need for clear sight lines so staff may see who enters and exits the school. Because our main office is located on the second
floor of the school, we do not have any sight lines to see people entering our building, creating the need for a video
surveillance system. Finally, our exterior doors need updating as they are not fully secure. Having doors that close and latch
securely would increase the safety of the students in our building.

Deficiencies Associated with this Project:

In today’s society, security and safety of our children has become more complex. The BEST grant funds will cover some of
those needs to care for our students.

Clear, effective communication can not happen to all areas and persons in our building due to the fact that the current paging
system is via the speaker phone system. Often, the paging system is not heard by staff and students for multiple reasons:
class discussion may be lively; volume on phones is turned down during class time; and in several cases, telephones are
located in offices and not actually in the classroom itself (as in the case of PE and band, for example). Also, the internal phone
system lacks the ability to broadcast to the cafeteria, bathrooms, or hallways. Recently AACS implemented a Lockout,
securing the perimeter of the school, during the recent Arapahoe High School tragedy. During that time, two staff persons
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were not aware of the lockout situation because the current system does not allow messages to be heard in all parts of the
building. Also, in case of an emergency in one of these sections of the school, it is impossible to utilize two-way
communication between a staff member and the main office.

Further security issues exist in the state of our doors. Exterior doors in the entryway and the east entry do not have a center
vertical bar to secure them appropriately against intrusions. These doors could be broken into without much effort if there
was desire by an individual. Right now, our front door has only top and bottom pins which could be easily knocked out. Full
frame doors will give much needed stability to the doors and have the ability to lock fully. With a steel post in the middle of
the two doors, there would be a latch on each door at the mid-way point securing it to the steel post. The hardware on the
current doors is over 15 years old. Therefore the doors do not latch securely and properly and need constant adjustment. On
the exterior door off the kindergarten room, one cannot tell, from the inside, if the door is locked. The locking mechanism (or
door) needs replaced to improve security monitoring.

A final security issue lies in surveillance of visitors to the building. There are six entrances/exits into the AACS building. None
of these doors are in view of the front office. A video surveillance would enable staff to virtually monitor entrances. Itis
being reported that the intruder at Arapahoe High School entered through a door that was propped open. Video surveillance
would enable staff to monitor the doors for closure.

As much as we train our students not to open doors to strangers, we know that children are inherently trusting of adults. We
need stronger measures in place to enable Aurora Academy Charter School to monitor, prevent, and react nimbly in case of
an emergency. These measures include a school-wide PA system for clear, effective communication; strengthening of doors
around the school; and a video surveillance system.

Proposed Solution to Address the Deficiencies Stated Above:

The deficiencies listed above will be addressed by: 1) installing a full school-wide public address system. This system will
operate independently of the phone system. It will include speakers in the common areas, cafeteria, gymnasium, and
outdoors as well as in every classroom and office space; 2) replacing doors in the entryway and east entrance and updating
the locking system on the door to the kindergarten; 3) replacing glass interior entry doors with solid doors; and 4) installing a
video surveillance system.

How Urgent is this Project?

Deficiencies in safety and security cause this application to be very urgent. Failure already occurred when staff persons were
not aware of the lockout situation, although it did not result in harm. There is no way to know when intruders may gain
access to our school and do harm.

How Does this Project Conform with the BEST Facility Construction Guidelines?

This project will comply with sections 3.8, Event Alerting and Notification System, and 3.9, Secured Facilities, of the 1 CCR 303
(1) Capital Construction Assistance Public Schools Facility Construction Guidelines. The existing public address system is
functionally deficient. It is integrated with the phone system and can be muted by teachers in classrooms and is not audible
in the gym or corridors. Thus, adding a dedicated public address system to the building will provide communication
throughout, as stated in section 3.8, communication devices should be located in classrooms and throughout the school.
Also, the replacement of functionally obsolete main entry, east corridor, corridor doors and the installation of a video camera
system at all of the school entrances will help the school comply with Section 3.9, all other exterior entrances shall be locked
and controlled access, plus, the main entrance walking traffic should flow past the main office area and be visibly monitored
from the office either directly or via a video camera system.

How Does the Applicant Plan to Maintain the Project if it is Awarded?

Aurora Academy Charter School has a priority to maintain the building and has a dedicated maintenance budget. Upon the
completion of the project, the existing maintenance budget will be able to keep these items in working order. The doors,
surveillance system, and public address system will be placed in the capital improvement plan for review and replacement as
needed. Our building maintenance supervisor along with our IT supervisor will maintain all operations of the new doors,
surveillance system, and public address system.

If this application is for the Renovation, Expansion, Reconstruction or Replacement of an existing public school facility,
describe the condition of the facility at the time it was purchased or construction and if the facility was not adequate as a
public school at that time, provide the rational for purchasing or constructing it in the manner in which you did:
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The building that serves as the home for Aurora Academy Charter School was built in 1974 as a corporate office building, and
it served in that function for many years. In the 1990's it was vacated, and the property became rundown. In 1999, the
founding parents of Aurora Academy started looking for a building for their new school. The building had to be in central
Aurora and accommodate 450 students. Even though the building was not advertised, the school negotiated a lease with the
property owner, quickly constructed the necessary classrooms and support spaces, and opened in the fall of 2000. The
building met the school's criteria: it was large enough to accommodate the new and future student population, it was ideally
located, and there was space to expand in the future. Construction was done with a tight budget, and many existing spaces,
such as the existing corporate administration offices, remained in order to save money. Most of the construction budget
went to building new walls, installing finishes, and providing utilities to the new classrooms. The existing mechanical and
electrical systems were adapted to serve the new layout. In 2005, the school purchased the building and property. A
gymnasium was constructed and spaces in the main building were remodeled. New classrooms were added on the second
floor, and a music room, cafeteria, and kitchen were added on the first floor. Now in the 2013-14 school year, the school has
540 students and 50 faculty and staff. There have been a few small remodels in the past few years to accommodate
additional staff, but the floor plans remain relatively unchanged from the remodel in 2005. With nearly 600 occupants, the
building has essentially reached its maximum capacity.

The history of facility decisions at Aurora Academy has often been based on expediency, necessity, and the budget. The
original layout and remodel served its purpose: open a school and serve the students and staff in the most economical and
functional manner possible. Time is catching up with the building. Not only are many of the major building systems, such as
doors and windows, coming to end of their life-cycle, school planning, especially for security and safety, has changed since
the school opened. The current facilities to provide security and safety are no longer adequate and need to be amended or
replaced. It is now time to switch our thinking from the short-term to the long-term and develop a plan for our facility to
sustain it for the next 5-10 years. In February, we will begin our first facility master plan.

Current Grant Request: $57,475.00 Historical Significance: No

Current Applicant Match: $3,025.00 Does this Qualify for HPCP? No

Total Project Cost: $60,500.00 Will this Project go for a Bond? No

Previous Grant Awards: $0.00 CDE Minimum Match %: 5

Previous Matches: $0.00 Actual Match % Provided: 5

Affected Sq Ft: 63,430 Is a Waiver Letter Required? No

Affected Pupils: 539 Is this a Statutory Waiver? No

Cost Per Sq Ft: $0.87 Is a Master Plan Complete? No

Cost Per Pupil: $102.04 Who owns the Facility? Charter School

Sq Ft Per Pupil: 118 Does the Facility have Financing? Yes

Per Pupil Allocation to Cap Reserve: 0 Who will the Facility Revert to if the School Ceases to Exist:
Listed Inflation %: 0 All assets will become the property of Aurora Public Schools.
District FTE Count: 539 Bonded Debt Approved:

Fiscal Health Watch? No Year(s) Bond Approved:

# of Fiscal Health Warning Indicators: Unknown Bonded Debt Failed:

Assessed Valuation: Year(s) Bond Failed:

PPAV: Outstanding Bonded Debt:

Unreserved General Fund FY11-12: $686,138 Total Bond Capacity:
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Median Household Income: Bond Capacity Remaining:
Free Reduced Lunch %: 42.53 % Bonding Capacity Used:
Match Source Detail: Existing Bond Mill Levy:

General Fund
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- Facilities Impacted by this Grant Application -

Sheridan 2 - Sheridan HS - Sheridan HS Water Line Replacement — 1980

School Name: Sheridan HS

Number of Buildings: 1
All or Portion built by WPA: No
Gross Area (SF): 108,352
Replacement Value: $31,266,478
Condition Budget: $17,947 920
Total FCI: 57.40%
Energy Budget: $0
Suitability Budget: $5,386,500
Total RSLI: 29%
Total CFI: 74.6%
Condition Score: (60%) 33
Energy Score: (0%) 231
Suitability Score: (40%) 3.85
School Score: 353

STATEWIDE FACILITY ASSESSMENT m SchoolHouse
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Applicant Name: SHERIDAN 2 Applicant Priority Number: 1
County: ARAPAHOE Previous BEST Grant(s) Funded: 3
Project Title: Sheridan HS Water Line Replacement

Has this project been previously applied for and not funded? No

If Yes, please explain why:

L] Addition L] Fire Alarm L] Roof ] Window Replacement
[ ] Asbestos Abatement L] Lighting L] School Replacement [ ] New School

L] Boiler Replacement L] ADA L] Security [ ] Land Purchase

L] Electrical Upgrade L] HVAC L] Facility Sitework | Other Please Explain:
L] Energy Savings ] Renovation Water Systems

General Background Information and Reasons for Pursuing a BEST Grant:

Sheridan School District undertook development of a facilities master plan in 2009 to create a path to address facility
deficiencies throughout the District, and several components of the master plan have been implemented over the past four
years, including:

- Safety and security upgrades at Alice Terry Elementary and Sheridan High School in 2011;

- Construction of a new 3-8 school to replace one very old facility and move middle school students to a safer site, getting
them off of Federal Boulevard;

- Relocation of district support offices and elimination of nine modular buildings housing them;

Through discussion with Denver Water and Denver Fire during design of the 3-8 School in 2013, the District learned that the
water service lines serving the Sheridan High School site do not meet basic requirements for Denver Fire service. Due to the
age of the system and that little is known about the condition of the lines, Denver Fire does not consider it a reliable water
service system.

This is a critical safety concern to the district. In order to address the deficiency, Denver Water suggested a phased plan to
connect the major service lines that are to the north and south of the site, through the Sheridan High School site. First, a
portion of a new 12” water main is being constructed from the North to serve the 3-8 School. Second, Arapahoe Library,
which is building a new library branch south of the Sheridan property, is installing an extension of 12” main along the south
side of the Sheridan site. The final phase is to connect the two new mains through the High School site, and provide new
connections to the existing buildings onsite with code compliant hydrants, pressures and flows.

Safe buildings are a priority to Sheridan School District and the ability to provide adequate fire service is a critical component
to safety. Sheridan is not able to fully fund the project on its own.

Deficiencies Associated with this Project:

The existing system has quality concerns and urgent fire-safety concerns. The majority of the system components are over
40 years old and there are several portions which have failed, have been repaired or abandoned. In addition, the recent 3-8
School design process has identified a grave safety concern with the reliability of the system for firefighting.

Much of the existing system was installed in 1972 when the High School was built. Drawings indicate that portions of the
system predate this period, and may have been installed as part of the Ft. Logan military base development. In 2011, the
failure of a portion of line on the west side of the High School resulted in a loss of two (2) gallons of water per hour for
twenty (20) days, until it could be repaired, at a cost of over $50,000. More recently, a section of line failed under the
parking lot west of the school. Leaking water from the broken line washed out the soil under the pavement, creating a void
and resulting in damage to the parking lot. In order to address the problem, the water line was uncovered and it was
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apparent that it had failed in several locations due to deterioration.

Documentation and verbal accounts of the system indicate that there are multiple dead ends where water can sit and
stagnate. The system is not known to have been tested in the past 15 years, so it is not known whether it meets Colorado
drinking water regulations.

On March 19, 2013, representatives of the design team for the new Sheridan 3-8 School met with Denver Water to discuss
water service for the new school. At this meeting, Denver Water expressed their concern about the quality of service in the
area and stated that the service to the Sheridan 3-8 School was required to be upgraded. The only Denver Water main in the
vicinity of Sheridan 3-8 School was a 6” cast iron main in West Mansfield Avenue, which was constructed in 1956. In addition
to quality concerns, Denver Water modeled the existing flows and pressures within the 6” cast iron main and determined it
was not adequate to service the new Sheridan 3-8 development.

The Sheridan 3-8 School and Sheridan High School are both located on this 49 acre site, so the water system serving the
entire site was reviewed. Water service is brought to the High School and other buildings on the southeast side of the site
through a private main system which loops through the site. A 6” master meter and tap located to the south of the site
connects the private system to the public 8” main within West Oxford Avenue. Due to the private nature of this water
system, Denver Water informed the District that neither Denver Water nor Denver Fire would be able to recognize the
private system and that Denver Water would not allow expansion off of the private system to the new Sheridan 3-8 School.
Denver Water further stated that they have no way of knowing the flows, maintenance routine, or current condition of the
water system and there is no guarantee that the private system is even up to code. Denver Fire will only allow the use of
Denver Water hydrants served off of Denver Water mains.

After initial Denver Water analysis, several options were explored to develop a plan to address the water service deficiencies
on new 3-8 School site as well as the High School site. Cost and constructability were considered in this analysis. It was
determined that in order to bring water service to the new 3-8 School up to code requirements, a 12” loop would need to be
installed through the surrounding area. The 12” loop would connect the existing 12” main at the intersection of South Lowell
Boulevard and West Kenyon Avenue to the existing 14” main at the intersection of West Oxford Avenue and South Federal
Boulevard. Once completed, this loop would place the new Sheridan 3-8 School as well as the High School and other smaller
buildings on the site onto a public water system. Because the extents of the looped 12” water main were so large, it was
determined that design and construction of the loop would be phased over time and in conjunction with different projects.

The new Sheridan 3-8 School is responsible for the first phase of the loop. Construction of the first phase involves removing
and replacing the existing 6” cast iron main within South Lowell Boulevard with a 12” ductile iron main from West Kenyon
Avenue to the new facility. From South Lowell Boulevard, the 12” main will be extended through the southern parking lot of
the 3-8 School and terminate near the existing tennis courts.

The Arapahoe Library Branch, which is currently under construction to the south of the Sheridan High School site, is
responsible for the second phase of the water main loop. The second phase of the loop involves removing and replacing the
existing 6” main within West Oxford Avenue with a 12” ductile iron main from South Federal Boulevard to South Irving
Street. At South Irving Street, the 12” main will be extended north along the High School parking lot’s access drive and then
west through the access drive to the south of the existing transportation building. This section of 12” main will terminate to
the south of the building.

The third phase of the water line loop is to be completed by Sheridan School District, when they are able to remove and
replace their private water system with a public main. The third phase will involve connecting the two 12” ductile iron mains
to be installed with the new Sheridan 3-8 School and the Arapahoe Library Branch with a 12” ductile iron line. This
connection will complete the three phase loop and bring water service in the area up to code requirements.

Proposed Solution to Address the Deficiencies Stated Above:

As described in the preceding section, the proposed solution is the third and final phase in the project to complete a 12”
water main loop on the Sheridan High School site. This project includes installation of a 12” ductile iron main. The main will
connect the 12” ductile iron line which will be installed in the southern parking lot of the new Sheridan 3-8 School
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development to the 12” ductile iron main supplying the Arapahoe Library Branch building, which will be installed on the
south side of the Sheridan High School site.

In order to place the existing buildings within the site on Denver Water’s public main, the existing private water lines
traveling around the site will be removed and replaced with 12” ductile iron pipe. These will be looped off of the 12” ductile
iron main that connects to the west and south side of the site. All existing taps located off of the existing private water
system will be relocated off of the new 12” line. The master meter serving the Sheridan site will be removed and replaced
with individual meters off of each service line. Fire hydrants meeting Denver Fire standards and specification will be installed
on the site. Based on the 2009 International Fire Code (IFC), it is estimated that six fire hydrants will be required and this is
included in the project.

This water line upgrade is vital to the Sheridan School District, as the existing private system is not recognized by either
Denver Water or Denver Fire. Upgrading the water line to a public system will not only bring the site’s water system up to
current standards and codes but will also improve the flows, pressures, and water quality within the Sheridan High School
site as well as the new Sheridan 3-8 School. Denver Water was consulted during the grant application planning process to
determine that this third phase of the water line loop would be planned to integrate with the larger Denver Water system in
the Sheridan area.

How Urgent is this Project?

This is an urgent issue to Sheridan School District because the existing water line is not recognized by either Denver Water or
Denver Fire, and the condition of the existing mains, services and hydrants is unknown. There have been failures in the
system over the past three years, and in the event of an emergency, there is the possibility that the existing water system will
be unable to provide adequate flows or pressures for the fire department to fight a fire. This is of critical urgency for student,
staff and visitor safety on site.

How Does this Project Conform with the BEST Facility Construction Guidelines?

This project conforms to Section 3.4 of the Public School Facility Construction Guidelines for potable water source and supply
systems. The new water system will be designed to meet all current building codes and Colorado Primary Drinking Water
regulations.

How Does the Applicant Plan to Maintain the Project if it is Awarded?

The Sheridan School District is committed to maintaining a capital renewal budget. The District currently transfers a
significant amount each year into their capital renewal budget to support facility needs and infrastructure. The District
believes that this project is somewhat unique in that not only will it improve the water quality and water supply throughout
the Sheridan High School site, it will be supported by Denver Water and the lines will be tested and maintained by Denver
Water once the project is complete.

If this application is for the Renovation, Expansion, Reconstruction or Replacement of an existing public school facility,
describe the condition of the facility at the time it was purchased or construction and if the facility was not adequate as a
public school at that time, provide the rational for purchasing or constructing it in the manner in which you did:

Sheridan School District’s BEST grant application is for the reconstruction of water service lines at the Sheridan High School
site. The High School is located on a 49 acre site that was originally purchased by Sheridan School District in 1958. Several
other buildings are located on this site, including the new 3-8 School, which is a 2012 BEST project currently under
construction.

Most of the existing water service lines were installed at the time that the High School was built in 1972-1973, in accordance
with building codes at the time. In 1977, the School District and park district worked together through a joint use agreement
to develop the site with playfields, walking paths and other site amenities.

Denver Fire is the fire service provider for the School District, through the City of Sheridan. Denver Fire has expressed serious
concern about the quality and reliability of the system, and considers the site to be gravely under-served. The existing system
is beyond its expected life and failures have occurred in two locations in the past three years. Denver Fire does not recognize
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the system as it is not known whether there are adequate flows and pressures needed to fight a fire. During design of the 3-8
School project, Denver Water asked the District to commit to the replacement of this system for a safer site.

Current Grant Request: $1,098,055.10 Historical Significance: No

Current Applicant Match: $164,077.20 Does this Qualify for HPCP? No

Total Project Cost: $1,262,132.30 Will this Project go for a Bond? No

Previous Grant Awards: $0.00 CDE Minimum Match %: 13

Previous Matches: $0.00 Actual Match % Provided: 13

Affected Sq Ft: 108,352 Is a Waiver Letter Required? No

Affected Pupils: 524 Is this a Statutory Waiver? No

Cost Per Sq Ft: $10.59 Is a Master Plan Complete? Yes

Cost Per Pupil: $2,189.68 Who owns the Facility? District

Sq Ft Per Pupil: 207 Does the Facility have Financing?

Per Pupil Allocation to Cap Reserve: 0 Who will the Facility Revert to if the School Ceases to Exist:
Listed Inflation %: 4

District FTE Count: 1,382 Bonded Debt Approved: $19,365,000
Fiscal Health Watch? No Year(s) Bond Approved: 06,12

# of Fiscal Health Warning Indicators: 0 Bonded Debt Failed: $6,900,000
Assessed Valuation: $156,284,917 Year(s) Bond Failed: 11

PPAV: $113,127 Outstanding Bonded Debt: $20,435,000
Unreserved General Fund FY11-12: $5,175,647 Total Bond Capacity: $31,256,983
Median Household Income: $32,016 Bond Capacity Remaining: $10,821,983
Free Reduced Lunch %: 84.36 % Bonding Capacity Used: 65

Match Source Detail: Existing Bond Mill Levy: 13.55

Capital Reserve Fund
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- Facilities Impacted by this Grant Application -

Las Animas Re-1 - Las Animas MS/HS - JHS/HS Safety Upgrades - 1968 / 1998 (MS added)

School Name: Las Animas MS/HS

Number of Buildings: 3
All or Portion built by WPA: No
Gross Area (SF): 106,905
Replacement Value: $32,528,382
Condition Budget: $15,225 719
Total FCI: 46.81%
Energy Budget: $0
Suitability Budget: $1,627,700
Total RSLI: 15%
Total CFI: 51.8%
Condition Score: (60%) 294
Energy Score: (0%) 3.03
Suitability Score: (40%) 450
School Score: 3.56

STATEWIDE FACILITY ASSESSMENT m SchoolHouse
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Applicant Name: LAS ANIMAS RE-1 Applicant Priority Number: 1
County: BENT Previous BEST Grant(s) Funded: 3
Project Title: JHS/HS Safety Upgrades

Has this project been previously applied for and not funded? Yes

If Yes, please explain why: The Capital Construction Board felt that the district had sufficient resources to complete the
project on their own. In addition, the Board would like the district to provide an updated Master
Facility Plan. Plans are being made for this process to begin.

L] Addition L] Fire Alarm L] Roof [ ] Window Replacement
[] Asbestos Abatement L] Lighting [] School Replacement ] New School

L] Boiler Replacement L] ADA Security [ ] Land Purchase

[] Electrical Upgrade (] HVAC L] Facility Sitework Other Please Explain:
L] Energy Savings [] Renovation [] Water Systems Safety Upgrades, including

new fire doors.

General Background Information and Reasons for Pursuing a BEST Grant:

Like most small rural districts in Southern Colorado we have been hit hard by the recession and the loss of state funding for
education. The Las Animas School District has also had to endure the loss of the local state prison facility in our district. We
are just now beginning to feel the effects of the loss of student enrollment due to the closure. As a result for the first time in
recent memory we have been forced to dip into our reserve account by more than $250,000 just to maintain our educational
programs. As our enrollment continues to drop we are being faced with a choice between trying to maintain an aging
building or continuing to provide a quality educational program for students.

The Las Animas High School was constructed in 1968. The building consists of 66,830 square feet, serving grades nine
through twelve. The middle school building, constructed in 1998, consists of 34,075, serving grades seven through eight. The
vocational ag building is 6,000 square feet. All buildings occupy one “campus”, with students passing between them on a
daily basis either for classes or to access the lunch room.

The high school building will receive the majority of project funding.

The high school building’s floor plan is divided into two halves by the major north-south corridor. Administration offices,
classrooms, the media lab, and other general spaces are located on the south half of the building. The gymnasium, locker
rooms, cafeteria and kitchen, are located on the east end of the building. When the cafeteria or gym is being used after
normal school hours, the design of the floor plan prohibits the rest of the school being secured. The Administration offices
(surrounded by glass windows) are the first thing seen on the left upon entering the building’s main south-facing doors.
The north hallway includes math classrooms, a vocational business classroom and lab, and the art room. There is a girls’
restroom on the east end of the north hallway.

There are rooms down the center of the building. The east half contains the library/media lab and an open classroom.
Further west is a bank of five classrooms with a center work room. At the far west end, there is an old home economics
classroom, currently being used as a special education classroom.

The gymnasium is the heart of the building, used heavily by high school athletic teams and special events by other local
organizations. Locker and shower rooms are located on the east end of the gymnasium, the south side serving the girls, and
the north side serving the boys. Further to the north of the gym is a wrestling practice room, a weightlifting room, an old
woodshop area (currently being used for storage) and a greenhouse program work area.

Estimates for repair or replacement of building deficiencies addressed in the C.D.E. School Assessment report (revised in April
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of 2012) are $11,010,489. This estimate is based on building condition deficiencies identified in the report, and assigned
under the “Beyond Expected Life” category.

Along with the C.D.E. report, a facilities master plan was conducted in 2008, and building issues or deficiencies listed in this
report are being addressed by the district as funding allows. The District has utilized past BEST Grant funds to upgrade the
building fire alarm and intercom system, and installation of a new metal roof. In addition, a BEST grant funded a geothermal
project installed in 2009, to the west of the high school building and an air quality improvement project in the Vocational Ag
building.

Deficiencies Associated with this Project:

Discussions on school safety concerns at the Las Animas School District began long before the Sandy Hook and Aurora
Theatre tragedies. An emergent awareness of deficiencies in the school districts’ emergency management plan took the
forefront after the district experienced their own incident in February of 2012, when an expelled student brought a gun onto
the elementary playground. The severe lack of protocol in emergency management during this incident resulted in the
development of a school safety team whose charge would be to review the current emergency management plan and
identify deficiencies in the district’s response to emergency situations.

While visiting another school district in August of 2012, building principals became aware of the standardized emergency
management procedure, or the Standard Response Protocol (S.R.P.). The safety committee met to review the Standard
Response Protocol template, and plans began immediately to schedule a district-wide training for the S.R.P. In September
of 2012, the district had confirmed a January S.R.P. training date by the “I LOVE U GUYS” Foundation.

On December 14, 2014, the Sandy Hook school shooting ended the lives of 20 young children and 6 school staff members.
With this sad tragedy on everyone’s mind, weeks later - on January 11, 2013, the school district hosted the “I LOVE U GUYS”
training, as presented by John Michael-Keys (www.iloveuguys.org). The workshop was well attended by district staff and
administration, as well as local EMT’s, fire department, and local law enforcement personnel. Participants also included
neighboring school districts and the local Child Development Services. As a result of this training, measures are being taken
to adopt the Standard Response Protocol as developed by the foundation. The partnership of the school district and local
emergency services will result in uniform safety procedures, addressing the severe gap in communication between school
and law enforcement personnel, and the lack of protocol experienced during the elementary playground incident (targeted
by the safety team as a severe deficiency in our emergency management plan).

Because of the elementary playground incident, the district began investing in a number of corrective actions that would
serve to address deficiencies identified by the school safety team. Discrepancies at the elementary school included unlocked
entry/exit doors, and the lack of security cameras. At the team’s recommendation, all entry and exit doors at the
elementary building are to remain locked during the school day. Visitors are required to access the building through the main
entrance only. In addition, the district is soliciting bids for installation of an access control system (estimate $5,900) at the
main entrance of the elementary school doors, where visitors are screened and then allowed access in to the building. In
August of 2012, the district invested $5,550 in security cameras at the elementary school.

In the remainder of the school buildings, the following items were presented by the safety team as priority areas of greatest
concern, and the districts reason for pursuing BEST Grant funding:

MIDDLE SCHOOL DEFICIENCIES:

eNumerous unlocked entry/exit doors, allowing unmonitored access to any part of building;

elLack of security cameras.

VOCATIONAL AG BUILDING DEFICIENCIES:

*No security cameras.

HIGH SCHOOL DEFICIENCIES:

eNumerous unlocked entry/exit doors, allowing unmonitored access to any part of building;

elLack of security cameras;

ePlate glass windows throughout entire building create extreme safety hazards for staff and students. (non-safety glass —
emergency incident could create shattering and splitting, exposing students and staff to sharp, flying glass shards);
(WINDOWS WILL BE REPLACED IN 2014 WITH DISTRICT FUNDS)
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eFire doors rusting, with holes creating major safety concerns with design performance (adequate resistance to the passage
of smoke or heat);
eCurrent front office design/layout exposes staff to great danger in the event of a shooting or other emergency situation;

Safety Issue #1 - FIRE DOORS/ENTRY DOORS:

The 2012 CDE School Assessment report and the building master facility plan developed in 2008 shows that the high school
exterior doors are 15 years beyond their expected life cycle. Interior doors have exceeded their expected life by 5 years. The
facility master plan conducted by RTA & Associates flagged the high school egress doors and exterior windows as a high
priority for future project planning.

The high school building has a total of 22 entry/exit doors, many of which remain unlocked during school hours. Six of these
doors were replaced with BEST grant funding in 2011 due to extremely poor condition related to extended use and age.
Doors and door hardware throughout the facility are failing due to old age, and those in high traffic areas such as busy
corridors and entrances are experiencing failure of latching hardware (SEE PHOTO #3), missing screws, and gaskets. In
addition, many have non-compliant issues such as holes or openings in the fire door assembly (SEE PHOTO #1), with open
gaps. Many of the doors are rusting out at the bottom, creating major safety concerns with the designed performance of
fire doors, in the event of a fire (i.e. adequate resistance to the passage of smoke or heat).

Safety Issue #2 - EXTERIOR WINDOWS:

The 2012 revised CDE School Assessment report shows that the high school exterior windows are 15 years beyond their
intended life.

There are 11 classrooms on the outer perimeters of the building, for a total of 37 original 45-year old plate-glass windows.
The presence of plate glass in combination with the busy school environment lends itself to the possibility of human impact
with glass and the potential for injury. Non-safety glass injuries generally cause lacerations which can be severe and cause
significant lifelong injury, especially if tendons or nerves of the hand or wrist are severed. Unlike safety glass, shattering plate
glass can lead to exposure of others to shattered glass and potentially the blood from a lacerated person.

In addition, all exterior windows — in the event of a severe weather incident (hailstorm, tornado, high wind, etc) or an act of
crime (shooting, rock hitting window, etc), have extreme potential to throw shards of sharp glass in an emergency event,
causing harm to students and staff inside the classroom.

Eight of the thirty-seven windows scheduled for replacement are located in the science labs and art room. These windows
include 45-year old ventilation fans posing safety concerns because of poor wiring and student exposure to open motors and
exposed blade fans. (SEE PHOTO #4).

Safety Issue #3 - COMMUNICATION/MONITORING SYSTEM

The 2012 School Assessment Report addresses the poor condition of communication and security issues throughout the high
school and middle school buildings. Immediate fire hazards were addressed through a BEST Grant in 2009, with the
installation of a new fire alarm control panel, smoke detection, remote enunciator, remote monitoring, and manual fire
alarm stations throughout both buildings. Although this project addressed fire code issues, the upgrade did not include
added measures for school safety concerns for monitoring incoming or outgoing visitors to the buildings.

The large number of entry/exit doors in both buildings makes monitoring of activity virtually impossible. There is no alarm
system on any of the exterior doors; at any given time, an intruder could make his/her way by entering buildings through
any one of the many doors.

The lack of interior and exterior security cameras around the entire campus (high school building, middle school building,
vocational ag building) pose concerns for student and staff safety, not only for purposes of a monitoring an emergency
situation such as an unwelcome intruder, but also in the ability to monitor possible student activity such as suspected
incidents of bullying or harassment.

Safety Issue #4 — Staff Exposure to High Risk Situations

The Administrative offices at the high school are located immediately to the left as you enter the building. The large glass
windows surrounding this office are also original, 45-year old plate glass, without the safety or protection of bullet proof
glazing. (SEE PHOTOS #5, #6, #7)

At least two staff members (Administrative Assistants) and a number of student office aides occupy the office daily directly
behind the two large plate glass windows (SEE PHOTO #5). The front office is an extremely poor design, creating major safety
concerns for staff and students occupying the space. One of the Administrative Assistants is forced to sit with her back to the
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entryway, and the second one sits with the entryway to her right. Both employees lack a straight visual line to the front
entrance of the school (SEE PHOTOS #6, #7).

Proposed Solution to Address the Deficiencies Stated Above:

Safety Issue #1 — Replace entry/exit doors:

Efforts to address fire code deficiencies and the ability to monitor activity for visitors entering the building will begin at the
front south-facing entrance to the high school. Plans are to create a vestibule entrance into the building, where all visitors
will be required to check in. The entrance vestibule will include an intrusion detection and video intercom system. Visitors
will enter the building through the vestibule where they will be screened by front office staff and then “buzzed in” for access
to the remainder of the building. Other doors being replaced throughout the facility will be Vistawall Architectural metal
thermobreak aluminum doors with flame glazed, insulated glass.

Entry/exit doors at the middle school building will be replaced with those that meet code, with the addition of intrusion and
motion sensors.

Safety Issue #2 — Replace exterior windows: DISTRICT FUNDED PROJECT

All windows will be replaced with Quaker aluminum thermo-break windows, with insulated glass panels. This plan will
include installation of new ventilation fans in the science and art classrooms. THE DISTRICT WILL FUND THIS PORTION OF THE
SAFETY PROJECT, for an estimated cost of $36,260.

Safety Issue #3 — Communication and Monitoring System

The project will include installation of an integrated access control system, which includes a server and software. The system
will include a 4-port analog encoder. Included in the security system will be the front door intrusion and detection system,
with a video intercom system. The remaining entry/exit doors will include wireless sensors that will set off an alarm when
opened, alerting staff in the front office who will monitor activity on a continual basis. Consistent with the campus security
plan, cameras will be installed in and around the vocational agriculture building, as well.

Safety Issue #4 — Staff Exposure to High Risk Situations:

Along with the re-design for correcting the front entrance situation through installation of a vestibule, the front office will be
re-designed and remodeled so that office staff has a straight visual line to activity in and out of the front entryway. This
design will include replacing large plate glass windows with bullet glazed glass, and establishing a pass-through window from
the vestibule into the office.

How Urgent is this Project?

In the 2012 CDE Building Assessment Report, timeframe for correcting these deficiencies was stated as “immediate”. The
2008 facility master plan reported the identical timeframe, as windows and doors had far exceeded their useful life.

As described in the Public Schools Construction Guideline Standard 3:9: The main entrance walking traffic should flow past
the main office area and be visibly monitored from the office either directly or through a less preferred mechanism like a
video camera system. All other exterior entrances shall be locked and have controlled access.

How Does this Project Conform with the BEST Facility Construction Guidelines?

SECTION ONE: Promote safe and healthy facilities that protect all building occupants against life safety and health treats, are
in conformance with all applicable Local, State and Federal codes, laws, regulations and provide accessible facilities for the
handicapped and disabled as follows:

Standard 3.7: Facilities choosing to utilize closed circuit video and keycard or keypad building access;

Standard 3.8: An Event Alerting and Notification system (EAN) utilizing an intercom/phone system with communication
devices located in all classrooms and throughout the school to provide efficient inter-school communications and
communicate with local fire, police and medical agencies during emergency situations;

Standard 3.9: Secured facilities including a main entrance and signage directing visitors to the main entrance door. The main
entrance walking traffic should flow past the main office area and be visibly monitored from the office either directly or
through a less preferred mechanism like a video camera system. All other exterior entrances shall be locked and have
controlled access. Interior classroom doors shall have locking hardware for lock downs and may have door sidelights or door
vision glass that allow line of sight into the corridors during emergencies.
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How Does the Applicant Plan to Maintain the Project if it is Awarded?

Even with declining enrollment and decreased state funding, the Las Animas School District continues to maintain a capital
project account for building and transportation improvements and upgrades. Each year the district allocates $100,000 to
$165,000 to this fund, earmarking monies for improvements or unforeseen emergency repairs. This fund will be used to
provide the required match for this BEST grant application. This year we plan to use our capital project funds to develop a
new five year facility master plan, repair a portion of the metal roof at the elementary school, and upgrade our district
technology hardware and software needs in preparation for the new assessment cycle.

If this application is for the Renovation, Expansion, Reconstruction or Replacement of an existing public school facility,
describe the condition of the facility at the time it was purchased or construction and if the facility was not adequate as a
public school at that time, provide the rational for purchasing or constructing it in the manner in which you did:

NA

Current Grant Request: $170,073.51 Historical Significance: No
Current Applicant Match: $80,034.59 Does this Qualify for HPCP? No
Total Project Cost: $250,108.10 Will this Project go for a Bond? No
Previous Grant Awards: $0.00 CDE Minimum Match %: 32
Previous Matches: $0.00 Actual Match % Provided: 32
Affected Sq Ft: 106,905 Is a Waiver Letter Required? No
Affected Pupils: 170 Is this a Statutory Waiver? No
Cost Per Sq Ft: $2.13 Is a Master Plan Complete? Yes
Cost Per Pupil: $1,337.48 Who owns the Facility? District
Sq Ft Per Pupil: 629 Does the Facility have Financing?

Per Pupil Allocation to Cap Reserve: 222 Who will the Facility Revert to if the School Ceases to Exist:
Listed Inflation %: 0

District FTE Count: 432 Bonded Debt Approved:

Fiscal Health Watch? No Year(s) Bond Approved:

# of Fiscal Health Warning Indicators: 0 Bonded Debt Failed:

Assessed Valuation:

PPAV:

Unreserved General Fund FY11-12:
Median Household Income:

Free Reduced Lunch %:

Match Source Detail:

Capital Projects Building Fund

$57,344,653
$132,742
$1,636,828
$34,542
79.96

Year(s) Bond Failed:
Outstanding Bonded Debt:
Total Bond Capacity:

Bond Capacity Remaining:
% Bonding Capacity Used:

Existing Bond Mill Levy:
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- Facilities Impacted by this Grant Application -

Salida R-32 - Salida MS - Salida MS HVAC - 1998

School Name: Salida MS

Number of Buildings:

All or Portion built by WPA:

1
No

Gross Area (SF): 56,478
Replacement Value: $15,423,078
Condition Budget: $3,152,266
Total FCI: 20.44%
Energy Budget: $19,767
Suitability Budget: $1,916,500
Total RSLI: 26%
Total CFI: 33.0%
Condition Score: (60%) 345
Energy Score: (0%) 240
Suitability Score: (40%) 432
School Score: 3.80

STATEWIDE FACILITY ASSESSMENT m SchoolHouse
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Applicant Name: SALIDA R-32 Applicant Priority Number: 1
County: CHAFFEE Previous BEST Grant(s) Funded: 3
Project Title: Salida MS HVAC

Has this project been previously applied for and not funded? No

If Yes, please explain why:

L] Addition L] Fire Alarm L] Roof ] Window Replacement
[ ] Asbestos Abatement L] Lighting [ ] School Replacement [ ] New School

Boiler Replacement L] ADA Security [ ] Land Purchase

L] Electrical Upgrade HVAC L] Facility Sitework | Other Please Explain:
Energy Savings ] Renovation [ ] Water Systems

General Background Information and Reasons for Pursuing a BEST Grant:

Salida Middle School was constructed in 1998. The mechanical system has always been exceptionally hard to maintain since
the AHU’s are located above ceiling. Basic filter changes require an unreasonable amount of man hours and a small, agile
person to get into the ceiling and perform the filter changes. It limits who the district can hire to perform basic maintenance,
in addition to the man hours required to take apart the ceiling and move light fixtures for a filter change. The pneumatic
controls system and operators are outdated and no longer function properly. Without properly functioning dampers fresh air
requirements are not being met and stale air leads to a poor learning environment. The controls system does not have a
graphical interface to allow the district to efficiently troubleshoot the system or make automatic adjustments. The current
controls do not prevent simultaneous heating and cooling and also keeps the hot water valves open at night forcing pumps to
full flow; both wasting energy, money, and causing undue wear on the components. Seven (7) functional cameras and
approximately twenty (20) dummy cameras have been installed over the years. The dummy cameras are a liability to the
school district and require immediate removal. The seven (7) functional cameras no longer operate. The middle school is left
with no ability to remotely monitor. The outdated mechanical system wastes energy, money, and causes undue wear on
system components.

Deficiencies Associated with this Project:

Mechanical Deficiencies:

Salida Middle School was constructed in 1998. The construction failed to supply the boilers with water treatment/the boilers
operated without water treatment for the first several years of building occupancy. The concern is that irreparable damage
has been done resulting in premature failure and leaking gases. Part of the boiler controllers only work under manual control,
rather than automatic control, as designed. The air handling units (AHU's) are located in the ceiling plenum and are extremely
difficult to access and perform maintenance. Many units are located over lights and furniture and the ceiling needs to be
disassembled, not just tiles removed, for access. The AHU dampers are stuck in partial open allowing cold air into the building
and tripping low temp alarms. The building automation system (BAS) is largely based on pneumatic controls and has been
mostly phased out of current production, as pneumatics have been replaced with direct digital control (DDC) systems. This
phase out, plus the highly proprietary supplier, leads to very high replacement costs as equipment fails. The rooftop unit
(RTU) controllers are bad and the RTU's are currently run manually, as opposed to automatically as designed. The current
controls do not prevent simultaneous heating and cooling. The heating coils are out of calibration causing a wide variety of
temperatures throughout the building and the zones cannot be adjusted or monitored through the BAS. During unoccupied
periods, the zone heating coils all go to a full open position, causing the HW pumps to run at full speed, which wastes energy.
The BAS lacks a graphical interface. Without a graphical interface it is difficult to troubleshoot and make adjustments as
needed/maintain the building as designed.

Security Deficiencies:
Salida Middle School currently has 7 security cameras, and approximately 20 "dummy" which is a liability to the district. The 7
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"real" cameras that are installed have not functioned for at least 5 years. The district has no ability to remotely monitor
activity at access points, within the school building, or at the building exterior.

Proposed Solution to Address the Deficiencies Stated Above:

Option A (recommended)

- upgrade controls to a direct digital controls system, install new valves, flush and fill system. This will allow for greater
controllability, the ability to troubleshoot through graphic interface, increased energy efficiency, and less wear on system
components.

-Replace boilers. This will eliminate the likelihood of failure (high CO levels and no heat).

-Modify roof intake hoods to be fitted with air filters. This will prevent the district from performing filter changes above
ceiling and also allow for the use of higher efficiency filters.

-Upgrade bearings and belts. Bearings and belts have exceeded their life expectancy.

- Test and Balance the system to ensure all systems are operating optimally.

-Security Upgrades will consist of the addition of eleven (11) cameras total (7 exterior, and 4 interior), including necessary
cabling and monitoring software.

Project Cost- $448,203

Option B

- upgrade controls to a direct digital controls system, install new valves, flush and fill system.

-Replace boilers.

-Replace current air handling units with rooftop units.

- Test and Balance the system.

- Security Upgrades

Project Cost- $1,026,860

The long term maintenance costs alone will not outweigh the additional cost of option B (install rooftop units), which is why
option B is not recommended.

How Urgent is this Project?

The building mechanical systems are failing now. The current mechanical system is a drain on district funds and resources,
and without the ability to perform effective maintenance on the system it’s only a matter of time before the middle school is
closed due to lack of heat. With the latest tragic events school safety is the number one issue on the minds of student, staff,
and parents. Parents in Salida R32J want to know what the district is doing about security within the schools and the
community/students/staff are demanding action now.

How Does this Project Conform with the BEST Facility Construction Guidelines?

All work will be performed in compliance with all Public School Facility Construction Guidelines, and all design development
will be done by appropriately licensed personnel. All construction will be supervised by the design engineer and district- the
district employs a facilities manager with an extensive background in mechanical systems. All building permits will be secured
by the school district, and certifications of occupancy will be used by the appropriate governing bodies. The purpose of this
project is to assist in complying with Section 3 of the Public School Facility Construction Guidelines which recognize the
standards to “Promote safe and healthy facilities that protect all building occupants against life safety and health threats”.

Additional Standards:

The following is a listing of the architectural, functional, and construction standards that are to be applied to the Project:
- 2006 International Building Code

- Applicable accessibility requirements under ANSI 2003 A 117.1 with the 2006 International Code

- 2006 International Mechanical Code

- 2006 International Plumbing Code

- 2006 International Fuel Gas Code

- 2006 International Fire Code

- 2006 National Electrical Code

- Standards under the Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970 (P.L. 91-576) or State and local codes. If they are more
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stringent, will be observed in the design and construction of the project.

How Does the Applicant Plan to Maintain the Project if it is Awarded?

The school district will budget funds each year into the capital reserve account to provide adequate reserves for supporting
maintenance needs as well as creating a reserve for future replacements and contingencies. The capital renewal budget is
established such that there will be an increasing level of contribution to the capital renewal budget as the facilities age. For
example in the case of boiler replacement based on a 15-year life expectancy, the capital renewal fund contribution
schedules such that over the 15-year span sufficient dollars would be set aside to fund the boiler replacement.

As part of the maintenance of new and existing facilities, the District will:

1. Develop a facility maintenance plan for preventative maintenance. This will involve routine maintenance of the building
from mechanical, to electrical, to caulking inspections, roof inspections, exterior wall inspections, inspections of interior
walls, ceilings, floors, door/hardware inspections, testing of fire alarm and intercom systems, testing of fire suppression
systems, etc. Periodic inspections will be performed and reports prepared at intervals appropriate to the faculty component.
Some, like mechanical, will require quarterly inspections and adjustments, and others like electrical switchgear would require
bi-annual inspections.

2. The plan will also address routine inspection of alternative energy systems built into the building including periodic
adjustments to control systems as required to optimize efficient performance.

3. Seek to develop staffing based on the International Facilities Management Association recommendations.

4. As part of the original construction, establish a scope and obtain bidding for the mechanical, electrical, and other
appropriate sub-contractors to perform service contracts at regular intervals. The District Facilities Director will oversee these
contractors to ensure that the work is completed as originally specified.

5. Any major, non-emergency repairs of mechanical systems or other maintenance affecting school operation would be
scheduled over summer breaks.

6. Inspections would be established by a predetermined schedule and would be performed with the goal of establishing 5
year plans for maintenance and repairs. This would help establish budgets for the District well in advance of work occurring,
resulting in a planned effort to replace/repair different items in the buildings rather than performing maintenance in a
reactive mode.

If this application is for the Renovation, Expansion, Reconstruction or Replacement of an existing public school facility,
describe the condition of the facility at the time it was purchased or construction and if the facility was not adequate as a
public school at that time, provide the rational for purchasing or constructing it in the manner in which you did:

Salida Middle School was constructed in 1998 through a hard bid process. The construction failed to supply the boilers with
water treatment/ boilers operated without water treatment for the first several years of building occupancy. The air handling
units (AHU's) are located in the ceiling plenum and are extremely difficult to access and perform maintenance. Many units
are located over lights and furniture and the ceiling needs to be disassembled, not just tiles removed, for access. The controls
system has largely been phased out and is highly proprietary, requiring unreasonable replacement costs. The dampers are
operated with pneumatic controls, which have become outdated and unreliable and no longer allow for proper ventilation
rates.

Current Grant Request: $246,511.65 Historical Significance: No
Current Applicant Match: $246,511.65 Does this Qualify for HPCP? No
Total Project Cost: $493,023.30 Will this Project go for a Bond? No
Previous Grant Awards: $0.00 CDE Minimum Match %: 41
Previous Matches: $0.00 Actual Match % Provided: 50
Affected Sq Ft: 56,478 Is a Waiver Letter Required? No
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Affected Pupils: 329 Is this a Statutory Waiver? No

Cost Per Sq Ft: $7.94 Is a Master Plan Complete? Yes

Cost Per Pupil: $1,362.32 Who owns the Facility? District

Sq Ft Per Pupil: 172 Does the Facility have Financing?

Per Pupil Allocation to Cap Reserve: 289 Who will the Facility Revert to if the School Ceases to Exist:
Listed Inflation %: 5

District FTE Count: 1,067 Bonded Debt Approved: $27,626,801

Fiscal Health Watch? No Year(s) Bond Approved: 10,12

# of Fiscal Health Warning Indicators: 0 Bonded Debt Failed: $25,000,000

Assessed Valuation:

PPAV:

Unreserved General Fund FY11-12:
Median Household Income:

Free Reduced Lunch %:

Match Source Detail:

Capital Reserve Fund

$198,995,040
$186,500
$3,436,938
$41,504
41.77

Year(s) Bond Failed: 08
Outstanding Bonded Debt: $20,227,990
Total Bond Capacity: $39,799,008
Bond Capacity Remaining: $19,571,018
% Bonding Capacity Used: 51

Existing Bond Mill Levy: 10.86
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- Facilities Impacted by this Grant Application -

Sierra Grande R-30 - Sierra Grande K-12 - PK-12 Security Upgrades - 1958

School Name: Sierra Grande K-12

Number of Buildings: 2
All or Portion built by WPA: No
Gross Area (SF): 94 557
Replacement Value: $28,924 043
Condition Budget: $13,292,316
Total FCI: 45.96%
Energy Budget: $0
Suitability Budget: $4,340,800
Total RSLI: 18%
Total CFI: 61.0%
Condition Score: (60%) 323
Energy Score: (0%) 1.98
Suitability Score: (40%) 3.81
School Score: 346

STATEWIDE FACILITY ASSESSMENT m SchoolHouse
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Applicant Name: SIERRA GRANDE R-30 Applicant Priority Number: 1
County: COSTILLA Previous BEST Grant(s) Funded: 1
Project Title: PK-12 Security Upgrades

Has this project been previously applied for and not funded? No

If Yes, please explain why:

L] Addition L] Fire Alarm L] Roof ] Window Replacement
[ ] Asbestos Abatement L] Lighting [ ] School Replacement [ ] New School

L] Boiler Replacement L] ADA Security [ ] Land Purchase

L] Electrical Upgrade L] HVAC L] Facility Sitework Other Please Explain:
L] Energy Savings Renovation [ ] Water Systems Access Control

General Background Information and Reasons for Pursuing a BEST Grant:

The SGSD Facility and Campus consists of a several structures: the PK-12 School, Industrial Arts Building and Bus Barn Garage.
For this Grant submission, we are considering security improvements for the PK-12 School and limited door hardware/glazing
and security improvements for the Industrial Arts Building.

Our building currently has no surveillance (Camera or Video) equipment. Our 86,000 SF of facility and nearly 2300-linear feet
of building perimeter is without a single surveillance (video) camera to protect it. The door and vestibule combination
directly outside our District Administration wing is the only area with video (but not recording) support and magnetic access
control. The other twenty-five (25) door access points are not protected with any surveillance cameras or access control.

Our facility has ten (10) primary/regular access points; all connect directly to the main circulation spine of our building. Any
unauthorized access from one of these entry points will allow full movement within the entire building. There are an
additional sixteen (16) doors; all of which are required by other code conditions for secondary access from a specific class or
space. These other exterior doors contain no level of alarm or contact information and rely solely on manual validation each
day. Our custodial staff remains in the building until 7:00 PM each school night and are responsible for securing the building.
However, an evening or weekend event requires the primary person to “lock-up” when they leave.

Our building perimeter is very transparent. Two of our entrances are “light-duty” aluminum framed with lightly tinted safety
glass and are installed within the building's original wood door framing. They are the main access points for our elementary
and high school students. The hardware on these doors are also light-duty; containing no security support. They are a single
unit (not pair or vestibule type) that even if locked, can be easily breached. We are proposing to replace these units with a
heavy-duty type assembly.

The other door access assemblies are less transparent and heavier duty. Doors and frames are hollow metal and steel (many
pairs have a center astragal) and provide adequate protection. The typical glazing is a mixture of clear safety glass or clear
wire glass. The area of glazing is (in many doors) large enough to allow access, if broken out. Transparency for natural light is
welcome in the school, but that same benefit remains a concern if someone on the outside is attempting unauthorized
access. We are proposing to upgrade the glazing units with consistent heavy-duty type, reflective glazing assemblies.

Our central corridor system currently contains no video or monitoring equipment. Our intercom system serves only a part of
our facility and we do not have an Event Alerting and Notification system. We need to protect our students, staff and facility
with a higher level of electronic support systems and have proposed these improvements within the grant application.

The District’s rural location creates a security threat due to the projected response time of arrival onsite of emergency
responders in a crisis situation. The County Sheriff’s Office is twenty (20) miles away and while there may be a sheriff or
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deputy in the area at any given time, there is no structured schedule. We recognize that creating a more secure school may
not deter an event from happening or impede the event, but it may allow additional time for emergency responders to reach
us.

The Sierra Grande School District has made every effort to keep both our children and staff safe when inside our building.
We are pursuing a BEST Grant hoping that the increase in security and surveillance systems will never be tested. However,
with the National escalation of school security breaches and the unthinkable actions that followed, we simply are not
prepared for any such action.

Deficiencies Associated with this Project:

The District facility’s current layout has not been upgraded to offer limited access at its perimeter. Many entryways are
manually controlled and contain doors with large amounts of safety glass making visibility possible in both directions, but also
allows simple conditions for “forced” access into the school. If someone becomes a security risk, they can easily gain access
into the building.

Though the existing perimeter doors provide egress in compliance with the Building Code, the hardware and construction of
these doors provide ‘little-to-no’ structured security compliance. Only one entryway in the facility is equipped with an
electronic security system containing a security camera and electronically operated locks to allow a structured/monitored
access.

The facility has no intercom system. An unreliable public address system operates in some, but not all areas of the facility. In
the event of a true crisis situation, there is no ability to alert the teachers and staff “facility-wide”. There are many blind
areas of our facility that cannot be monitored from a central location.

Proposed Solution to Address the Deficiencies Stated Above:

The District’s intent of this scope of work is to replace the “light-duty” aluminum/glass doors and sidelights new “heavy-duty”
hollow-metal hollow metal frame assemblies at the same location as existing. In addition, within the doors that have larger
(safety) type glazing lites, we will replace them with clear wire glass to improve the ability for the construction to deter
unauthorized access. The new glazing will also be reflective type to limit visual access into the school areas when classes are
typically in session and full of students. This glazing improvement will upgrade the level of protection at the building
perimeter.

New hardware will be integrated with all door replacements and additional contact notification devices will be integrated
into the remaining, existing perimeter doors.

Controlled access hardware and both audio/video communication to a central “District-Office” location will be implemented
with the two(2) door replacements and the other eight (8) primary/regular access doors. The remaining sixteen (16) doors;
required by other code conditions for secondary access from a specific class or space will be upgraded with local notification
devices that also will be communicated to a central location.

Our existing Intercom/Public Address system will be upgraded to provide 100-percent coverage throughout the facility and
will have a central hub connection to the District Office location. The Intercom/PA system will also be supplemented with an
Event Alerting and Notification component that will further protect our interior conditions. That EAN will include an auto-dial
system to the nearest local safety and fire authority serving our District.

How Urgent is this Project?

Our facility is currently without adequate security equipment and systems to protect the occupants within. With a National
increase in school violence making headlines monthly, our District is running on “borrowed” time and should be protected.
Should a major security breach become local to our facility, the damage could be catastrophic.

How Does this Project Conform with the BEST Facility Construction Guidelines?

Our grant request proposes to return the existing construction back to PSCG conformity under Sections 1.2.1, 3.7, 3.8, 3.9
and 6.3.
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Sec. 1.2.1 This single SGSD PK-12 structure has several deficiencies applicable to the health, safety and environmental codes
and standards as required by state and federal law. The site and community conditions established with the original building
design and construction have changed greatly over the past 60-years of operation. Lack of controlled access and a facility-
wide audio/video security system are all areas of concern.

Sec. 3.7 The facility does not meet the suggested guidelines for video support of controlled (keycard of keypad) access.

Sec. 3.8 The facility lacks adequate equipment and does not meet the suggested guidelines for an Event Alerting and
Notification (EAN) system.

Sec. 3.9 The facility lacks adequate/proper signage and notification devices and equipment to control access in and out of
the building.

Sec. 6.3 The current facility conditions offer an antiquated and incomplete security system to protect the students, staff and
general public. The intended general construction and electronic improvements throughout the facility will improve and
correct these deficiencies at this site. It will allow the District to comply with the safety needs expected of the vital element
serving this rural.

How Does the Applicant Plan to Maintain the Project if it is Awarded?

The District annually budgets maintenance cost for capital construction projects within the general fund. The District will
allocate an additional 5% of capital construction funds annually of the total project cost. The superintendent and facilities
manager currently perform a facility needs assessment annually during the spring of the current school year. This facility
needs assessment is used to identify deficient equipment, hardware, and software within the school facility. The
encompassing needs assessment is also used to prioritize the replacement and need for upgrading systems in the school
facility. The Board of Education annually reviews the assessment and recommends an allocation of funds to be dedicated to
the needed area.

It is the District's intent to set-aside another 5% annually of the total project cost to cover the maintenance and replacement
of deficient equipment and material. When building an annual budget within the general fund, the district will dedicate
funds for the sole purpose of maintaining the quality of the safety/security systems purchased through capital construction
funds. The allocation of such funds to the capital construction maintenance account which are not used will be accrued and
dedicated to the eventual replacement of the security systems installed within the school facility.

If this application is for the Renovation, Expansion, Reconstruction or Replacement of an existing public school facility,
describe the condition of the facility at the time it was purchased or construction and if the facility was not adequate as a
public school at that time, provide the rational for purchasing or constructing it in the manner in which you did:

The Sierra Grande PK-12 facility was built in 1956 with additions constructed in 1990 and 2008. Limited interior renovations
were performed in 1996 and the majority of the building received a new roof in 2012. For this Security Upgrade Request, the
complete building is under consideration. With more than 60-years of service to the community, site specific conditions have
changed since the building was originally designed and constructed.

SGSD currently has the highest percentage of students eligible for a free and reduced lunch in the State with 90% and nearly
10% of the student’s receive special education services. An additional 11% are identified as English language learners. Nine
percent (9%) of our student body receives mental health services and if all the referrals made by teachers were granted by
parents this percentage would be as high as 12%.

The County we serve has one of the highest poverty and illiteracy levels in the state. A recent survey conducted by the
County Prevention Partners show a rise in drug use among students.

District students face unique threats and dangers due to the surrounding environment and the location of their school. Some
District families are living a poor quality of life amidst desperate measures. With an abundance of prairie area within our
District boundary, a number of families squat in campers without running water or utilities. We have students who receive
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their only shower and hot meal of the day from our school. Some students are transient and display an appearance that they
are running from something. This is a safety threat because many times they are in our building and enrolled in school before
we really have adequate time to perform an individual assessment of them.

In 2009, less than 2,000 ft. from the District facility, a medical marijuana facility went into business and though the District
met with County Officials opposing the location, the business was approved and began operation.

The District’s rural location also creates a security threat due to the lack of local emergency responders in a crisis situation.
The County Sheriff’s Office is located twenty miles away offering little immediate support should it become necessary.

We are making this request to improve our position on a local/site specific basis, by improving the security systems and
enhancing the entrance points in our facility. This can offer a level of security (and safety) that better aligns with the
community conditions we currently serve and the poor level of adequate safety services available.

Current Grant Request:

Current Applicant Match:

$194,536.41
$119,231.99

Historical Significance: Yes, not deemed significant

Does this Qualify for HPCP? No

Total Project Cost: $313,768.40 Will this Project go for a Bond? No

Previous Grant Awards: $0.00 CDE Minimum Match %: 38

Previous Matches: $0.00 Actual Match % Provided: 38

Affected Sq Ft: 85,841 Is a Waiver Letter Required? No

Affected Pupils: 256 Is this a Statutory Waiver? No

Cost Per Sq Ft: $3.32 Is a Master Plan Complete? No

Cost Per Pupil: $1,114.23 Who owns the Facility? District

Sq Ft Per Pupil: 335 Does the Facility have Financing?

Per Pupil Allocation to Cap Reserve: 0.00 Who will the Facility Revert to if the School Ceases to Exist:
Listed Inflation %: 3.25

District FTE Count: 247 Bonded Debt Approved:

Fiscal Health Watch? No Year(s) Bond Approved:

# of Fiscal Health Warning Indicators: 0 Bonded Debt Failed:

Assessed Valuation: $64,071,575 Year(s) Bond Failed:

PPAV: $259,399 Outstanding Bonded Debt: $975,000
Unreserved General Fund FY11-12: $791,849 Total Bond Capacity: $12,814,315
Median Household Income: $32,634 Bond Capacity Remaining: $11,839,315
Free Reduced Lunch %: 90.37 % Bonding Capacity Used: 8

Match Source Detail: Existing Bond Mill Levy: 0

General Fund
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- Facilities Impacted by this Grant Application -

Crowley Re-1-J - Ward MS - Districtwide Security Upgrades - 1997

School Name: Ward MS

Number of Buildings: 2
All or Portion built by WPA: No
Gross Area (SF): 31,007
Replacement Value: $8,118,202
Condition Budget: $3,053,437
Total FCI: 37.61%
Energy Budget: $0
Suitability Budget: $660,900
Total RSLI: 29%
Total CFL: 45.8%
Condition Score: (60%) s
Energy Score: (0%) 1.81
Suitability Score: (40%) 453
School Score: 3.86

Crowley Re-1-J - Crowley HS - Districtwide Security Upgrades - 1919

School Name: Crowley HS

Number of Buildings: 2
All or Portion built by WPA: No
Gross Area (SF): 64,849
Replacement Value: $18,183,875
Condition Budget: $7.896,510
Total FCI: 43.43%
Energy Budget: $22,697
Suitability Budget: $5,688,700
Total RSLI: 15%
Total CFI: 74.8%
Condition Score: (60%) 276
Energy Score: (0%) 1.67
Suitability Score: (40%) 347
School Score: 3.04

STATEWIDE FACILITY ASSESSMENT m SchoolHouse
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- Facilities Impacted by this Grant Application -

Crowley Re-1-J - Crowley ES - Districtwide Security Upgrades - 1954

School Name: Crowley ES

Number of Buildings: 1
All or Portion built by WPA: No
Gross Area (SF): 29,132
Replacement Value: $7,390,428
Condition Budget: $3,312,344
Total FCI: 44 82%
Energy Budget: $10,196
Suitability Budget: $1,401,500
Total RSLI: 16%
Total CFI: 63.9%
Condition Score: (60%) 286
Energy Score: (0%) 1.98
Suitability Score: (40%) 4.06
School Score: 334

STATEWIDE FACILITY ASSESSMENT m SchoolHouse
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Applicant Name: CROWLEY RE-1-J Applicant Priority Number: 1
County: CROWLEY Previous BEST Grant(s) Funded: 1
Project Title: Districtwide Security Upgrades

Has this project been previously applied for and not funded? No

If Yes, please explain why:

L] Addition Fire Alarm L] Roof ] Window Replacement
[ ] Asbestos Abatement L] Lighting [ ] School Replacement [ ] New School

L] Boiler Replacement ADA Security [ ] Land Purchase

L] Electrical Upgrade L] HVAC L] Facility Sitework | Other Please Explain:
L] Energy Savings ] Renovation [ ] Water Systems

General Background Information and Reasons for Pursuing a BEST Grant:

Crowley County School District RE 1-J was formed in 1962 and consolidated seven existing school districts within Crowley
County into one new district.

Crowley County High School was built in 1919 (originally as Ordway School District building) and is one of the oldest
continually operated educational facilities in the State of Colorado. Although this building has been maintained and updated
over the years, it has never been completely renovated. Security and Fire Alarm Systems are antiquated and are in need of
substantial update.

Crowley County Elementary School was built in 1954 and was expanded in 1969, 1971 and again in 1991. This building has
also been maintained and updated over the years however it has not been completely renovated. Security and Fire Alarm
Systems are antiquated and are in need of substantial update.

Crowley County (Ward) Middle School was built in 1997. This building has been maintained since that time however Security
and Fire Alarm Systems are outdated and in need of update.

Deficiencies Associated with this Project:

The deficiency is simply the fact that all three buildings are not secured and anyone can enter the building at any time
without proper protocol of stopping and checking in at the main office in each building. Each building has multiple unsecured
entrances that are difficult if not impossible to monitor during school hours. Various security items like the alarm system,
security cameras, fire/smoke alarms and classroom door locks are outdated and/or not functional.

The High School and Elementary buildings are located directly across the street from the County Court House and County
Jail. This Court House is the location for all County Court trials including trials for inmates at the Arkansas Valley Correctional
Facility and the Crowley County Correctional Facility. Both facilities are medium security correctional units and their inmates
are periodically tried at the County Court House in Ordway. Just within the last 12 months, there have been three murder
cases tried at the Court House. There are no barriers between the Court House and the High School/Elementary therefore
security is a great concern. Even with visitor protocols in place, visitors can get through Main Enterance and access hallways
without anyone in the office being able to see them due to visibility issue due to the way it was design and built in the early
1900's.

Recently, the High School was a place for an adult male who was "high" and hallucinating and felt the safest place to be was
inside the High School. This individual was able to enter the High School through one of the unmonitored external doorways
and roam the halls of the High School during class for an extended period of time. He was eventually confronted by the staff
and the sheriff’s department was called, however this incident highlights the need for securing the buildings within the
district.

The High School is almost 100 years old and has had only minimal security upgrades throughout the years. The exterior
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doors can be propped open at any time throughout the day with no notification if a door is open. If a situation arises where
the classroom teacher needs to lock their door, the teacher must step out into the hallway, lock the door then step back into
the classroom and shut the door. This process is cumbersome, time consuming and exposes more harm to staff and students
than is necessary. Additionally, the alarm system, security cameras and fire/smoke detection system is in need of substantial
update.

The Elementary building is a 60 year old building with a lunchroom and District gym attached. There have been only minimal
security and fire alarm upgrades throughout the years to this building. The Elementary is similar to the High School in which
it needs a secured main entrance, secured exterior doors and classrooms doors that can be locked from inside the
classrooms. The alarm system, security cameras and fire/smoke detection systems are outdated and in need of substantial
update. The walkway between the Elementary and High School is open and in need of being enclosed so that the Elementary
students can walk back and forth to the Library (located in the High School) safely. The Elementary playground is adjacent to
“Main Street” and needs to be fenced off with solid metal fencing/panels as it is easily visible and accessible to the public and
provides only minimal security barrier between the school and the public.

The FFA/Ag Shop/Football Locker Room is a building adjacent to the Elementary Building and is estimated to be over 60 years
old. This building is also in need of security enhancements such as security cameras, fire/smoke detection system and
updated exterior doors/locks.

The Middle School building and the adjacent Library are the newest buildings in the District however they are approaching 20
years old. Each building is in need of secured main entrances. Additionally the alarm system, security cameras and
fire/smoke detection system are outdated and are in need of update. The walkway between the Middle School and Library is
an open "breezeway" and needs to be enclosed with outside access restricted.

In closing the School Board, District Accountability Committee, Security Committee (Sheriff, Prison Officials, Regional
Emergency Manager, School Administrators, Board Members and a County Commissioner), staff and administrators all
agreed that we need to secure the main entrances in each building, update and integrate our alarm system with a new video
system, secure all exterior doorways, and enclose strategic walkways to create a more secure campus and help protect the
students and staff. Additionally, in the process of updating the security in each of our buildings we would be able to upgrade
the main entrances to allow for Handicapped (ADA) Accessibility which is needed in the High School and Elementary buildings.

Proposed Solution to Address the Deficiencies Stated Above:

The recommendation the Security Committee gave the School Board/ School District was to replace or upgrade the Alarm
System, Fire/Smoke Detection System, Security Camera System, Interior Classroom Door Lock Replacement and Exterior
Fencing (enclose w/ metal siding) in each building. These systems are all outdated and in some cases inoperable or non-
existent and are in need of replacement or installation. The Security Committee asked several private security and facility
contractors to provide rough estimates to help the District understand what the potential cost to update these systems might
be. Once those estimates were received, the School Board decided to engage in the BEST Grant process in an attempt to
help finance the purchase and installation of the above referenced security system update.

How Urgent is this Project?

The School Board, District Accountability Committee, Security Committee, staff and community all feel these security
enhancements and upgrades are of the utmost importance and urgency. Several of the current systems have already failed
on occasion and are in need of immediate replacement. Enhanced school security is necessary in this day and age and our
antiquated systems are in dire need of upgrade. The School Board feels it is important to be proactive in our security efforts
and not wait for a catastrophic event to occur to be the impetus for these enhancements.

How Does this Project Conform with the BEST Facility Construction Guidelines?

1.2.1. Health and safety issues, including security needs and all applicable health, safety and
environmental codes and standards as required by state and federal law;

3.5. A building fire alarm and duress notification system in all school facilities designed in accordance
with State and Local fire department requirements. Exceptions include unoccupied very small

single story buildings, sheds and temporary facilities where code required systems are not
mandatory and the occupancy does not warrant a system.

3.7. Facilities choosing to utilize closed circuit video and keycard or keypad building access.

3.8. An Event Alerting and Notification system (EAN) utilizing an intercom/phone system with
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communication devices located in all classrooms and throughout the school to provide efficient
inter-school communications and communicate with local fire, police and medical agencies
during emergency situations.

3.9. Secured facilities including a main entrance and signage directing visitors to the main entrance

door. The main entrance walking traffic should flow past the main office area and be visibly

monitored from the office either directly or through a less preferred mechanism like a video

camera system. All other exterior entrances shall be locked and have controlled access. Adopted 11/12/2012 4 of 20
Interior classroom doors shall have locking hardware for lock downs and may have door

sidelights or door vision glass that allow line of sight into the corridors during emergencies.

3.10. Safe and secure electrical service and distribution systems designed and installed to

meet all applicable State and Federal codes. The electrical system shall provide artificial lighting
in compliance with The Illlumination Engineering Society of North America (IESNA) for
educational facilities RP-3-00. Emergency lighting shall be available when normal lighting
systems fail and in locations necessary for orderly egress from the building in an emergency
situation as required by electrical code.

3.17. A facility that complies with the American Disabilities Act (ADA) providing accessibility to
physically disabled persons

3.19. A safe and secure site with outdoor facilities for students, staff, parents, and the
community, based on the following criteria;

3.19.1. New school sites should be selected that are not adjacent or close to hazardous waste
disposal sites, industrial manufacturing plants, gas wells, railroad tracks, major highways,
liqguor stores or other adult establishments, landfills, waste water treatment plants, chemical
plants, electrical power stations and power easements, or other uses that would cause
safety or health issues to the inhabitants of the school. Consider fencing around the
perimeter of the school sites with gates to control access. Gates shall have the capability to
be locked to restrict access if desired;

3.19.6. Playgrounds shall be protected by adequate fencing from other exposures such as ball fields, where injuries could
occur due to flying balls. Play equipment shall be installed pursuant to the manufactures specifications and current industry
safety and State of Colorado Insurance pool requirements. Provide play equipment that complies with the Americans with
Disabilities Act. All playground equipment shall be purchased from an International Playground Equipment Manufacturers
Association (IPEMA) certified playground equipment manufacturer with adequate product liability insurance. Each piece of
equipment purchased shall have an IPEMA certification. Provide a firm, stable, slip-resistant, and resilient soft surface under
and around the play equipment.

How Does the Applicant Plan to Maintain the Project if it is Awarded?

Maintenance:

Upon completion of the security upgrades, Crowley County School District intends to obtain bids and enter into a
maintenance agreement with either:

A.The provider/installer of the new security systems, or

B.Another qualified security system provider

This maintenance agreement will cover service, maintenance, training and testing on an annual basis of all security systems
including the Alarm System, Camera Systems, Fire/Smoke Detection Systems and any other related systems that are
upgraded during this process. A checklist should be created to help provide a set of guidelines for what systems need to be
maintained.

The District is aware that this maintenance agreement will be an added ongoing expense that will potentially run upwards of
$20,000 per year. The District is willing and able to budget for this added cost as it is crucial to the longevity and operation of
any new systems installed. The School District is aware of the useful life expectancy of these security systems and will do its
best to plan for the replacement of these systems into the future.

163




CDE - BEST FY2014-15 GRANT APPLICATION SUMMARIES

If this application is for the Renovation, Expansion, Reconstruction or Replacement of an existing public school facility,
describe the condition of the facility at the time it was purchased or construction and if the facility was not adequate as a
public school at that time, provide the rational for purchasing or constructing it in the manner in which you did:

Fair and Operable

Current Grant Request: $317,210.43 Historical Significance: Yes, not deemed significant
Current Applicant Match: $178,430.87 Does this Qualify for HPCP? No

Total Project Cost: $495,641.30 Will this Project go for a Bond? No

Previous Grant Awards: $0.00 CDE Minimum Match %: 36

Previous Matches: $0.00 Actual Match % Provided: 36

Affected Sq Ft: 124,988 Is a Waiver Letter Required? No

Affected Pupils: 448 Is this a Statutory Waiver? No

Cost Per Sq Ft: $3.61 Is a Master Plan Complete? No

Cost Per Pupil: $1,005.77 Who owns the Facility? District

Sq Ft Per Pupil: 279 Does the Facility have Financing?

Per Pupil Allocation to Cap Reserve: 389.32 Who will the Facility Revert to if the School Ceases to Exist:
Listed Inflation %: 0

District FTE Count: 435 Bonded Debt Approved:

Fiscal Health Watch? No Year(s) Bond Approved:

# of Fiscal Health Warning Indicators: 0 Bonded Debt Failed:

Assessed Valuation:

PPAV:

Unreserved General Fund FY11-12:
Median Household Income:

Free Reduced Lunch %:

Match Source Detail:

General Fund

$36,805,328
$84,610
$1,946,037
$40,409
70.18

Year(s) Bond Failed:
Outstanding Bonded Debt:
Total Bond Capacity:

Bond Capacity Remaining:
% Bonding Capacity Used:

Existing Bond Mill Levy:
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- Facilities Impacted by this Grant Application -

Charter School Institute - Caprock Academy - Site Work Improvements — 2011

- No Statewide Facility Assessment Information Available

STATEWIDE FACILITY ASSESSMENT FINDINGS SchoolHouse
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Applicant Name: Caprock Academy Applicant Priority Number: 1
County: Csl Previous BEST Grant(s) Funded: 0
Project Title: Site Work Improvements

Has this project been previously applied for and not funded?  Yes

If Yes, please explain why: Did not make the cut line for priority health and safety in 2013-14 cycle.

L] Addition L] Fire Alarm L] Roof ] Window Replacement
[ ] Asbestos Abatement L] Lighting L] School Replacement [ ] New School

L] Boiler Replacement L] ADA L] Security [ ] Land Purchase

L] Electrical Upgrade L] HVAC Facility Sitework | Other Please Explain:
L] Energy Savings ] Renovation [ ] Water Systems

General Background Information and Reasons for Pursuing a BEST Grant:

Caprock Academy is pursuing site work that supports and enhances the current school facilities by providing improved health
and safety for all members of the Caprock Academy community. This improvement will be a critical step in a plan to develop
a campus that is reflective of Caprock Academy's mission, vision, goals and core values. A campus that is indicative of the
excellent education for the community who attends.

Caprock Academy is unique in its responsibility to deliver education through the classical method. The overall goal is to
provide a classical liberal arts education founded upon principles, content and pedagogy, with an equal importance on
character education. The mission of Caprock Academy is to help all students achieve their highest academic and character
potential using proven, accelerated academic programs while providing a safe environment. It is imperative the physical
structure and surrounding areas provide the type of environment that supports the school in developing strong academic
fundamentals that can be applied in many life situations.

Caprock Academy has a number of significant site related safety and environmental issues that must be addressed
immediately. The incidents of student injuries and workman's compensation claims for staff have risen steadily in the last two
years. Tripping, twisted ankles, and leg injuries are three examples of the most common type of injuries. Workman's
compensation rates have tripled for Caprock Academy and have encumbered funds that could be used in the classroom.
These problems must be resolved to assure the security of not only the students who attend the school but parents, visitors,
and travelers on the school road. In addition, due to the unstable state of the current site, there are several environmental
concerns including non-compliance with the City of Grand Junction Storm Water Pollution Prevention Ordinance of 2006 as
mandated under the Federal Clean Water Act, blowing dirt and dust, excessive mud, ice and snow in the parking lot that
cannot be removed due to the gravel beneath,which causes slipping and falling injuries. There have been many parent
concerns and complaints about the unsafe conditions and has been a reason stated when parents have withdrawn their
child(ren).

We believe that new, permanent sustainable site work is the next step in the holistic development of a congruent campus. It
is the next step in the long range, thoughtful development over the next several years. A safe and solid site is the foundation
on which a comprehensive campus can be designed and realized.

Deficiencies Associated with this Project:

The students, teachers, administrators, and parent community who make up the Caprock Academy family are proud of the
current state of their school, its surroundings and how it has developed forward over the past years. While appreciative of
how far they have come, together they are looking toward the future and where they want to be as a school many years
down the road. A stable, functional site is a key piece of this vision for a state of the art 21st century facility that is
sustainable in every sense of the word.
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What began as a fiscally responsible solution has become a safety and environmental liability. There are many issues that
place the students and the local community in a situation of real, present and imminent danger. Safety and environmental
concerns abound. The assessments in the Master Plan are based on visual observations that have taken place on the school
campus. The assessment observations include areas of the site, buildings and educational adequacy. While the main
building was recently completed, due to budget constraints several components of the site improvements remain incomplete
and contribute to the health safety and environmental deficiencies found at this location.

Immediate Safety and Environmental Concerns of the Site:

1.Temporary concrete curbs around the pick up lanes have failed after a year of use. This creates safety hazards for waiting
and walking visitors. These hazards include tripping while entering and exiting vehicles as well as while walking to and from
our drop-off and pick-up and parking areas for students, staff, parents, and visitors. In addition due to the nature of the
gravel surface, ice and/or mud accumulation is common during winter and wet times of the year in these areas. This
exposes students and staff to significant slip and fall hazards when entering and exiting vehicles, particularly during daily
drop-off and pick-up periods.

2. The ADA parking is 350' from the front entrance. This is three times the recommended maximum distance. Visitors must
cross eight lanes of traffic to reach the main walkway.

3. The visitor/parent parking area is at the far west side of the pick up area. There is no dedicated sidewalk in this area and
the students must walk through the active drive lane to access waiting vehicles. This is a significant safety hazard as students
dodge exiting vehicles.

4. Students must wait in gravel areas for pick up. Multiple waiting areas for the students require additional staff for
supervision. This adds cost to the operating budget and increases liability for the school.

5. Only the walk from the ADA parking area has been installed. Additional crosswalks were not installed forcing parents,
students and visitors to cross at random locations in the active drive lanes.

6. Many walkways were originally established using temporary asphalt. Additional student waiting areas have been created
that are primarily landscape weed fabric. This creates a hazard during inclement weather as the surfaces become muddy and
slippery.

7. Due to unpaved points of access, crosswalks do not exist at critical locations on the site. This is a safety concern for
students walking to school from adjacent neighborhoods as well as for parents, visitors, staff and students walking to
buildings from designated parking areas.

8. The unstable sand and gravel have given way to several potholes and cavities in the school parking lot and driveway, which
are dangerous to motorists and pedestrians.

9. Tracking mud and gravel via vehicles from the school campus to the public road 24 1/2 is not only endangering motorists
and pedestrians of the school, but also and those traveling on 24 1/2 Road. The Storm Water Inspector for the City of Grand
Junction has made several visits to the school to inform the Administration that the school is in violation of the City Storm
Water Pollution Prevention Ordinance of 2006 as mandated under the Federal Clean Water Act. Compliance with this
Federal Act - repeatedly removing mud and debris from the state road - has proven costly and only a "Band-Aid" solution.

10. During long periods of dry weather in the high desert, we experience large amounts of wind blown dust that affect our
physical plant operations (HVAC systems, damage to exterior building finishes), the air quality at the school - both inside
classrooms and outside. This air pollution generates higher janitorial costs due to increased accumulation of dust, and
negatively impact our neighbors in similar ways. In addition, the dust in the air negatively impacts the air quality both inside
and outside the buildings. The dust in the air is a visible cloud during dry periods, particularly during the hours around drop-
off and pick-up times (4 times a day with half time kindergarten). This amount of dust can and does create respiratory issues
for students and staff who experience it for extended periods of time on a regular and repeated basis. As our current campus
layout necessitates significant amounts of outdoor travel throughout the day, outdoor exposure to the dust is significant.

11. Wear and tear to flooring in the building has been exacerbated due to the mud and gravel tracked inside on student, staff
and visitor shoes compromising the life of the flooring and necessitating that it be replaced more frequently. The mud and
debris tracked inside creates ongoing safety hazards for people walking in the hallways. Most people do not expect indoor
floors to be slick or to have fall hazards and thus, when encountered, more often lead to slips and falls.

Proposed Solution to Address the Deficiencies Stated Above:

In order to provide a long term solution to the rapidly deteriorating parking, driveways, crosswalk, and walkway conditions
on the site, the Caprock Academy is pursuing a CDE BEST Grant to remedy the multiple safety, health and environmental
deficiencies. The result will be a safe, sustainable site that protects students, staff, families and visitors from current health

167




CDE - BEST FY2014-15 GRANT APPLICATION SUMMARIES

and safety deficiencies. The site will be developed in accordance with all applicable local, state and federal laws and
regulations.

Caprock Academy is requesting the grant for pavement, sidewalks, crosswalks, and curb and gutter to dramatically improve
general site access; improved ADA and ease of access for the disabled; and student, staff and visitor safety on the site.
After careful study of several concepts and design solutions, The Design Advisory Group reached a consensus on a final
design concept. The studies leading to this final solution are included in this proposal. The final recommended concept
incorporated the following goals identified by the group:

1.Improved site circulation and separation of both vehicular and pedestrian traffic
2.A Master Plan solution that includes opportunities for logistics to address student, staff, visitor safety.
3. Compliance with Federal and State Regulations.

The following refer to the Overview drawings that depict the site work proposed for this request:
(Overview drawings are color coded)

Orange = Removals of existing asphalt and structures required to prepare the site for paving and curb/gutter/sidewalks
Blue = Paving - for the parking and drive areas to provide hard surface to replace the gravel surfaces

Green = Mono Curb, Gutter and Walkways - all primary walkways and curbing around drive areas and the school
Purple = Raised covered median islands - to control traffic flow and to separate lanes of traffic from each other

Red = Curb and Gutter - to provide traffic flow control, safety, secure fire lines, and direct drainage

Green = Sidewalk - linkages from primary walkways to building entrances

The new site work for the Caprock Academy will be designed and constructed in full compliance with the Colorado
Department of Education Division of Public School Capital Construction Assistance (1CCR 303 91) Capital Construction
Assistance Public Schools Facility Construction Guidelines. The following is a list of the site specific standards to be applied to
the project:

1.Standards under the Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970 (P.L.91-576), or State and local codes, if they are not

more stringent, will be observed in the design and completion of the project.

2.Americans with Disabilities Act current standards for accessible design

3.The City of Grand Junction Storm Water Pollution Prevention Ordinance of 2006 as mandated under the Federal Clean
Water Act.

How Urgent is this Project?

Caprock Academy is at a defining moment in its history when decisions regarding the future of its campus are upon them.
Without these site improvements, students currently enrolled in the school will be faced with unnecessary hazards and
deficiencies in their academic opportunities, which are not consistent with delivering the mission, goals, vision and core
values of Caprock Academy.

There is a subtle underlying current flowing through the community regarding the lack of site improvements for educational
environment of the school. This feeling within the community could build and derail the momentum this Academy has built
since its inception in 2007. The growth of the Academy is at a critical juncture for enrolled students. The implementation of
several elements is essential to the success of the students attending Caprock Academy.

The unimproved status of the site presents serious safety and environmental concerns that must be addressed. It has proven
costly tot he school to constantly repair and maintain the sand and gravel surfaces. The Storm Water Inspector for the City of
Grand Junction has made several visits to the school to inform the Administration that the school is in violation of the City
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Ordinance of 2006 as mandated under the Federal Clean Water Act. Compliance with this
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Federal Act is mandatory. Time will not only make the situation worse; it only increases the odds that a significant accident
will occur.

How Does this Project Conform with the BEST Facility Construction Guidelines?

The new site improvements shall be designed and constructed to conform to the Public Schools Facility Construction
Guidelines. Specific examples include:

3.18 A site that safely separates pedestrian and vehicular traffic and is laid out with the following criteria:

3.18.1. Physical routes for basic modes (buses, cars, pedestrians, and bicycles) of traffic should be separated as much as
possible from each other. If schools are located on busy streets and/or high traffic intersections, coordinate with the
applicable municipality or county to provide for adequate signage, traffic lights, and crosswalk signals to assist school traffic
in entering the regular traffic flow.This effort should include planning dedicated turn lanes;

3.18.2. When possible, provide a dedicated bus staging and unloading area located away from students, staff, and visitor
parking. Curbs at bus and vehicle drop-off and pick-up locations shall be raised a minimum of six inches above the pavement
level and be painted yellow. Provide ‘Buses Only’ and ‘No Entry' signs at the ends of the bus loop;

3.18.3. Provide an adequate driveway zone for stacking cars on site for parent drop-off/pick-up zones. Drop-off area design
should not require backward movement by vehicles and be one-way in a counterclockwise direction where students are
loaded and unloaded directly to the curb/sidewalk. Do not load or unload students where they have to cross a vehicle path
before entering the building. It is recommended all loading areas have “No Parking” signs posted;

3.18.4. Solid surfaced staff, student, and visitor parking spaces should be identified at locations near the building entrance
and past the student loading area;

3.18.5. Provide well-maintained sidewalks and a designated safe path leading to the school entrance. Create paved student
queuing areas at major crossings and paint sidewalk “stand-back lines” to show where to stand while waiting. Except at pick-
up locations, sidewalks shall be kept a minimum of five feet away from roadways. There should be well- maintained
sidewalks that are a minimum of eight feet wide leading to the school and circulating around the school;

Adopted 11/12/20125 of 20

3.18.6. Building service loading areas and docks should be independent from other traffic and pedestrian crosswalks. If
possible, loading areas shall be located away from school pedestrian entries;

3.18.7. Facilities should provide for bicycle access and storage;

3.18.8. Fire lanes shall have red markings and “no parking” signs posted;

3.18.9. Consider restricting vehicle access at school entrances with bollards or other means to restrict vehicles from driving
through the entry into the school.

3.19.A safe and secure site with outdoor facilities for students, staff, parents, and the community, based on the following
criteria;

3.19.1. New school sites should be selected that are not adjacent or close to hazardous waste disposal sites, industrial
manufacturing plants, gas wells, railroad tracks, major highways, liquor stores or other adult establishments, landfills, waste
water treatment plants, chemical plants, electrical power stations and power easements, or other uses that would cause
safety or health issues to the inhabitants of the school. Consider fencing around the perimeter of the school sites with gates
to control access. Gates shall have the capability to be locked to restrict access if desired;

3.19.2. When possible, arrange site, landscaping, playgrounds, sports fields and parking to create clear lines of site from a
single vantage point. Keep shrubbery trimmed so that it will not conceal people.

How Does the Applicant Plan to Maintain the Project if it is Awarded?

Caprock Academy’s maintenance plan for the proposed new site improvements is setup to be proactive vs. reactive; it is not
a program where the school acts only in response to fault or breakdown. When operating in reactive mode the school often
performs the least expensive repair available to get the component back to use. This practice may ultimately sacrifice quality
and be more costly due to substandard repairs completed under duress that results in the accumulation of damage of
equipment or systems. Best practice for a school maintenance plan is one referred to as “predictive maintenance”.

The initial predictive maintenance plan will be based on manufacturers’ manuals in terms of guidelines for the frequency of
preventative maintenance. Commissioning completed by professionals at the time of construction will verify that the site
systems function in accordance with the system design and the manufacturers specifications. After completion of
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construction, a record is retained of the services needed to be performed on the various parts of the site, the date they occur
and the cost.

At the close of the construction, the contractor shall provide maintenance and operations manuals containing procedures
governing the daily, monthly and yearly operations of the site. The manuals and product information will contain a list of the
subcontractors that originally improved the site, installed the components, repair standards and work order procedures. The
contractor shall schedule a time to walk the grounds and perform a hands on review with Caprock Academy’s maintenance
personnel. Additional procedures based on the Planning Guide for Maintaining School Facilities by the Schools Facility
Maintenance Task Force, National Forum of Educational Statistics and the Association of School Business Officials
International (February, 2003) may be instituted.

We reviewed a number of different resources to arrive at the recommended amounts listed in the Maintenance Program
Summary. The summary describes the frequency of anticipated maintenance per year, the estimated cost for each
maintenance to be performed and the total estimated annual maintenance cost for each of the following items:
landscaping/irrigation and hardscapes. Annual maintenance under this spreadsheet is anticipated to be estimated in the
amount of $5,900.00 a year as set forth below:

Maintenance Plan
Description Maintenance Times Per Cost Per Annual Year Occurrence Cost

Paved Areas 5$1,000.00$5,000.00
Hardscaping 2S 450.00S 900.00

Capital Replacement Plan

Contractor recommendations were used to analyze major school site systems: landscaping, irrigation and hardscapes. To
prepare the Capital Replacement Plan, The Academy, with the assistance of a planner and the estimator, determined for each
of these categories the estimated service life of the item, the estimated replacement cost, and the annual amount based on a
straight line method to be set aside in capital reserves in order to pay for the cost of replacing the item at the end of its useful
life. The information is set forth below. The total amount required to be set aside in capital reserves under this Capital
Replacement Plan is $125,000.00 .

Description: Years: Total: Annual:
Paved Areas 20 Years $100,000.00$5,000.00
Hardscapes25 YearsS 25,000.0051,000.00

Based on this analysis, The Academy feels that setting aside this amount is more than adequate to have funds available when
replacement is necessary. Rehabilitation will be a possible solution instead of replacement with respect to many of the
components under this plan, which will reduce the actual cost applied to those components. This Capital Replacement Plan
will need to be modified to match the actual systems, which are specified during the design and construction of the school
site improvements.

The Caprock Academy Capital Replacement Plan is to annually set aside and earmark funds for the purpose of replacement of
each of the major systems of the new school as they reach the end of their service lives. Anticipating the expenditures that
will ultimately be required to replace these major systems will allow the school to plan for the future and be prepared as
capital expenses arise. Caprock Academy plans to allocate approximately $6,000.00 annually in a separate capital reserve
account based on the Capital Replacement Plan .
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If this application is for the Renovation, Expansion, Reconstruction or Replacement of an existing public school facility,
describe the condition of the facility at the time it was purchased or construction and if the facility was not adequate as a
public school at that time, provide the rational for purchasing or constructing it in the manner in which you did:

Land was purchased new and undeveloped in 2010 and modular and permanent structures erected in 2011. Budget
constraints prevented completion of site paving and adequate crosswalks, sidewalks, and curb and gutter. This request is to
remedy the many health and safety hazards created by the incomplete site development at the time of original construction.

Current Grant Request:
Current Applicant Match:

Total Project Cost:

$381,645.81
$107,643.69
$489,289.50

Historical Significance: No
Does this Qualify for HPCP? No

Will this Project go for a Bond? No

Previous Grant Awards: $0.00 CDE Minimum Match %: 22

Previous Matches: $0.00 Actual Match % Provided: 22

Affected Sq Ft: 108,000 Is a Waiver Letter Required? No

Affected Pupils: 755 Is this a Statutory Waiver? No

Cost Per Sq Ft: $4.31 Is a Master Plan Complete? Yes

Cost Per Pupil: $617.21 Who owns the Facility? 3rd Party

Sq Ft Per Pupil: 143 Does the Facility have Financing? No

Per Pupil Allocation to Cap Reserve: 10.00 Who will the Facility Revert to if the School Ceases to Exist:

Listed Inflation %: 1 Building and property is held as collateral by bondholder and the
terms of the bond agreement would determine the outcome. If
bond debt is still due, the bondholders have first security interest
in the building and land.

District FTE Count: 755 Bonded Debt Approved:

Fiscal Health Watch? No Year(s) Bond Approved:

# of Fiscal Health Warning Indicators: 1 Bonded Debt Failed:

Assessed Valuation: Year(s) Bond Failed:

PPAV: Outstanding Bonded Debt:

Unreserved General Fund FY11-12: SO Total Bond Capacity:

Median Household Income: Bond Capacity Remaining:

Free Reduced Lunch %: 20.84 % Bonding Capacity Used:

Match Source Detail:

General Fund, Capital Campaign

Existing Bond Mill Levy:
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1580 LOGAN STREET, SUITE 210

COLORADO DENVER, COLORADO 80203

Tel: 303-866-3299 Fax: 303-866-2530
www.csi.state.co.us

CHARTER SCHOOL INSTITUTE

January 22, 2014

Scott Newell

Principal Consultant

Division of Capital Construction Assistance
Colorado Department of Education

1580 Logan St, Suite 310

Denver CO 80203

Subject: Letter of Support for Caprock Academy’s Application for BEST Funds
Dear Scott:

On behalf of the Charter School Institute, I write today to pledge full support from the Charter School
Institute (CSI) for the 2014 — 2015 CDE BEST Grant application submitted by Caprock Academy.
Caprock Academy has been a CSI school since its inception in 2007 and has been a strong example of a
successful charter school model in Western Colorado. Caprock Academy’s board and administration have
demonstrated a dedication to academic excellence with sound fiscal management. This allowed them to
move rapidly from their initial site onto a new, larger site and begin development of their Master Plan in
2011-12. However, due to erosion of state funding experienced the last 3 years, and the fact that Caprock
Academy currently receives one of the lowest PPR amounts of any brick and mortar school in the state,
Caprock was forced to reduce the scope of their Phase I Master Plan development. One of the casualties
of those cuts was installation of adequate paving and concrete sidewalks.

Caprock Academy’s application for site paving and sidewalks is intended to improve student, staff, and
community health and safety by addressing numerous issues created by their current dirt and gravel
driveways, parking areas and walkways. CSI recognizes the importance of both student health and a
sense of safety when coming to and from school in the overall success of students and as such fully
endorses Caprock Academy’s request for BEST funds to allow them to complete this important part of
their overall campus environment.

The CSl is the only state charter school authorizer in Colorado. The CSI is currently in its ninth
year of operation. The CSI is unlike traditional school districts authorizers in many important
ways that are relevant to RMS’ BEST grant application and waiver request. Some of these
differences include:

e The CSI does not own any buildings or land that may be used by its charter schools.

e The CSI does not have the capability to raise bond money through local tax elections or
mill levies to fund capital construction, or any, projects for its charter schools.

e (Sl does not receive any license plate fee or developer impact fees money.

e The CSI does not have a large capital construction fund set aside.

As noted above, unlike traditional districts that may assist their BEST grant applicants with access to

existing school facilities or land, or put forth a mill levy or bond election to raise funds for the matching
requirements, the CSI does not have those options to assist its BEST grant applicants. As of January 22,
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2014, CSI only has $376,084 set aside in Assistance Fund reserves (C.R.S. 22-30.5-515.5) for use by all
28 of its schools.

I'urge your support of Caprock Academy’s grant proposal. Thank you for your consideration.

Respectfully,

s

than Hemming
Executive Director
Charter School Institute
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The Division received 16 letters of support from
concerned parents that were similar to the letter
below. 64 letters of support were sent in from

Dear Mr. Scott Newell and BEST Grant Committee, concerned parents.

Feb. 24,2014

As a parent and community member of Caprock Academy, | would like to thank you for considering our school’s grant
application for site improvements under the category of health and safety. As a school of choice and a public charter

school, Caprock Academy has access to limited capital construction funding unlike traditional public schools which can
raise funds through property tax revenues (mill levy) and bond elections.

We are extremely grateful to have Caprock Academy available as a choice here in the Grand Valley and our children are
benefiting richly from the education Caprock Academy provides. As members of the school community, we know that
budget pressures have limited what else can be done within the school’s regular budget right now to improve our
school, and we hope that BEST will consider the following areas that are of great concern to my family:

1. Tracking mud and gravel via vehicles from the school campus to the public road 24 1/2 is not only endangering
motorists and pedestrians of the school, but also those traveling on 24 1/2 Road. The tracking creates slick driving
surfaces at times when roadways are normally not slick. When motorists encounter sudden, unexpected slick surfaces,
the risk for accidents increases greatly.

2. During long periods of dry weather in the high desert, dust on the site is very noticeable. The plume of dust
generated by entering and exiting vehicle traffic can be seen well before even arriving at the school. The dry, dusty air is
heavy in the air when students are being dropped off and picked-up, and students are directly exposed to the dust each
day during drop-off, before school recess, and at pick-up. In addition, the dust can infiltrate the buildings and further
increase exposure. In addition, when winds blow, the large, unpaved parking areas cause a large amount of dust to be
blown around on site. The wind-blown dust creates another opportunity to exposure for students at recess, lunch, or
otherwise outside.

3. Although not directly a safety issue at this time, wear and tear to flooring in the building has been exacerbated due to
the mud, ice, slush and gravel tracked inside on student, staff and visitor shoes compromising the life of the flooring.
This can be expected to create additional hazards as flooring starts to prematurely fail. In addition, the mud and debris
tracked inside creates ongoing safety hazards for people walking in the hallways.

We, as a school community, understand that there are many needs for public schools in Colorado. Please consider our
need for a healthier and safer campus in Grand Junction. While the amount the school is requesting is relatively small
($465,000) in terms of building projects which can run into the millions, this grant will reap large benefits for the health
and safety of the students and families of Caprock Academy which will contribute to the students’ ongoing academic
success due to better attendance, because ongoing air quality and environmental concerns will have been addressed.

Sincerely,
Kevin & Candace Lemarr

Caprock Academy parent/ community member
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From: Stephanie [mailto:squintssr@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, February 25, 2014 7:19 AM

To: d.sherrill@caprockacademy.org

Subject: Best letter

Dear Mr. Scott Newell and BEST Grant Committee,

Our daughter is a second grader at Caprock Academy and we also have a nine month old who will one day attend. We
are blessed to be a part of the community at Caprock Academy and are excited to see the growth that will take place in
the coming years! We value the education that our daughter is receiving at Caprock and believe she is getting the best
education in the Grand Valley. We are writing this letter asking you to consider Caprock Academy for a grant to improve
the safety of our kiddos.

Our little school still needs a lot of work, particularly in the area of sidewalks, parking lots, and curbing. The school has
worked hard to create temporary sidewalks, gravel parking lots and landscaping that has helped considerably, especially
during the months of snow and rain when mud and ice are not only a nuisance but more importantly a safety hazard.

However, these are costly and temporary attempts. Sidewalks are cracking, landscaping fabric is coming up and the
parking lots are full of potholes.

During pick up teachers have the option to let kids stand on small patches of snow/ice or in the mud. These hazards also
present a problem to friends and family who visit the school. At a recent christmas play, our daughters great
grandparents sat in the car before the play, debating if they should risk walking across the icy gravel parking lot or go
home. We started wondering where they were, found them in their car and helped them across the lot. It would have
been impossible for them to get across without falling.

We understood from the beginning that time and sacrifices would need to be made for our daughter to attend
Caprock and we sacrifice gladly, but we want our child to be safe at school. Our little school is growing from humble
beginnings by the hard work of volunteer parents and the generosity of others. We are so thankful for all of them! And
we appreciate your time and consideration.

Sincerely,
Cody and Stephanie Reece

175



The Division received 11 letters of support
from concerned parents that were similar to
February 12, 2014 the letter below. 64 letters of support were
sent in from concerned parents.

Dear Mr. Scott Newell and BEST Grant Committee,

As a parent and community member of Caprock Academy, | would like to thank you for considering our
school’s grant application for site improvements under the category of health and safety. As a school of
choice and a public charter school, Caprock Academy has access to limited capital construction funding
unlike traditional public schools which can raise funds through property tax revenues (mill levy) and bond
elections.

We are extremely grateful to have Caprock Academy available as a choice here in the Grand Valley and our
children are benefiting richly from the education Caprock Academy provides. As members of the school
community, we know that budget pressures have limited what else can be done within the school’s regular
budget right now to improve our school, and we hope that BEST will consider the following areas that are of
great concern to my family:

1. The current handicap parking areas are far from the school entrance, as is the main parent/visitor
parking area on the west side of the school. The current configuration creates a situation where students
and visitors are exposed to traffic across the entire parking lot, which is especially dangerous during peak
traffic periods when students and other pedestrians are moving through the large volume of exiting
vehicles. [If BEST grants are received and the school is able to configure a paved parking area according to
the latest master plan, handicap parking and parent/visitor parking would be moved much closer to the
school, creating a much safer situation for students and visitors as no lanes of traffic would need to be
crossed to reach the front of the school from the primary parking areas.

2. Only the cross walk from the handicap parking area has been installed. Additional crosswalks were not
installed and this forces parents, students and visitors to cross at random locations or hard to see crossing
areas in the active drive lanes. There appears to be a need for at least two or three additional crosswalks
that are signed and painted to create safer pedestrian flow on the site. As a parent, | feel that site safety
would be greatly improved for everyone with more adequate crosswalks installed and clearly indicated to
motorists negotiating the site parking and drive areas.

3. The lack of sidewalks and crosswalks at common points of access on site is compounded by students
walking to and from school from adjacent neighborhoods. | believe that the substantial volume of people
accessing the site as a pedestrian creates added safety issues that would be greatly improved with standard
sidewalks and crosswalks installed on the site.

We, as a school community, understand that there are many needs for public schools in Colorado. Please
consider our need for a healthier and safer campus in Grand Junction. While the amount the school is
requesting is relatively small (5465,000) in terms of building projects which can run into the millions, this
grant will reap large benefits for the health and safety of the students and families of Caprock Academy
which will contribute to the students’ ongoing academic success due to better attendance, because
ongoing ADA and pedestrian access concerns will have been addressed.

Sincerely,
Rob & Angela Ferguson

Caprock Academy parent/ community member

176


huber_k
Text Box
The Division received 11 letters of support from concerned parents that were similar to the letter below. 64 letters of support were sent in from concerned parents.


To Whom It May Concern:

If you had met my daughter 2 years ago, it would be hard to imagine how her
journey has brought her to where she is today. My wife and I specifically sought out
Caprock for many reasons. Our daughter has attended various public schools before
Caprock and we are so very pleased, these are just a few of the reasons.

The first thing that will strike you upon entering Caprock is to see all
students in uniform. You will be impressed at the level of respect and decorum that
this promotes. This standard also eliminates allot of class warfare politics that can
occur. We are so pleased that Caprock maintains a high level of expectation in this
way.

Secondly, the teachers have been something special. I am not sure if it is the
atmosphere that creates good students and thus invigorates teachers to be their
best or vice-versa. My wife and I very much appreciate the approachable stance
teachers have had with us. They are available and I feel like we are able to partner
with them successfully.

In this day and age it is very difficult to maintain high standards and that is
for a variety of reason. [ am grateful that my daughter is being pushed to work hard.
She has been pushed to work at a level that I would have thought unachievable at
other schools.

There is a large staff of people working hard at Caprock. Dan and Carrie
Sherrill have worked very hard to make this school a success. However, Caprock is
now even bigger, and | am thankful to be under the wing of so many able people.
Dan and Carrie have inspired staff and volunteers to work at peak performance. If
you are ever unsure, come meet my daughter, she is living proof of which we are so

very proud.

Respectfully,
Bill and Amy Fitzgerald
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The Division received 30 letters of support
from concerned parents that were similar to
February 13, 2014 the letter below. 64 letters of support were
sent in from concerned parents.

Dear Mr. Scott Newell and BEST Grant Committee,

As a parent and community member of Caprock Academy, | would like to thank you for considering our
school’s grant application for site improvements under the category of health and safety. As a school of
choice and a public charter school, Caprock Academy has access to limited capital construction funding
unlike traditional public schools which can raise funds through property tax revenues (mill levy) and
bond elections.

We are extremely grateful to have Caprock Academy available as a choice here in the Grand Valley and
our children are benefiting richly from the education Caprock Academy provides. As members of the
school community, we know that budget pressures have limited what else can be done within the
school’s regular budget right now to improve our school, and we hope that BEST will consider the
following areas that are of great concern to my family:

1. One area of great concern that would be addressed by receipt of the grant is the installation of
permanent curb, gutter and sidewalk. The current temporary curhing is broken and creates tremendous
tripping and safety hazards for pedestrians and for students entering and exiting vehicles. In addition,
the lack of pavement and sidewalks creates icy, dangerous surfaces for everyone when wet and rutted
surfaces during all times of the year. Just using this year as an example, students have had to negotiate
icy conditions for over 2 months due to ice and snow that cannot be successfully removed due to
current site conditions.

2. Our school has many “temporary” asphalt pathways. However, in addition, there are many areas
that are gravel or landscape fabric that students regularly walk on or stand on while waiting for pick-up.
These areas become very wet and muddy during wet times of the year. Not only does this make those
specific areas prone to slips and falls, but the mud is tracked into other areas and creates slipping
hazards in adjacent areas that would otherwise be safe.

3. The gravel parking and drive areas become littered with potholes and ruts. Asa parent who regularly
encounters this situation while transporting my children, | have experienced first-hand the dangerous
situations this can create as people slow down rapidly to avoid them when entering the site or from
swerving to avoid the ruts while negotiating the parking lot and pick-up fanes.

We, as a school community, understand that there are many needs for public schools in Colorado.
Please consider our need for a healthier and safer campus in Grand Junction. While the amount the
school is requesting is relatively small ($465,000} in terms of building projects which can run into the
millions, this grant will reap large benefits for the health and safety of the students and families of
Caprock Academy which will contribute to the students’ ongoing academic success due to better
attendance, because ongoing issues with curbing, paving, and sidewalks will have been addressed.

A% .." /A / M ;/{.,mww"/

Cap, o cademy parent/ community member
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The Division received 30 letters of support from concerned parents that were similar to the letter below. 64 letters of support were sent in from concerned parents.


Michael & Trisha Hansen
2851 B 4 Rd.
Grand Junction, Colorado 81503

February 23, 2014

Mr. Scott Newell
BEST Grant Committee

Dear Mr. Newell & Committee members:

I have a daughter attending Caprock Academy and I feel very fortunate to have this
choice available to us. As a parent, I am excited to have this opportunity to write to the
BEST Grant Committee regarding some of the immediate needs of our school.

Each day when the students are dropped off or picked up they have to navigate around
broken curbing. I have seen students trip over the curbing on numerous occasions and I
myself have tripped a time or two. Also, I have seen cars hit the curbing which has been
inadvertently pushed into the pickup/drop-off area. Having permanent curbing and
sidewalks in this area would improve everyone’s safety.

Another safety concern regarding a lack of permanent sidewalks is the fact the temporary
asphalt “sidewalks” are not large enough to accommodate the number of students using
them between classes. It doesn’t truly become a safety issue until it rains or snows, when
this happens some of the students are forced to walk on the wet landscape fabric and it is
very slick. Since I deliver hot lunches to the classrooms every week I am very familiar
with how slick the fabric can become. I must walk very carefully in order to keep my
balance while carrying heavy loads.

Finally, I would like to address the need to have our driving and parking areas paved.
When I drive my daughter to school on certain days I can see a huge dust cloud hovering
over the school due to the traffic at the drop-off and pickup area. This is a health issue for
everyone but especially for those students with respiratory difficulties. I feel for the
teachers who must stand in this twice a day to help the students safely to their cars.

I know there are many schools in need and requesting these funds, however, I appreciate
your consideration of our school and our safety needs. Thank you in advance for your
support.

Sincerely,

cuilron A 15

Tnsha Hansen
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The Division received 23 letters of
support from the students of Caprock
Academy. Below are a few of the
letters from the concerned students.
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The Division received 23 letters of support from the students of Caprock Academy. Below are a few of the letters from the concerned students.
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BEST FY2014-15 CDE GRANT APPLICATION SUMMARIES

- Facilities Impacted by this Grant Application -

Charter School Institute - Ross Montessori School - Ross School Replacement - 2005

School Name: Ross Montessori School

Number of Buildings: 1
All or Portion built by WPA: No
Gross Area (SF): 16,440
Replacement Value: $3,814,323
Condition Budget: $1,395,625
Total FCI: 36.59%
Energy Budget: $0
Suitability Budget: $1,662,800
Total RSLI: 24%
Total CFL: 80.2%
Condition Score: (60%) 282
Energy Score: (0%) 0.83
Suitability Score: (40%) 262
School Score: 274

STATEWIDE FACILITY ASSESSMENT m SchoolHouse
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CDE - BEST FY2014-15 GRANT APPLICATION SUMMARIES

Applicant Name: Ross Montessori Charter School Applicant Priority Number: 1
County: Csl Previous BEST Grant(s) Funded: 0
Project Title: Ross School Replacement

Has this project been previously applied for and not funded?  Yes

If Yes, please explain why: [n 2010, Ross was not awarded a BEST grant because the matching percentage was not deemed
sufficient and there was confusion about why Ross was located on its current site by the CCAB

Board.
L] Addition L] Fire Alarm L] Roof [ ] Window Replacement
[] Asbestos Abatement L] Lighting [] School Replacement New School
L] Boiler Replacement L] ADA L] Security Land Purchase
[] Electrical Upgrade (] HVAC L] Facility Sitework L] Other Please Explain:
L] Energy Savings ] Renovation [ ] Water Systems

General Background Information and Reasons for Pursuing a BEST Grant:

Educational Programming:

The mission of Ross Montessori School (RMS) is to provide an authentic Montessori education from Kindergarten through 8th
grade to children in the Roaring Fork Valley. Each students’ intellectual, emotional, social, and physical needs are addressed.
The ultimate goal is to develop competent, responsible, and independent global citizens who are innovative problem-solvers
and lifelong learners. Core values of respect for self, others and the environment are evident at Ross.

RMS uses the “whole child” approach developed by Dr. Maria Montessori. The school has multi-age classrooms where each
child works at his own pace and has independence within a structured environment. Students frequently work in small
groups or independently. Student instruction is individualized for all students.

Despite inadequate facilities, RMS students have consistently demonstrated excellent academic performance each year. The
highly qualified staff provides an outstanding academic and extracurricular program. Families who enroll their children at
RMS are very involved and frequently volunteer at the school in a variety of ways.

Since inception, RMS has worked diligently to attract a diverse student body that is representative of the community.
Outreach efforts have been made specifically within the Latino community. RMS has several bilingual staff members who
assist with integrating the Spanish speaking community. Additionally, RMS has had bus and hot lunch service since opening
in order to attract students from lower socioeconomic groups.

In addition to academics, Ross offers enrichment classes including outdoor education, music, drama, art and Spanish. Ross
students are also involved in a variety of community activities and internships for enhanced learning.

Facilities and Maintenance:

In nine years of operation, RMS has grown steadily and now serves approximately 250 students from Rifle to Snowmass.
Additional modular buildings and land have been leased to accommodate this growth. RMS has reached maximum capacity.
There is no additional land to lease and no room on the current site for additional buildings.

The school budget is consumed largely by staff salaries and benefits as well as land and facility payments. Because of a
limited budget, the school does not employ a full time maintenance worker. Because of the lack of a maintenance staff,
volunteers and staff assist with maintenance duties to keep the school safe and functional. The modular buildings exhibit the
wear and tear of housing students and faculty and more costly repairs will be needed as time progresses.
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CDE - BEST FY2014-15 GRANT APPLICATION SUMMARIES

Reasons for Pursuing a BEST grant:

While the school has progressed tremendously, the current facilities prevent RMS from progressing further and in fact, are a
detriment to the school. Many potential families who understand and value the Montessori philosophy do not ultimately
enroll their children at RMS because they cannot get past the fact that the school is in an unsafe location and the facilities are
less than ideal. RMS has lost students to other schools solely because of the quality of the facilities.

RMS is pursuing a BEST grant for the construction of a new school because our current location and facilities are unsafe,
inadequate and do not support a quality educational experience. Despite the best efforts of the staff, students and families,
the facilities have significant problems that detract from education. The RMS community has grown stronger and more
successful each year, but attracting and retaining faculty and students will be very difficult without a new facility and site.

Deficiencies Associated with this Project:

The existing school location itself poses many problems. Nine years ago, there were plans in place for developing the current
site into a 17 acre mixed use commercial/residential development and the founders had thought that a school would be a
great asset to this project. While the plans are still in place, they have been put on hold indefinitely. There are Federal
Express delivery, construction, and waste disposal trucks on one side. In the cold winter months, these trucks idle for
prolonged periods every day just as students are coming to school, exposing them to harmful diesel fumes. In another
adjacent business, hazardous wastes are kept in open barrels less than 10 yards from the playground. The founders had
incorrectly assumed that law and code enforcement officers would ensure that this would not happen. Trucks drive near the
campus frequently and even though 15 mph speed limit signs are clearly posted, many do not follow the law. In fact, RMS is
located on a Carbondale designated “Heavy Truck Route.” It is dangerous for students to cross the street to go to town or to
the open space across the street, although students do often go to both of these areas for outdoor education or educational
field trips. There are homeless people living on the property surrounding the school campus. This is a safety concern.
Additionally, RMS is within 4 blocks of medical marijuana dispensaries and one liquor store. As the school has grown, the
parking lot has not been able to accommodate the increased traffic and also poses major safety concerns. There are no
clearly marked walkways and students need to walk through the drop off lane from the parking lot to get to the school
entrance. The gravel surfacing makes it very challenging to mark off safety zones. Lighting is insufficient in the parking lot
and front of the building making it very dark and hazardous at night, as well as inviting to some criminal activity. In fact,
there has been one break-in at the school and security cameras had to be purchased as a result. It is obvious that the current
location is not safe.

The school facility itself also has many significant deficiencies. As the Parson’s assessment correctly pointed out, all of our
modular structures sit directly on the soil and have no solid foundation under them. According to the report, this makes the
life expectancy of the modular structures 15 years at most due to the extensive settling that occurs. This certainly seems to
be the case at RMS. The largest modular on our campus is only 9.5 years old and is showing serious signs of degradation
despite our best attempts to maintain it properly. The other modular structures are at least 20 years old and clearly
approaching the end of their usable lifespan. The assessment was done in 2009 and correctly points out many deficiencies
that should be fixed or replaced within 5 years. It is now five years later, and many of these deficient systems remain as it is
not a sound fiscal decision to spend hundreds of thousands of dollars to fix a leased building that was never intended to be a
permanent home. The unsafe state of the facility and its infrastructure are detailed below.

¢ All RMS modular buildings are made with wood framing. There are no sprinkler systems, no fire doors, and no telephone
system/intercom that allow communication from one building to another. In the event of a fire, communication would have
to happen through cell phones or by physically going from modular building to modular building. This is time consuming and
unsafe. The buildings would burn quickly if a fire were to occur and likely result in total destruction of the school.

eThere are no solid foundations under any of the modular buildings. They all sit on raised concrete blocks. Consequently,
the buildings settle and cause doors to not close or lock properly, and also cause cracks in the flooring. In fact, an interior
wall in the art room actually broke loose due to building settling. Because of a poor foundation and the fact that the modular
building skirts cannot be adequately sealed, there are many rodents residing underneath the buildings posing a health issue.
Several mice and rats are caught weekly throughout the year in all of the classrooms. There have also been several sightings
of skunks and marmots on the property. Animals nesting and living underneath much of the facilities cause plumbing,
irrigation and drainage issues.
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eThe electrical system is unsafe and defective. The electrical box itself is housed outside the building and is poorly secured.
Ice accumulates on the electrical box and poses a safety risk (see attached picture). The library and upper elementary
modular buildings are wired for 208-volt, not the 220-volt, that the HVAC system requires. There are inadequate outlets in
all of the classrooms and common areas and several computers have shorted out and people have received shocks.

*The HVAC system is ineffective and highly inefficient. For one room to be comfortably heated, the adjacent room becomes
unbearably hot and the windows must be opened to cool it down. The opposite happens when the air conditioning system is
operating. The air quality in the main building was rated poor by the Parson’s assessment with high levels of carbon dioxide.
The bathrooms have limited ventilation and smell bad. There is clearly not an effective air exchange.

eThe siding is bowed in numerous places in all of the modular buildings indicating water infiltration. During January 2009,
water seeped through the walls in two of the Kindergarten rooms. It damaged materials in the classrooms and created huge
puddles of water. This poses a mold concern and makes insulation very ineffective. Siding is falling off several modulars,
causing energy efficiency to be non-existent. As a result, heating and cooling bills are very expensive. The heating units have
degraded over the last 9 years to the point where some classrooms have not been able to have real heat for weeks on end
and portable heaters had to be used instead. Some of the heaters are electric only and that further increases cost and
inefficiency. Additionally, the flat roof leaks in several places. Numerous leaks have been fixed only to have new ones
appear. The roof has had multiple large leaks in the common area that have come very close to damaging the school’s only
$5,000 smart board. Several ceiling tiles are damaged (one fell down due the weight of the water) and a large trashcan was in
place to catch the drainage from the roof in the common area until it could be fixed. These problems seem to be never
ending.

eRain gutters ice up in the winter and ice damming is evident. Dangerous icicles form on the gutters above student
walkways. There is also extensive ice buildup at the entrance to the school and between modular buildings on the west side.
When the modulars were placed on site, there was no thought about taking advantage of passive solar effects; they were
placed to maximize playground space and accommodate an adequate parking lot. The north facing entrance is a serious
hazard and many staff, students and family members have fallen and been injured. Although these areas are shoveled and
salted regularly, ice accumulation is an ongoing problem.

eThree modular buildings that house some student classrooms, the art room, the music room and the library have no water
supply nor sanitation facilities. This situation requires students to walk unsupervised to and from the main building when
they go to the restroom, need to wash or get a drink of water.

*Two of the modular buildings listed above are not compliant with the Americans with Disabilities Act. The main building
has two ramps, but they do not meet code requirements.

*The existing sewer system is very inefficient. Toilets back up frequently and sewer lines have had to be cleared several
times. One sewer problem was so severe that school was almost cancelled for a day because of lack of sanitation.

eThere is no shade on the playground, which is fully exposed to southern sun. The students are outside for recess and
outdoor education year round as there is no indoor facility for physical education. Several artificial shades have been tried
over the years, but high winds either rip them or blow them away. The effects of exposure to harmful UV rays are well
documented and high temperatures in the early fall and late spring pose overheating risks.

eFront and back decks of main building, though repaired and resurfaced regularly, continually deteriorate due to weather,
heavy traffic and the salt used to melt snow is caustic to the wood.

eThe school building is located directly over a main sewer line. The sewer line is located four feet below the ground. Three
classrooms, the kitchen area and an office are in the path of the sewer line. The town of Carbondale’s water main is located
ten feet from the corner of the main school building. The town approved the construction of a temporary school building
with a five-year window because of this issue. After five years, the site was to be vacated or pay to have the sewer line
moved to a different location. The end of the 2009-2010 year surpassed the five-year window. Because of our location above
a sewer easement and a large marmot population, our sprinkler system is continually in need of repairs due to tubing being
eaten.

eIn the aftermath of multiple violent episodes in schools nationwide, it is important to note that there is a complete lack of
security at Ross. Having separate modular buildings, structures that are made from wood, hollow core doors and multiple
entrances make security challenging. There are policies and procedures in place and lock down drills are regularly practiced;
however, if a gunman chose to enter the building, there are no physical structures to assist with student or staff safety.

In conclusion, there are countless structural and safety issues with the existing building and site. It is not possible to mitigate
enough of these factors in a cost effective manner to provide a safe educational experience for our students.

Proposed Solution to Address the Deficiencies Stated Above:
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Land:

Because the location itself is poor for a school, moving the school is the only option.

RMS has understood the need to move to a safe location from its inception. To this end, a land committee was formed eight
years ago to search for an appropriate parcel of land. The goal for the land committee was to find a suitable building site for
as little money as possible. The land committee was comprised of 3 local realtors, a general contractor, a land use planner, a
board member and the head of school. The land search has been extensive and creative. The goals for the land committee
were to find a suitable building site in or near Carbondale for as little money as possible. This committee has met regularly
and property from Glenwood Springs to Basalt have been researched and discussed. In fact, over 100 potential properties
have been identified and at least 30 of them have been actively researched. However, the majority of these properties didn’t
work for a wide variety of reasons.

Land in Carbondale and the Roaring Fork Valley remains expensive despite the recent recession. Initially, the land committee
approached several ranchers who own large pieces of property about donating land. The Nieslanik, Giannetti, Rodgers,
Bailey, Cerise, Turnbull and Perry families were approached. All of these ranchers are very savvy and know the value of their
land and were not willing to donate. Some of them were willing to sell land at market price, which is beyond the school
budget. Additionally, most would only sell RMS more land than was needed for our school.

The next action taken was to determine if any existing facilities could be renovated into a school understanding that at least
30,000 square feet of space was needed to accommodate 325 students and 35 staff. As stated previously, RE-1 owns several
buildings in town. RE-1 would not consider leasing or selling the former school (Carbondale Elementary School) to RMS. That
property was transferred to the town of Carbondale with a deed restriction placed by RE-1 that banned RMS, or any other K-
12 school from using the property. RE-1 does not have any other vacant facilities or land in or near Carbondale. RMS's school
district, CSI, does not own any land or facilities in this area. There is a vacant mining facility located just over a mile out of
town, but due diligence efforts showed that this site was unsafe. The Sopris Shopping Center was considered, but the owner
of the property would not sell for a price that the school could afford and is no longer on the market. The last existing facility
in town that could be converted into a school was City Market. The current City Market was supposed to move to a new
commercial development called the Village at Crystal River in the next few years. On January 31, 2012, a local vote resulted
in that new development being postponed indefinitely. Consequently, the current City Market facility is no longer an option
for renovation.

Moving the school to a more remote site that offered enough acreage for an affordable price was considered as well but in
the end this idea was rejected as it would disrupt the stability of the school. Moving the school more than a few miles from
its current site would likely result in a significant change in student population and RMS would like to keep its current stable
population and not begin again with many new students unfamiliar with Montessori education. More importantly, RMS has
worked diligently to attract Latino students and is proud of its accomplishments to date. The current ethnic diversity of the
school accurately represents to demographics of Garfield County. RMS conducted an all school parent survey asking families
their preference on land location and if they would continue to enroll their children at RMS if the school was moved more
than 5-10 miles from where it currently sits. From that survey (88 total responses), 17% of families would leave RMS if the
school moves more than 5 miles from town. Of the 17% who would leave, 43% of them are Latino. If RMS moves more than
10 miles from town, RMS would lose a full 45% of its student population with 64% of those who leave being Latino.
Additionally, the school would not be environmentally friendly in a remote site as it would require the school community to
commute for longer distances and drive on roads that are not well maintained during the winter months. Because of the
small size of Carbondale, a large number of students routinely walk or ride their bikes to and from school.

Other options were also discussed including partnering with the town. There is an 11 acre US Forest Service parcel of land
located 1 mile from the town center that the Forest Service would like to sell. Carbondale needs more soccer fields and RMS
needs a permanent home. In 2009, the town and the school signed a joint letter of interest to buy the Forest Service property
to satisfy both of these needs. While this would have been a great solution, an endangered plant species was found on this
land. Because of this, a biology study needs to be conducted to determine what needs to be done for mitigation. While the
USFS does want to sell this property, it is not currently a top priority. Consequently, sale of this property is not likely to
happen any time soon. However, RMS continues to be in contact with the Forest Service should this option suddenly become
viable.

RMS also approached the private high school, Colorado Rocky Mountain School (CRMS), about shared land as CRMS owns
several acres of unused property. Again, the board of CRMS is savvy and understands the value of land and they were not
willing to donate any land to us, but they were willing to sell 6 acres for $4M to RMS. This was deemed too expensive for
RMS.
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Four years ago, RMS did have a contract on a suitable 6 acre piece of land 4 miles out of town for $1.8M, but after much due
diligence, it was determined that this piece of property would not work for the school because of water, septic, subdivision
covenants and other issues. Two years ago, RMS had a contract on a 5-acre piece of rural land 1 mile out of town for $1.2M.
RMS again invested significant resources on due diligence procedures for this property. There would have been extensive
land improvement costs for this site to work (septic system, road improvements) as well, but this deemed to be a workable
solution after much due diligence. The contract on that land was terminated after not receiving the BEST grant three years
ago, but it is still an option. RMS then had a 15 acre parcel under contract for $1,850,000 and after extensive due diligence,
this was determined to be a workable project and acceptable to BEST guidelines if some zoning issues were resolved. RMS
was working diligently on rezoning this property, but as a backup project on the approved BEST grant list, the Garfield county
planning and zoning committee did not recommend a rezoning approval as they were not assured that a school would be
there and wanted to avoid any unintended consequences.

Ross is currently under contract on a 2.73 acre parcel conveniently located in the town of Carbondale for a purchase price of
$1,250,000. An additional $500,000 for infrastructure costs and $273,000 for road improvements mandated by CDOT will
also be paid to the developer. The property is set to close in June 2014. This site is centrally located for the families who
send their children to RMS allowing many students to continue to bike or walk to school. The site is part of a mixed use
development that will include single and multi family homes. The developer of the site and RMS have the enthusiastic
approval of the town of Carbondale for the entire project as well as support of the neighbors. After much discussion, the
board concluded that this site is the best choice for a new facility. There has been extensive due diligence conducted on this
land. It has had ALTA, ESA, and traffic studies. It is properly zoned for a school facility. A civil engineering study was
conducted and it was concluded that RMS can tap into city water and sewer lines.

Facilities:

If we moved the modular buildings to another site, the school would continue to be unsafe for all of the reasons already
stated. Therefore, the only solution is to build a new facility on a safe, new site.

In 2009, a design committee made up of teachers, administration, students, parents, Studio B Architects, Hutton Architecture
Studio and Fenton Construction came up with a sustainable, inspiring and cost effective facility to house the new RMS. There
has been extensive attention given to maximizing usage of each square foot of the facility, so many spaces serve multiple
purposes. The building that was designed from this process is an efficient, sustainable, easy to maintain and most
importantly, provides the students with a safe and greatly enhanced learning environment.

The architectural team consists of Studio B Architects, who brings a focus on design and a depth of project experience in the
Roaring Fork Valley; Hutton Architecture Studio, with over 22 years of educational design success in Colorado; and Jim Dyck,
a Certified Montessori teacher and architect with special expertise in helping Montessori schools achieve their goals through
design. The entire design team has members are active in a wide variety of professional associations, which allows them to
stay current on educational and sustainable design standards and innovation. These include:

-American Institute of Architects (AIA)

-AlA Committee for Architecture in Education (AIA CAE)

-Council of Educational Facility Planners International (CEFPI)
-United States Green Building Council (USGBC)

-Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Accredited
-Colorado League of Charter Schools

-Colorado Renewable Energy Society

-American Solar Energy Society

Architectural and Functional Standards

21st Century Learning Principles

Through this involvement, as well as ongoing research, the team is especially well-versed in the directions of education and
design today. Interestingly, Montessori education was ahead of its time in many ways, embracing themes that are now
considered by many to be new, such as collaborative learning, connection to nature, multiple intelligences, nurturing
creativity, and multi-age grouping. In addition, there are 21st Century learning principles that RMS will be able to better
pursue with a permanent facility that can support them, such as:
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-Increased Safety

-Integration of Information Technology

-Support of Blended Learning

-Furnishings to support the idea of “Bodies in Motion, Brains in Motion”
-Support of a Global Curriculum

High Performance School Design

The design for RMS reflects recent research showing that concentration on five key attributes of the interior environment can
positively impact the ability of students to learn and teachers to teach. These five are the cornerstones for High Performance
Design for the new RMS:

-Daylighting

-Views to the Exterior

-Acoustics

-Indoor Air Quality

-Thermal Comfort

Every decision regarding design, materials, and systems will take into account these five components. It is recognized that at
times one of these principles may be in conflict with one of the others (for example, increased air supply may result in more
noise), so the team seeks to balance them all within an integrated solution. Through experience and active research, the
team understands the direct correlation between High Performance school buildings and student performance, thus the
importance of implementing them throughout the design and construction of Ross Montessori School.

Sustainability

Building on the High Performance School Design Principles, the design for RMS also considers the guidelines that must be
followed to achieve LEED or CO-CHPS Certification. The design team is well-versed in designing for sustainability, having
designed or consulted on over 60 projects seeking certification in Colorado and the West. The design for Ross Montessori has
and will carefully consider how best to incorporate the following categories into a school facility that is ultimately cost-
effective to build and to operate.

-Sustainable Sites

-Water Efficiency

-Energy and Atmosphere
-Materials and Resources
-Daylighting and Views

-Indoor Environmental Quality
-Innovation and Design Process
-Regional Priority

Design and Construction Codes and Regulations

The construction drawings and specifications for Ross Montessori school will be produced in accordance with the
recommendations of the Construction Specifications Institute (CSl) and other industry standards. Further, the design and
construction will follow the applicable International Building Codes, standards such as ANSI, the Americans with Disabilities
Act (ADA), as well as state and local requirements.

For this grant cycle, RMS has revisited the initial plans and has aggressively looked at ways to pare down the project cost.
RMS has made significant changes to the initial facility first presented in our BEST application five years ago. Maximum
efficiency with minimal facility footprint to minimize building costs was considered during each step of the design phase. As a
result, the building will be two stories and be configured in an efficient rectangular shape. Great attention has been given to
maximizing the use of passive solar as well as minimizing the aesthetic impact both on the surrounding neighbors and on the
landscape. The administration, board, staff and several parents have reviewed the programming needs for the facility. The
new design incorporates the basic needs of RMS and maximizes use of space. There has also been the addition of some much
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needed rooms for special education, health, therapy and easily accessible storage of Montessori materials. The size of the
cafeteria/multipurpose room has been decreased and will be able to accommodate the student population by having three
lunch shifts. The new facility will have the same number of classrooms currently available. Additionally, there is an existing
1800 square foot house on the property that will be used as part of the school. This existing building will house the art room,
foreign language room, storage as well as more administrative space. In approximately 10 years, RMS hopes to have raised
enough capital to begin phase 2 construction which will include additional classrooms, a commercial kitchen, a media center,
gymnasium and dedicated science room. Until the funds can be raised for the second phase, RMS will take advantage of the
proximity to many parks, a recreation center, town library, performing arts center and art galleries to enhance the learning
experience and contribute to the local community. The new facility program is shown below.

Description Quantity Area (s.f.) Total (s.f.)

Classrooms

Kindergarten 2 900 1800

Lower Elementary 4 793 3172
Upper Elementary 3 793 2379
Middle School 2 861 1722
Restroom (dispersed) 2 64 128
Restroom (1st floor) 2 215 430
Restroom (2nd floor) 2 215 430

Sub-total
10061
Specialized Areas

Multi-Purpose/Cafeteria 114531453
Science/Music1 969 969

Break-out rooms (1st floor) 1 132 132
Break-out rooms (2nd floor) 2 136 272

Sub-total 2826

Administration

Directors Office1145145
Academic Dean1120120

Health Room/TO/SLP1220220
Business Manager1120120
Conference Room1200200

Staff Work Room1290290
Reception1200200
Communications(1st Floor)1 82 82
Communications (2nd Floor)1 54 54
Custodiall 56 56

Subtotal1287

Total Net Areal4374
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Total Gross Area (x1.38)19790

The total programming of the new facility adds approximately 5000 square feet of space and provides a safe and
educationally appropriate facility and location. The new facility provides the school with more opportunities to provide a
well-rounded education with dedicated spaces for science, special education, music, foreign language and art. There are
more classrooms for younger students than for older ones to account for attrition due to people moving away and
transferring to other schools. Montessori education is most beneficial when a student is exposed from a young age and it is
difficult to transition into a Montessori program from a more traditional school after 3rd grade. Therefore, RMS does not
actively recruit students past age 8, although older students do occasionally enroll.

Technology Plan of New Facility

We intend to create an interactive school that has a building that is itself set up to be a science laboratory for sustainable
study, design, and education. The building will be equipped with multiple water usage meters, temperature readings around
the building and outside, adjustable shades, opening windows, light readings, sun readings, electric meter readings, and
other energy data. This data will be collected and recorded in a central location. Students will have feedback from their
energy behavior (turning off appliances and lights, turning down thermostats in the winter, up in the summer, etc.). This
feedback to students will educate students and therefore, help them in their decisions about energy usage.

We will have a security system with cameras and motion detectors (indoor and outdoor). The cameras will be accessible off-
site though the Internet and remote access through iphone/smartphones. Backup will be a DVR system. The cameras also
provide an additional level of security. An intercom (digital - duplex) system will be installed throughout the campus for
security and general communication. Access control will be limited to the front doors. The rest of the campus will have
limited access due to fencing. Front doors will have card/combination access. Cameras can be used to monitor human and
vehicle traffic in and around the school.

In the geographic area that our identified property, there are several options for internet connectivity. We will install a
wireless system with multiple access points throughout the building. Direct cabling from the router to the office, science
room and multipurpose room will give redundancy and reduce the wireless network traffic by the highest bandwidth users.
Currently, we use Powerschool for school data. Powerschool is Internet accessed and the school district servers are located
in Denver (as well as backups). The bulk of the central technology equipment (routers, security, fire alarms, telephone, etc.)
will be located in a communications room with a connected UPS backup system.

The telephone system will also be a redundant intercom system.

How Urgent is this Project?

This is an extremely urgent matter. The current location is not safe. The water main for the town of Carbondale is located
within 10 feet of the school building and the town authorized the current location as a temporary solution. The school signed
an agreement with the town that it would not be on its current site past September 2010. It is also important to note that
the school board and administration have been searching for land that is large enough and within a reasonable price range
for the past nine years. It has also been a priority to keep the school in or near the town of Carbondale in order to best serve
the existing school community. Finding land to meet these requirements has been a major challenge, but the property under
consideration presents excellent potential to achieve our goals.

The current facilities are not safe or sustainable. Repair and maintenance costs increase every year while the quality of the
facility deteriorates despite best efforts to maintain it. If a disaster were to occur, RMS is not set up to handle it in an
efficient manner and the possibility of a total loss of facility is high. The founders never intended for the modular buildings to
be the final facility plan for RMS, but that was the only viable option at the time to get the school operational.

Since the inception of the school, there have been board discussions about the long term strategy for survival of RMS and
having a safe and permanent facility have always been part of the plan. RMS has been awarded a BEST grant in 2011 and
2012 and was an alternate project in 2013. For various reasons, RMS was unable to complete the project in those years. The
changes in the financing of the BEST program have forced RMS to redesign a smaller building that the school can largely
finance within the current operating budget. RMS requires outside assistance from BEST, private fund raising and other grant
sources in order to build a project that meets the basic needs of the school. The BEST grant gives RMS the opportunity to
provide students and staff the facility they deserve in a timely manner. The entire construction phase is expected to be 12
months. RMS anticipates construction would begin in February 2015 and the new school would be ready for operation in the
middle of the 2015-2016 school year.
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How Does this Project Conform with the BEST Facility Construction Guidelines?

The new Ross Montessori School (RMS) facility will conform to the Colorado Department of Education Public Schools
Construction Guidelines as described by the line item references below, beginning with “3. SECTION ONE.” (For the greatest
possible clarity of terminology and intent, language is adapted and used directly from the Public Schools Construction
Guidelines as adopted 10-07-09.)

RMS understands that these Guidelines are not mandatory standards, but rather guidelines to address health and safety
issues, technology, site requirements, building performance standards, functionality for core educational programs; capacity
for expansion of services and programs; accessibility; and historic significance of existing facilities.

3.1. The new RMS building will be designed and constructed with a sound structural foundation, floor, wall and roof systems.
Local snow, wind exposure, seismic, along with pertaining importance factors will be considered.

3.2. The new RMS building will be designed and constructed with a weather-tight roof that drains water positively off the
roof and discharges the water off and away from the building.

3.3. The new RMS building will designed and constructed with a continuous and unobstructed path of egress from any point
in the school that provides an accessible route to an area of refuge, a horizontal exit, or public way as required by the
applicable building code. Doors, hardware, walls and egress components will be designed in accordance with the applicable
building code and per a Facility Code Analysis (as described in the Public Schools Construction Guidelines).

3.4. The new RMS building will be provided with a potable water source and supply system complying with quality water as
required by the Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment by tapping into existing city water lines.

3.5. RMS will be equipped with a building fire alarm and duress notification system designed in accordance with State and
Local fire department requirements.

3.6. The new RMS building shall not include hazardous materials. RMS shall maintain an asbestos management plan.
3.7. The new RMS facility may be equipped with closed circuit video and keycard or keypad building access.

3.8. The new RMS building will include an Event Alerting and Notification system (EAN) utilizing an intercom/phone system
located throughout the school for inter-school communications and communicate with agencies during emergency situations.

3.9. The RMS site and building will have signage clearly denoting the main entrance. The main entrance walking traffic will
flow past and/or through the main office area and be visually monitored from the office. All other exterior entrances will be
locked and have controlled access. Interior classroom door hardware will allow for lock downs and doors will include vision
glass to allow line of sight into the corridors during emergencies.

3.10. The RMS site and building will be served by new electrical service and distribution systems designed and installed to
meet all applicable State and Federal codes. Daylighting will be supplemented by artificial lighting to meet or exceed the
Illumination Engineering Society of North America (IESNA) for educational facilities RP-3-00. Emergency lighting shall be
available as required by electrical code.

3.11. The new RMS building will be provided with a safe and efficient mechanical system in accordance with the most current
version of ASHRAE 55 and in consideration of current State and Federal building codes.

3.12. The new RMS building will be provided with healthy building indoor air quality (IAQ) through the use of the mechanical
HVAC systems and/or operable windows and by reducing outside air and water infiltration with a tight building envelope.

3.13. RMS shall comply with Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment, Consumer protection Division, 6 CCR
1010-6 “Rules and Regulations Governing Schools.”
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3.14. Where paints or chemicals are stored at RMS, the storage method, location, facilities, and ventilation shall comply with
CDPHE 6CCR 1010-6 “Rules Governing Schools.”

3.15. RMS will have a separate emergency care area with at least one cot, a locking cabinet and a dedicated bathroom.

3.17. The new RMS facility will be designed and constructed in accordance with ANSI A117.1 as required by the applicable
building code, whose requirements are very similar to the American Disabilities Act (ADA), providing accessibility to physically
disabled persons.

3.18. The RMS site will be designed and constructed in the best possible manner to safely separate pedestrian and vehicular
traffic given site constraints. Considerations will include:

3.18.1. Separation of different traffic modes, which could include dedicated turn lanes;

3.18.2. Dedicated bus staging and unloading area with signage; Curbs at drop-off and pick-up locations raised six inches
above the pavement level and painted yellow;

3.18.3. Adequate drive zone with signage for one-way parent drop-off/pick-up;

3.18.4. Solid surfaced staff and visitor parking spaces should be identified;

3.18.5. Well-maintained sidewalks and a designated safe path leading to the school;

3.18.6. Service loading areas independent from other traffic;

3.18.7. Bicycle access and storage;

3.18.8. Fire lanes with red markings and “no parking” signs posted;

3.18.9. Restriction of vehicle access to restrict them from driving into the school.

3.19. The new RMS site will be safe and secure with outdoor facilities for students, staff, parents, and the community, based
on the following criteria:

3.19.1. The new school site that is selected is not adjacent or close to uses that would cause safety or health issues to the
inhabitants of the school. Perimeter fencing with gates to control access shall be considered;

3.19.2. Clear lines of sight to enable ease of supervision;

3.19.3. Site utilities fenced and located away from the main school entrance and student playgrounds whenever possible;
3.19.4. Access to the building roof shall be secured and restricted;

3.19.5. Exterior lighting to protect and guide occupants during evening use of the facility;

3.19.6. Playgrounds protected by adequate fencing; equipment and surfacing installed per manufactures specifications and
current industry safety and State of Colorado Insurance pool requirements, compliance with accessibility requirements;
equipment purchased from an IPEMA-certified manufacturer.

4.1. RMS will be designed and constructed with high quality, durable, easily maintainable building materials and finishes.

4.2. The new RMS facility shall accommodate the Colorado Achievement Plan for Kids (Cap4K), No Child Left Behind Act
(NCLB) and the State Board's model content standards.

4.3. The new RMS facility shall accommodate individual student learning and classroom instruction and have embedded
technology to enable adequate voice, data, and video communications in accordance with the Building Industry Consulting
Services International's (BICSI) Telecommunications Distribution Methods Manual (TDMM).

4.4. RMS shall be provided with the technological hardware and software to enable control of web-based activity access
throughout the facility; e-mail for staff; a school-wide telephone system with voicemail, a district hosted web site with secure
parent online access linked to attendance and grade books.

4.5. The RMS administrative software should enable: Individual Educational Programs (IEP), Individual Learning Programs
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(ILP), Personal Learning Plans (PLP), sports eligibility records, immunization and health service management records,
discipline and behavior records, transcripts, food services information, library resource management information, and
assessment analysis management records, as applicable.

4.6. The RMS facility may be protected to maintain business continuity with emergency power backup, redundant A/C for
data centers and data backup systems. Off site hosting of critical data to protect against loss of data could be explored;

4.7. The criteria provided in 3.18 and 3.19 have been considered for the new RMS site.
4.8. The new RMS facility accommodates full-day kindergarten and could possibly accommodate future expansion of services.

4.9. As recognized by the Assistance Board, RMS may not include all items following in this section due to its educational
programming and facility needs.

4.10. In accordance with guidelines for elementary schools (grades K-5), RMS shall provide exciting learning environments for
children along with associated teaching and administrative support areas. Daylight and views will be incorporated in all
learning areas, supplemented by well-designed task oriented artificial lighting. Acoustical materials to reduce ambient noise
levels and minimize transfer of noise between classrooms, corridors, and other learning areas will be utilized to create a
learning environment that focuses the student's attention. The following may be incorporated in the new RMS facility:

4.10.1. Playfields, age appropriate equipment, gardens, trees, non-traditional play features and shade structures for school
and community use;

4.10.2. Special education classroom;

4.10.3. Special program room;

4.10.4. Classrooms to accommodate a maximum of up to 25 students and provide 35 s.f./student with a minimum classroom
size of 600 s.f. Classrooms with natural light and a view, conditioned, well-ventilated air, and with the necessary equipment,
technology infrastructure, and storage to support the intended educational program;

4.10.5. Art room with ample storage cabinets and counter sinks. Finish materials in art classrooms shall be smooth, cleanable
and nonabsorbent;

4.10.6. Cafeteria/multipurpose room with higher ceiling heights and daylight.

4.10.7. Administrative offices, nursing area, bathrooms, conference, reception, and building support areas to accommodate
the educational program.

4.11. In accordance with guidelines for Middle schools (grades 6-8), RMS shall provide a vibrant, cheerful, learning
environment for students and scaled for teenage occupancy. Daylight and views will be incorporated in all learning areas,
supplemented by well-designed task oriented artificial lighting. Acoustical materials to reduce ambient noise levels and
minimize transfer of noise between classrooms, corridors, and other learning areas will be utilized to create a learning
environment that focuses the student's attention. The following may be incorporated in the new RMS facility:

4.11.1. Paved play area for school and community use;

4.11.2. Special education classroom;

4.11.3. Special program rooms;

4.11.4. Classrooms as described in 4.10.4.

4.11.5. Science classroom with teaching demonstration table, emergency shower/eyewash, wet student work stations, and
equipped with adequate instrumentation;

4.11.6. (RMS does not currently include a dedicated “Family Consumer Science Lab”, but instead incorporates life skills
throughout its Montessori education program;)

4.11.7. Art classroom per 4.10.5.

4.11.8. (RMS does not currently include “Beginning shop, vocational, and agricultural Career and Technical Education (CTA)
classrooms”, but incorporates life skills and gardening throughout its Montessori education program;)

4.11.9. Cafeteria/multipurpose as described in 4.10.6.

4.11.10. (The current RMS program does not include a dedicated weight training area;)
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4.11.11. (The current RMS program does not include men and women's locker rooms with independent bathrooms, showers
and locking metal lockers;)

4.11.12. Administrative areas as described in 4.10.10.

4.12. N/A (RMS is a K-8 school.)

4.13. N/A (RMS is a K-8 school.)

5.1. The new RMS facility will conserve energy through High Performance Design (HPD). The RMS design and construction
team understands the importance of establishing energy performance goals the entire building in terms of KBTU/SF/YR total
building load, and the following considerations are important:

5.1.1. RMS has assembled an integrated design team of school and community stakeholders, architects, engineers, and
facility managers. Hutton Architecture Studio, with experienced LEED and/or CO-CHPS accredited professionals, leads the

HPD for the new facility;

5.1.2. Site locations that encourage transportation alternatives such as walking, bicycling, mass transit, and other options to
minimize automobile use, such as the new RMS site, which is located along a bike path;

5.1.3. Facility design to reduce demand on municipal infrastructure by encouraging denser development, reducing water
consumption, and to provide responsible storm water management and treatment;

5.1.4. Reduced building footprint, such as the two-story concept design of RMS;

5.1.5. Minimizing parking to reduce heat island effect and discouraging use of individual automobiles, including: Preferred
parking spaces for carpools, vanpools, or low emission vehicles; Providing three spaces per classroom if possible; overflow
parking in unimproved lot areas near the RMS site;

5.1.6. Facilities that utilize existing sites, buildings and municipal infrastructure;

5.1.7. Joint-use facilities;

5.1.8. Evaluating energy costs holistically by determining the cost of high performance strategies versus long term cost
savings;

5.1.9. Utilizing passive solar techniques such as the positive building solar orientation and building massing of RMS; sun-
shading; natural ventilation where possible; green roofs if proven viable given the cost of installation and maintenance.

5.1.10. Utilize energy efficient and or renewable energy strategies, such as geo-exchange for heating and cooling or
preparation for the installation of photovoltaic panels at RMS;

5.1.11. Metering of all utilities with the ability to sub meter selected systems to manage utility usage;

5.1.12. Evaluate necessary building materials and systems and consider holistic design solutions that serve multiple purposes;
5.1.13. Evaluation of utility bills to determine efficiency of facilities;

5.1.14. Investigating performance contracting potentials;

5.1.15. Incorporation of effective daylighting and task oriented lighting concepts. Use of occupancy sensors and photocells to
keep lights off when not needed, including emergency lighting when the building is unoccupied;
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5.1.16. Design of building and site lighting to have minimal impact offsite, minimal impact to the night sky, and minimal
trespass from the interior of the building to the exterior.

5.1.17. Controls that monitor the efficiency of the mechanical system and control temperature range during low/non-use
periods and after operating hours.

5.1.18. Commissioning of mechanical systems at completion of construction and retro-commission every five years. Pursue
third party certification through CO-CHPS or LEED for schools;

5.1.19. Design and installation of high performance glazing, tuned per solar orientation;

5.1.20. The RMS landscape shall be designed and implemented in order to optimize the use and location of climate-
appropriate plantings.

5.1.21. The RMS HPB team will carefully evaluate the possible use of a cool or green roof with consideration of its impact to
the energy use of the building;

5.1.22. The RMS concept design and pricing includes use of heat recovery in the systems wherever possible.

5.1.23. The RMS concept design and pricing includes a tight and well-insulated building envelope with a wall thermal value
exceeding R-23 and roof thermal value of a minimum R-30.

5.1.24. Main building entrances at RMS will include vestibules at to minimize loss of conditioned air;

5.1.25. The RMS design and construction team will utilize, when possible, sustainable (green) building materials that are
durable, easily maintained, resource efficient, energy efficient and emit low levels of harmful gases. Whenever possible EPA
Energy Star labeled systems and equipment will be installed. The design will include use of Colorado-based and local and
regional material manufactures whenever possible to reduce the impact of transportation costs and support regional and
state economies.

5.1.26. The RMS community is eager to utilize its new facility as a high performance learning tool.

5.2. Analysis of existing school facilities or desired new school facility size against the required school facility size taking into
account maintenance and operational costs of the existing or desired new larger facility compared against the costs savings
associated with a reduced facility size. Achieve reduced school facility size by minimizing single use spaces, building
circulation, and consolidating remote facilities, coupled with maximization of consolidated shared flexible facilities that are
well scheduled, and utilize extended hours of operation.

5.3. RMS will likely seek implementation of a school-wide energy management plan.

5.4. As feasible due to geographic and its budget constraints, RMS could seek adoption of a goal of “zero waste” from
construction of the new building.

5.5. RMS is likely to pursue training or staff to establish school wide preventative maintenance tasks for all building systems
to determine that systems are functioning as designed and clearly outline follow-up maintenance procedures to keep
equipment and materials functioning as intended, extend life of equipment, and reduce operational costs.

6.1. RMS is an Institute Charter School currently located in temporary buildings, but is seeking funding for permanent
facilities to last fifty years or more.

6.2. RMS is currently located in temporary buildings on a leased site, so there is no historical significance.

6.3. Building code, health, and safety deficiencies associated with the RMS temporary buildings and site are described in
detail in the Deficiency portion of the Grant Application.

6.4. Educational programming and green building deficiencies associated with the RMS temporary buildings and site are
described in the Deficiency portion and accommodated for the new facility in the Project Cost Summary portions of the Grant
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Application;

6.5. Information detailing the need for a replacement facility is provided in detail in the Deficiency portion of the Grant
Application;

6.6. Due to the temporary nature of the existing RMS buildings and site, rehabilitation is not possible.

6.7. As a result of the above, as well as the information provided in the Grant Application, RMS seeks funding for a
replacement facility on a new safer and educationally appropriate site.

How Does the Applicant Plan to Maintain the Project if it is Awarded?

Detailed Maintenance Plan

As a condition for the completion of the new school project, RMS shall obtain from the architect or engineer a certification
that the contractor for the school facilities project has provided a maintenance package containing all of the following:

1. Manufacturer's warranties.
2. Owner's and training manuals.
3. Required maintenance and testing instructions.

Periodic inspection, testing and certification of building systems or components required to maintain system warranty or
guaranty provisions performed in accordance with manufacturer instructions and owner manuals will be provided.

Maintenance Plan

1.Boiler inspection/service, 1x per year.

2.Inspect all toilets/facets, 1x per week during cleanings.

3.Chillers/air handling units inspection/service, 1x per year.

4. Well pump inspections, 1x per year.

5.Wet well inspection, 1x per year.

6.Domestic water holding tank inspection, 1x per year.

7.Roof inspections, should have thorough walk over every spring and fall to inspect all welded seams and flashing
connections/terminations/roof drain intersections. Internal roof drains will need to be cleaned out prior to each winter
season.

8.Irrigation system inspection of all sprinkler heads, each spring at fire up and fall at blow out time.
9.Carpet deep cleaning, 4x a school year, regular vacuum 1x per day.

10.Buff concrete floor, 1x a week. Reseal and polish once every five years/

11.Wash exterior glass, 2x a year.

12.Clean interior glass, 1x a week.

13.Repaint exterior Hardi panel siding, once every 5 years.

14.Repaint interior sheetrock, once every 10 years.

15.Pull weeds around site, 2x per month in growing seasons.

16.Fertilize grass areas, trees and plants every spring and fall.

17.Reseal asphalt parking lot, 1x every 5 years.

18.Inspect/change light fixtures, as needed, keep surplus of extra bulbs on site of each fixture.
19.Inspect fire sprinkler system, 1x per year

20.Inspect fire alarm system, 2x per year, all school fire alarm 1x per quarter

21.Inspect/recharge fire extinguishers, 1x per year
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22.Inspect all metal exterior siding, thorough inspection 1x per year

23.Inspect elevator, 1x per year

24.Inspect all windows for air leakage/cracks/chips, thorough inspection 2x per year
25.Inspect/service sliding glass pocketing door in cafeteria, 1x per year

26.Inspect/service overhead rollup door at cafeteria service window, 1x per year

27.Regrout bathroom tile, 1x every 5 years

28.Buff rubberized gym floor, 2x per month, refinish floor every 10-15 years depending on wear
29.Inspect lockers, 1x per year.

30.Service/inspect kitchen appliances, as needed, inspect every day prior to use, cleaning every day after use.
31.Inspect all door swings/hardware, weekly.

32.Service all school computers, 2x per year.

33.Repairs or localized replacements of system components resulting from breakage or misuse.
34.Semi-annual tests to monitor indoor air quality.

35.Mowing grass, 1x per week during growing season.

36.Plowing parking lots and walkways, as needed through snow season.

The maintenance budget will be $12,000 annually beginning in the 2015-2016 school year. Based on current data of
spending approximately $8000 annually, this maintenance budget will be adequate to pay for a custodial care, equipment
and supplies for the new facility. Additionally, $15,000 will be set aside in an account for repairs and reserves to replace
systems and structures as they wear out. After the new bus lease is paid in 2019, an additional $10,000 will be set aside in
the reserve account annually. This will allow RMS to both plan for future transportation needs and enhance its reserve
account.

The following table shows the major systems within the facility and their estimated replacement cost as well as the annual
amount that needs to be saved to cover these expenses.

ItemLife ExpectancyEstimated Replacement CostAnnual Cost for Replacement
Roof20 years250,00012,500

HVAC System20 years87,0004,350
Plumbing System20 years38,5001,925
Electrical System30 years31,5001,050
Telephone System30 years7,500250

Public Address System30 years15,000500
Fire Suppression System25 years7,000280
Fire Alarm System25 years4,500180
Carpet10 years36,0003,600

Windows35 years250,0007,145

Tilel5 years15,0001,000

Bathroom Countertops10 years5,000500
Interior/Exterior Doors20 years85,0004,250
Cabinetry/Shelving15 years55,0003,667
Door/Bath/Cabinet Hardware10 years19,5001,950
Sheet Rock30 years225,0007,500
Painting10 years75,0007,500

Lockers35 years30,000857

Window Treatments20 years37,5001,875
Concrete Flat Work25 years25,0001,000
Asphalt10 years40,0004,000

Playground Equipment15 years85,0005,667
Landscaping30 years65,0002,167

Irrigation System20 years350001750
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Totals1,524,50075,463

A capital campaign with the goal of raising sufficient capital to build Phase 2 of the building over the life of the building will
also be instituted in the future. The second phase of this building is estimated to cost approximately $5,000,000. RMS
anticipates raising the necessary capital for Phase 2 through a combination of grants and continued private fundraising. RMS
anticipates it will take another 10 years to raise the funds for the second phase with the entire building being finished in
2025. Unless funding for public education increases significantly, RMS will not incur any debt service for phase 2.

The life of the entire building is estimated to be 75 years. With the USDA loan paid in full in 40 years, RMS will begin setting
aside $100,000 in a capital reserve account that will grow to $3,500,000 in 35 years. Assuming a 3% annual inflation rate, the
entire building will cost approximately $27,000,000 to replace in 75 years. The capital reserve account will contribute 13% of
this cost and an additional $5,000,000 year capital campaign will be initiated in 2080 for a total of $8,500,000 (31% of total
cost). The remaining funding will come from another lending source.

If this application is for the Renovation, Expansion, Reconstruction or Replacement of an existing public school facility,
describe the condition of the facility at the time it was purchased or construction and if the facility was not adequate as a
public school at that time, provide the rational for purchasing or constructing it in the manner in which you did:

When the current school site was initially leased, there were many good reasons for choosing that location. The school is
conveniently located in town and is within easy walking and biking distance for many of our families. Additionally, it is two
blocks from the town recreation center, across the street from an open green space and four blocks from the town library
and a park. Because the founders knew that the initial facility would not have many amenities, it was important to capitalize
upon proximity to other places that could provide these. The location was also flat and had already had an office complex
made from modular construction on it so it was ready for use and did not require any infrastructure development other than
some grading. Further, nine years ago, there were plans in place for developing the current site into a 17 acre mixed use
commercial/residential development and the founders thought that a school would be a great asset to this project. While
the plans are still in place, they have been put on hold indefinitely. Many of the features that make the current location less
than ideal were simply not known at the time the lease was signed and could not have been known until the school was there
for several months.

RMS received charter approval in March of 2005 and needed to be open by August of 2005 due to the 130 students who
quickly enrolled because parents valued the unique educational choice offered. Had the school not opened in August of that
year, those parents would have had to find another educational model for their children and RMS would have had to start
the following year from scratch. A Montessori school works best when children are educated in that method from an early
age. If the school had to start anew in 2006 with just Kindergarten, it would not have been financially viable.

The founders looked at all existing vacant buildings that were available at the time to see if they could be renovated, but
none were large enough to accommodate the school. There was clearly not enough time or money to build a new facility.
Consequently, the founders began researching modular buildings as a temporary solution. Several options were considered
and in the end, a new 12,500 square foot modular with 8 classrooms, a multi-purpose room, bathrooms and 2 administrative
offices was chosen. This modular provided a cohesive school environment so that students would not have to walk between
buildings in the cold, icy months of winter and could be closely supervised at all times. This was the best option available at
the time even though the founders knew that this would not be a permanent home.

The school population grew quickly and soon, the school was too small to accommodate all students. In 2007, a preschool
was started which increased the school programming by two classrooms. In 2007, two 17 year old two- room modulars were
leased to accommodate this growth and provide a classroom dedicated to art. These modulars were in moderate condition
and did not have plumbing when they were leased. In addition to these modular buildings, the school had to lease an
additional 1/3 acre of land adjacent to the current property to be able to provide an adequate playground space for the
students. Finally in 2008, the school population was aging and needed to add a room for middle school and a third two-room
modular without plumbing was leased to accommodate these students.

The current modulars were never intended to be the permanent home of RMS. The initial idea for a permanent school was
to put aside capital reserve funds annually and then apply for a conventional bank loan and build a permanent school.
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Unfortunately, the founders did not plan on the educational funding cuts that have happened since the school opened. It has
not been possible to save for capital needs as the majority of the budget is necessary to pay staff salary and benefits and
maintain the land and facilities leases. The school has a supporting foundation that raises approximately $60,000 annually,
but much of this money goes to support current programs and has not resulted in a large capital reserve. RMS is in the
frustrating situation of not being able to save money because of the high land/modular lease payments.

Current Grant Request:
Current Applicant Match:

Total Project Cost:

$930,454.75

$7,133,309.00
$8,063,763.75

Historical Significance: No
Does this Qualify for HPCP? No

Will this Project go for a Bond? No

Previous Grant Awards: $0.00 CDE Minimum Match %: 19

Previous Matches: $0.00 Actual Match % Provided: 88.4612846

Affected Sq Ft: 19,790 Is a Waiver Letter Required? No

Affected Pupils: 233 Is this a Statutory Waiver? No

Cost Per Sq Ft: $388.06 Is a Master Plan Complete? No

Cost Per Pupil: $32,960.41 Who owns the Facility? 3rd Party

Sq Ft Per Pupil: 85 Does the Facility have Financing? No

Per Pupil Allocation to Cap Reserve: 65 Who will the Facility Revert to if the School Ceases to Exist:

Listed Inflation %: 2.21 The leases will be terminated and the modular buildings will be
returned to the leasing companies.

District FTE Count: 233 Bonded Debt Approved:

Fiscal Health Watch? No Year(s) Bond Approved:

# of Fiscal Health Warning Indicators: 2 Bonded Debt Failed:

Assessed Valuation: Year(s) Bond Failed:

PPAV: Outstanding Bonded Debt:

Unreserved General Fund FY11-12:; $13,748 Total Bond Capacity:

Median Household Income: Bond Capacity Remaining:

Free Reduced Lunch %: 27 % Bonding Capacity Used:

Match Source Detail:

USDA Loan, Private Fundraising, Grants

Existing Bond Mill Levy:
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1580 LOGAN STREET, SUITE 210

co Lgél, DENVER, COLORADO 80203

Tel: 303-866-3299 Fax: 303-866-2530
v | www.csi.state.co.us

CHARTER SCHOOL INSTITUTE

January 22, 2014

Scott Newell

Principal Consultant

Division of Capital Construction Assistance
Colorado Department of Education

1580 Logan St, Suite 310

Denver CO 80203

Subject: Letter of Support for Ross Montessori School’s Application for BEST Funds
Dear Scott:

The Charter School Institute (CSI) wholeheartedly supports BEST grant approval for Ross
Montessori School (RMS). RMS is one of the top performing schools within the CSI, and is in the
top 20% of all public schools in the state. Enroliment at RMS is consistently growing, and the
high quality staff provide a unique educational opportunity not available elsewhere in the
Roaring Fork Valley. RMS has all of the aspects of a successful school, except for the quality of
its facilities. Currently the facilities at RMS are seriously deficient and present significant health
and safety concerns for students, staff and all RMS community members who visit the school.
The BEST grant program will provide RMS with an opportunity to educate its students in a safe
and healthy manner. Given a safe and enriching environment, RMS will continue to excel.

The CSl is the only state charter school authorizer in Colorado. The CSl is currently in its ninth
year of operation. The CSl is unlike traditional school districts authorizers in many important

" ways that are relevant to RMS’ BEST grant application and waiver request. Some of these
differences include:

e The CSI does not own any buildings or land that may be used by its charter schools.

e The CSI does not have the capability to raise bond money through local tax elections or
mill levies to fund capital construction, or any, projects for its charter schools.

e (Sl does not receive any license plate fee or developer impact fees money.

e The CSl does not have a large capital construction fund set aside.

As noted above, unlike traditional districts that may assist their BEST grant applicants with
access to existing school facilities or land, or put forth a mill levy or bond election to raise funds
for the matching requirements, the CSI does not have those options to assist its BEST grant
applicants. As of January 22, 2014, CSl only has $376,084 set aside in Assistance Fund reserves
(C.R.S. 22-30.5-515.5) for use by all 28 of its schools. Ross has done a tremendous job of raising
private funds in their small rural community and has applied for a USDA loan.

Without a BEST grant, RMS will not be able to proceed with their proposed project and build a
safe and educationally appropriate school. RMS has done the required due diligence on the

205



land and has spent years working with their architects to create an efficient and sustainable
building. Ross has done everything in its power to help themselves and they need some
additional support to see the project through to completion.

| urge you to support RMS’ well-deserved application.
Sincerely,

,_ “4,%\_

Ethan Hemming
Executive Director of CSI
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Tami Cassetty
70 Ferguson Dr.

Carbondale CO 81623

November 13, 2012

Dear Ms, Cassetty,

I am writing you this letter as | promised you | would at our recent BEST meeting. As you are
aware, | can only speak for myself in this letter and in no official capacity. Nevertheless, | would strongly
encourage you to resubmit your application. | believe that you have expressed a great need. | would
strongly encourage you to visit with Mr. Ted Hughes and the BEST staff, to correct the few remaining
difficulties.

As an individual | will be looking forward to your application. | would very much like to see you
get to the finish line on this project.

Sincerely,

DOE V-3
Dr. David Van Sant PhD.
4810 Sunshine Place

Broomfield, Colorado 80023
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201 Bast Colfax Averme © Denver, Colorado 80203-1704
303.866.6817 * Fax: 303.830.0793 » www.cde.state.co.us

Paul Lundeen

5th Congressional District

Marcia Neal

Vice.Chei

31d Congressional District
To Whom It May concern: Feb. 4, 2013 Elgine Gantz Berman

1st Congressional District
Let this letter serve as my recommendation that the application of the  Jane Goff
Montesorri School in Carbondale, Colorado be seriously considered for 7t Congressional Distice

4th Congressiapal District

I'have had occasion to visit the school and was so impressed with their o

program and staff. Dedication to student learning is the number one
priority as well as the individuality of the student and student needs. Mgwm:'

That this could be accomplished in the environment of the present location speaks to
their accomplishment. It could only serve to improve the quality of the education
should they have the kind of up to date learning environment that a BEST school would
provide.

Please don't hesitate to contact me if you have any further questions.

Sincerely,

Marcia Neal — Vice Chair
Colorado State Board of Education

coe

COLORADO DEPARTMENT of EDUCATION
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SNOWMASS ASPEN MOUNTAIN ASPEN meHL'n:m‘os TBUTTERMILK _As P ET@ sm WMASS.

ASPEN SKIING COMPANY

February 17, 2013
To BEST Staff and Board,

I am writing — as both a member of the community as well as an employer — in support of
the Ross Montessori School in Carbondale receiving the BEST grant award.

As the valley’s largest employer, our company realizes that our ability to recruit and retain
top talent for our organization has a direct relationship with the quality and choice of
education in our area. The demand for a Montessori option seems clear based on my
understanding that the school has an ongoing wait list each fall. It’s also my observation
that the families who choose Ross Montessori School are satisfied with the education their
children receive and demonstrate a strong commitment to helping the school succeed and
sustain itself.

Currently the Ross Montessori program is severely limited in the breadth of programming
it can offer due to an inadequate and temporary facility and site. Although I do not have
intimate knowledge of the school’s financial condition, I do know that it is in the unusual
situation of not being part of its local district and therefore unable to raise funds through a
mill levy. The parents and staff have shown their commitment to sustaining the school
through well-organized and earnest fundraising efforts, and the school’s board is highly
effective in telling the Ross story and why it is such a compelling asset to our valley.

For these reasons, I encourage the BEST team to support the Ross Montessori school and
grant them the funds necessary to build a facility that our children deserve.

Sincerely,

s

Matt Jones
Vice President, Chief Financial Officer
Aspen Skiing Company

PO. Box 1248

Aspen, CO 81612-1248

970-925-1220

WWH.aspensnowmass.com @® Prited oo Becycied Papec
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Colorado Rocky Mountain School

February 2013
To whom it may concern:

As an educator at a local independent high school and a current Ross Montessori
School parent, | would like to express my support for Ross Montessori School
receiving a BEST grant. Ross Montessori School has already demonstrated that it
is capable of delivering a high quality learning experience for its students, despite
not having a facility to match the caliber of its current programming. The Montessori
school philosophy relies heavily on the students exploring and learning within a very
deliberately crafted learning environment. The faculty and administration’s
dedication to the school community and to the growth of each individual student is
has managed to overcome much of the limitations that exist within the current
facility. As a parent, my daughter (13) and son (9) have experienced a tremendous
amount of growth through their relationship with their teachers and the collateral
learning that takes place through their peers. They feel safe, challenged
academically, and are excited to go to school every day.

As a school leader | understand the importance of a learning environment and the
role of the teacher who arrives each day as an “environmental specialist.” A new
building will not only provide for this school a deliberately designed learning
environment, it will also ensure that there is a sustainable future for the school.
While our valley is blessed with a variety of educational options, the Ross
Montessori program that is, in my opinion, doing the best work addressing the
individual learning styles of the students, is in the worst comparable facility.

All learning is about relationships: the student’s relationship with the teacher, their
peers, their subjects, and the environment in which the learning is taking place.
Ross Montessori has done a wonderful job with the first three, but they will need the
BEST grant to provide for the fourth.

We have all been impressed with how quickly the school was able to raise the
money to match last year's BEST grant. It demonstrates a dedication and
commitment by all members of the community.

incerely,

of School _
otorado Rocky Mountain Schoot
9-12 co-educational international boarding school

1493 County Road 106 | Carbondale, CO 81623 | 970-963-2562 tel | 970-963-9865 fax | www.crms.org
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CHAFFIN LIGHT MANAGEMENT
Box 620
Basalt, Colorado, 81621

February 24, 2013
Dear BEST Team,

I am writing this letter to convey my strong support for the Ross Montessori School in Carbondale as an
excellent candidate to receive the BEST grant.

As a parent of two grown sons who attended a Montessori elementary school, I can speak to the effectiveness
of this method in developing the whole child. The Montessori method teaches our future children to become
critical independent thinkers and to take responsibility for their environment. It is way of learning that is
masterful at meeting each child at his or her developmental level and effectively progressing their skills at a
pace in which the child is able to fully engage in the learning process. It also addresses the child’s
social-emotional needs while actively promoting respect for all people, kindness, tolerance and effective
conflict resolution.

As a business person and community developer in the Roaring Fork Valley for the past 34 years, I am
impressed with the Ross leadership team and their resolve to raise over a million dollar match in less than
four months. It’s my observation that this team fully embraced this entrepreneurial opportunity, very
effectively organized them, and shared the uniqueness of such an opportunity in a broad and compelling way.

In addition, this group of individuals has done the difficult work in the past two years of heroically
correcting a negative fund balance, putting a highly qualified and experience Head of School in place, and
deliberately and thoughtfully growing the depth of skill on their Board of Directors and now Advisory Board.

The Ross community members, currently made up of 245 students plus staff and long-time volunteers, have
shown they warrant an adequate and safe facility and school grounds. Much of their programming is
currently limited due only to inadequate and even potentially dangerous facilities including: the children and
staff do not have bathrooms available to them in the majority of the construction trailer classrooms, there is
no access to water in the art room, no room for musical instruments such as pianos and drums in the music
room, no place for teachers and staff to meet in private, no indoor gym or exercise facility of any kind and the
list continues.

The need is clear and the desire to have a Montessori educational option in our valley is clear as evidenced by
Ross’s on-going wait list into Kindergarten each fall and the communities unparalleled support in raising
over a million dollar plus match last summer.

I strongly encourage the BEST team to support Ross’ long term viability as an educational choice in our area
and grant them the funds to build a new, environmentally friendly and adequate facility that is located on an
appealing and safe site.

Sincerely,

Jim Light
Chairman
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TOWN OF CARBONDALE

511 Colorado Avenuce
Carbondale, CO 81623
www.carbondalegov.org

970) 963-2733 Tax: (970) 963-9140

October 23, 2013

Ted Hughes, Director Via email at Hughes_T @cde.state.co.us
Division of Capital Construction Assistance

Colorado Department of Education

1580 Logan Street, Ste 310

Denver, CO 80203

RE: Ross Montessori School — Site Development Plan
Dear Mr. Hughes:

A unanimous Board of Trustees of the Town of Carbondale has enthusiastically
approved the Site Development Plan for the proposed Ross Montessori School. In
addition, each Trustee voiced their own individual reasons for their support of the School
Project which we believe provides significant community benefits.

From a land-use and neighborhood compatibility perspective, this Site is ideal. The
proposed use is consistent with long-range plans for the build-out of the surrounding area
and with the Town’s plans for the logical extension for roads and utilities.

Ross Montessori School is a valuable asset to the community and the Trustees are
very pleased that the School, after years of searching, has found a location for a permanent
facility that will provide educational opportunities for generations of students. On behalf
of the Board, I strongly encourage CDE and the BEST Board to approve the proposed
School Site.

Very truly yours,

SPB:cv

Cc:  Ross Montessori School via David J. Myler, Attorney (dmyler@mylerlawpc.com)
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October 3, 2013

Ross Montessori School
Board of Directors
Merrill Ave
Carbondale, CO 81623

RE: Proposed location of new school

To whom it may concern:

| understand that the Ross Montessori School B