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Facilities  Mas ter Plan Works hop Agenda
• Facility Mas ter Plan 
• Methodology
• As s es s ments  & Facility Condition Index (FCI)
• Educational As s es s ments  
• Core Planning Group – 4 Principles  
• Equity Index
• Criteria  to Es tablis h Priorities
• Summary
• Q&A
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1
Facilities  Mas ter Planning
A comprehens ive Facilities  Mas ter Plan is  an es s ential element of a  
dis trict’s  planning proces s . The Facilities Master Plan provides the 
district with information regarding current and future needs for 
student housing, quality of the existing facilities, and facilities 
renovation and expansion requirements to support the district’s 
educational and programmatic goals. A Mas ter Plan als o as s is ts  a  
dis trict in identifying funding needs  for capital improvement and 
developing financing options .1

1. California School Boards Association (CSBA)
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Data-Bas ed Methodology Supports  Criteria

Quantitative
1. Asses s ments 3. Space Inventory, Capacity, & Utilization
2. Demographic Data 4. Equity Measures

Qualitative
1. Interviews 2. LCAP review
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Facilities  Condition As s es s ments
Facilities  Condition Asses sments  of all s ites , including the 
following project categories :

1. Safety 4. Environmental

2. Performance/ Integrity 5. Retrofit/ Adaption

3. Acces s ibility 6. Lifecyle/ Renewal
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13.51%

FC
I %

16 Sites: Renewal 
is recommended
(20%+ FCI)

47 sites: Serviceable, but 
plan for renewal
(10% to 20% FCI)

30 sites:  Serviceable and 
functioning
(0-10% FCI)

Facilit ies  Condition Index (FCI)
FCI = Deferred Maintenance Divided by Replacement Value
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Number of District sites
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Summary of Cos ts  Based on FCI
Snaps hot of cos ts  bas ed on FCI over 10 years

Site Type 1 Year Total 3 Year Total 5 Year Total 10 Year Total

Adult $   7.98M $    39.58M $  103.26M $   173.90M

Elementary $ 36.68M $  336.96M $  743.32M $1,253.16M

High $ 23.42M $  356.93M $  688.90M $1,189.83M

K – 8 $ 12.12M $    62.99M $  124.61M $   293.48M

Middle $ 13.09M $  179.58M $  329.30M $   475.02M

Multiple Grade $   6.23M $    33.69M $    68.36M $   109.91M

Non-Instructional $   2.03M $      8.42M $    22.83M $     36.60M

Totals: $101.55M $1,018.14M $2,080.59M $3,531.99M
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4
Res earch-Bas ed Educational As s es s ments



5
Project Priority Methodology
FOUR PRINCIPLES of equity by the Core Planning Group

1. Ensure that the voices  of s tudents , parents , & community 
members  are heard

2. Utilize s tudent, neighborhood, & school s ite demographic 
data

3. Align Facilities  plan with the goals  of the LCAP

4. Cons ider FCI & Vis ionary projects  when s electing projects  
for renewal. 
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Project Type A – FCI 
A1. Safety, Performance Integrity, and Acces s ibility, which 
includes :

Obs erved or reported uns afe condition

Unreliable s ys tem performance (roof, HVAC, etc.) 

ADA and other compliance is s ues

Other uns afe environmental condition

A2. Full campus  renewal bas ed on high FCI (20%+)
Opportunity to “right s ize” a campus
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Project Type B – Equity Indicators
Neighborhood with High Segregation and Poverty

Neighborhoods  in California that cons is tently meet s tandards  
for both poverty (i.e., 30% of the population below the federal 
poverty line); and
Racial s egregation (i.e., an overrepres entation of people of 
color relative to the county)

Neighborhood with Low Resources
A block of neighborhoods  with the lowes t economic, 
environmental, and education res ources  in California, but not 
meeting the “High Segregation and Poverty” criteria .
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Equity Indicators  (continued)
LCAP Student Priority Group, High and Moderate to High :

Includes  the s tudent priority groups  identified in the LCAP 
goals , including dis aggregated s tudents  of color (i.e., African 
American, American Indian or Alas ka Native, Native Hawaiian 
or Pacific Is lander, Latinx, As ian, Filipino, Two or more races ), 
s tudents  with dis abilities , Englis h learners , fos ter youth, and 
homeles s  youth.

SCUSD acknowledges  that the pers is tent gaps  in performance 
for [the s pecifically prioritized] s tudents  are unacceptable and 
that the s ys tem we have his torically operated has  perpetuated 
thes e outcomes .
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Equity Indicators  (continued)
The Berkeley Opportunity Map

Gives  policymakers  and s takeholders  a  quantifiable meas ure 
of opportunity to direct public inves tments , providing a map 
that dis plays  the dis tribution of opportunity acros s  
neighborhoods .

Opportunity is  defined as  the full s et of pathways  available to a 
pers on, where an individual can acces s  res ources  to move him 
or her along thes e s et of pathways . However, thes e s ets  of 
pathways  are not always  readily acces s ible or attainable due to 
the different types  of s ocial, cultural, and economic barriers  in 
our s ociety. Additionally, opportunity is  inherently s patial in 
nature. Where we live determines  our upward s ocial mobility.
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Findings  from Interviews  with CPG Members

Make education & school facilities  equitable to all

Top Cons iderations  for equity planning in facilities :

Schools  are a key neighborhood as set (urban planning)

Addres s  opportunity gaps  for all s tudents

Focus  on functional change, not cosmetic change

Dis tribute funds  fairly us ing equity metrics

Make equity real (actions  meet words )

Lack of meaningful community input, build trus t w/ follow-thru
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Specific Cons iderations
Neighborhoods  Matter

a. Schools  are community centers  that encourage 
community connectivity & economic activity

b. Specific neighborhoods  have been his torically under-
s erved

Student Trans fer rates  hurt certain neighborhoods
a. ~30% of s tudents  trans fer to s chools  outs ide their 

neighborhood
b. Facility quality matters

School capacity and utilization rates  (alone) are mis leading.  
a . Succes s  leads  to s ucces s
b. Opportunity to “right-s ize” underutilized s chools
c. Cos t s avings  may be overs tated
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Criteria leads  to a RANGE of projects

Project Type A. “Mus t do” projects  identified by facility 
as s es s ments  & the Facilities  Condition Index (FCI)

Priority A1. Projects  with high ris k or liability
Priority A2. Campus  renewal bas ed on high FCI

Project Type B. “Vis ionary” projects  prioritized by the 
equity index, which addres s  the 6 educational petals . 

Priority B1. High s egregation/poverty + LCAP s tudents
Priority B2. Low res ources  + LCAP s tudents  + FCI

All projects  (whether Type A or Type B) will be presented at future 
meetings  and approved by the Board.
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Table 1. Criteria to Es tablish Priorities
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Criteria
RANGE

Neighborhood
Opportunity ID

LCAP Student 
Priority Group

Facility Condition 
Index (FCI)

Project 
Type

1 N/A N/A Top 3 FCI 
categories

A1

2
Neighborhood w/ 
High Segregation 
& Poverty

Student ID as High 
OR Moderate-to-
high correlation

N/A
B1

3
Neighborhood w/ 
Low Resources

Student ID as High 
OR Moderate-to-
high correlation

Campus FCI: 
>/=20%

B2

4 N/A N/A
Campus FCI: 
>/=20% AND 
project is not type 
B1 or B2

A2
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Facilities  Spending Plan Categories
Program Management (including internal staff) 10%
Technology Spending (short duration bonds) 5%
Sustainability Planning (community feedback) 5%
Program Contingency (best practice) 5%

FCI projects (from assessments)2 17%
Vision Projects (equity index)3 58%
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2. From DLR database of facilities assessment.  Represents all category 1 – 3 projects over 10-year life of program.
3. Remainder of funding based on percentages shown.  All percentages are estimates and may fluctuate over time.



FCI Projects  and Vis ion Projects
FCI Projects (must address): $126.5M, or 17% of the bond

A1. Safety:  $3.3M
Performance Integrity:  $121.1M
Accessibility:  $2.1M

Vision Projects (equity index):  $436M, or 58% of the bond
B1. Neighborhood + LCAP identified student
B2.  Neighborhood + LCAP identified student + FCI
A2.  FCI greater than 20%

FCI and Vision projects will seek approval simultaneously
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577

232

60
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Summary and Next Steps
Approve Project Prioritization Methodology, including:

Webs ite Tool & Equity Index 

Methodology (“white paper” = ins truction manual)

Bas ed on As s es s ments , Communication, Input, and Feedback

Core Planning Group & Dis trict Staff + Leaders hip

Community Input (reques t s us tainability plan & live forums ) 

Project lis t approved s eparately from the FMP

The FMP will evolve as  conditions  and priorities  change over time



Facilities Condition Assessment and Facilities Master Plan Community Meeting
August 2021
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Dis cus s ion

Thank you
*Picture sourced from the Education Writers Association
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