
Bend-La Pine Schools meetings comply with open meeting laws and accessibility requirements. Please contact Bend-La Pine Schools at 541-355-1001 if you need 
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Bend-La Pine Schools
School Board Work Session Meeting Agenda

February 22, 2022, 5:30 PM

Location:
Virtual with live streaming available at https://bls.fyi/boardmeeting

1. Call to Order
Speaker(s): Vice Chair LeGrand

2. Pledge of Allegiance
Speaker(s): Vice Chair LeGrand

3. Review of Agenda
Speaker(s): Vice Chair LeGrand
Description: Any changes to the Agenda after posting on February 18, 2022, are shown below.

4. Work Session
Description: The Board will focus on key Board work and initiatives.
Attachments: 

Sites and Facilities Report - Revised October 2017
A. Reports

1. Sites and Facilities Committee Report
Speaker(s): Mike Tiller, Executive Director of Facilities
Attachments: 

Summary of 2022 Sites and Facilities Plan
2. Executive Limitation 10 (EL-10): Financial Planning and Administration 

Speaker(s): Leah Bibeau, Finance Director
Description: Annual report on major accomplishments and upcoming priorities.
Attachments: 

Executive Summary: EL-10 2021
EL-10 Financial Planning and Administration 2021 Report

3. Executive Limitation 11 (EL-11): Asset Protection
Speaker(s): Leah Bibeau, Finance Director
Description: Annual report on major accomplishments and upcoming priorities.
Attachments: 

Executive Summary: EL-11 2021
EL-11 Asset Protection 2021 Report

4. Executive Limitation 12 (EL-12): Legally Required Policies
Speaker(s): Superintendent Cook and Board Clerk Bojanowski
Description: Annual report on major accomplishments and upcoming priorities.
Attachments: 

Executive Summary: EL-12 2021
EL-12 Legally Required Policies 2021 Report
Administrative Policy and Regulation Summary: February 2021-August 2021

3

3

151

151
155

155
156
161

161
162
166

166

167171



Bend-La Pine Schools meetings comply with open meeting laws and accessibility requirements. Please contact Bend-La Pine Schools at 541-355-1001 if you need 
accommodation to participate in the board meeting. Please call at least 48 hours prior to the scheduled meeting date. Thank you.

Presentation: Accessing Policies in Review
5. Board Comments

Description: Board members will each have an opportunity to provide any comments or thoughts before the 
meeting is adjourned.

6. Adjourn
Description: Meeting will be adjourned with next Regular School Board Business Meeting scheduled for March 
8, 2022.
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Thank You 

The 2015-2016 Sites and Facilities Committee appreciates the opportunity to have 
participated in an extremely valuable community service. Over the course of six 
months Committee members met regularly to create and agree upon the 
recommendations discussed in this report. Committee discussions were open and 
respectful, filled with intelligent dialogue, and concern for the Bend-La Pine Schools 
students, parents, teachers, and service areas. The communities comprising the 
Bend-La Pine Schools are fortunate that the District engages the community in its 
planning efforts.  The committee members would like to thank the Board for the 
opportunity to have participated in this planning process.  

Existing Facilities Team 

Name 
Skip Butler 

Heidi Slaybaugh 
Steve Hannas 

Steve Jorgenson 
Shawn Zumwalt 
Jackie Wilson 
Matt Hillman 

Jesse Rassmussen 
Kevin Gehrig 

Matt Montgomery 
Teri Friesen 
Ned Myers 

Future Needs Team 

Name 
Dean Wise 
Jen Souza 
David Ford 
Mel Oberst 

Damian Syrnyk 
Tim O'Connell 
Josh Boehme 
Karen Stiner 

 

The Committee would also like to thank Bend-La Pine Schools’ Staff, including 
Shawn Hasse for his diligent efforts presenting GIS data and maps and Lora 
Nordquist for her research and summary regarding the impacts of school size. 
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Summary 
 

This document is the final Bend-La Pine Schools’ Sites and Facilities Plan.  This 
report summarizes a year long community based process and provides the following 
items: 

 List of new schools, improvements and expansions to existing facilities needed 
within the next seven years 

 Capacity and sites of new schools needed 
 Ideal school sites for future schools to satisfy the needs of the district to 2035 
 Highest and best use of existing land holdings 
 Current usage and future needs of the Education Center  

List of new schools, improvements and expansions needed within the next seven 
years 

The complete list is included as Exhibit A of this document.  The original list reviewed 
by the committee categorized over 830 projects into safety/security, 
operational/instructional delivery, equity/parity, asset protection/building preservation, 
and energy/labor conservation, it determined if projects are to be completed within 5 
years or 10 years, and it prioritized the projects on a scale of 1-5 for each site.  The 
majority of the high ranking projects fall into the asset preservation and safety 
categories.  The list of 159 projects included at Exhibit A come from the original list of 
830 projects and include those projects needed within the next seven years.  The list 
includes two new schools as well as the estimated cost for each of the 159 projects. 

Capacity and sites of new schools needed 

Future capacity needs are determined by enrollment forecast.  Relying on a Portland 
State University (PSU) Population Research Center (PRC) model, the Committee 
determined that the District does not have adequate capacity to accommodate the 
enrollment growth that is forecasted over the 20 year planning horizon.  

Although it is estimated that the District, in its entirety, will not be able to meet the 
forecasted enrollment over the 20 year planning horizon, schools in the southern 
area of the District were found to have adequate capacity, including La Pine 
Elementary, Rosland Elementary, Three Rivers, La Pine Middle School, and La Pine 
High School.  Throughout the remainder of the District (primarily Bend), enrollment is 
forecast to exceed available capacity and additional schools will be needed.   The 
District should anticipate opening the following schools over the 20-year planning 
horizon: 

 Four 600-student elementary schools, capacity is forecast to be exceeded in 
the following school years: 2020-2021, 2024-2025, 2028-2029, 2032-2033. 
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 One 800-student middle school, capacity is forecast to be exceeded in school 
year 2026-2027.  
 

 Two 1,500-student high schools, capacity is forecast to be exceeded in school 
years 2018-2019 and 2032-2033. 

Enrollment projections and forecasting methodology are included as Exhibit B. 

Ideal school sites for future schools to satisfy the needs of the district out to 2035 

Utilizing City of Bend Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) Expansion forecasts, 
Deschutes County records, building permit data, and development data, the location 
of enrollment growth was projected, availability of land was considered, and areas 
(Zones) of school need were identified.  In an increasingly tight real estate market, 
recommendations were formulated to provide clear guidance and direction to the 
District, and also to provide flexibility, so decision makers would not be limited in their 
ability to make strategic public investments. For all grade levels, the committee 
recommends the District monitor enrollment growth by zone and adjust timing if 
necessary based on actual growth.  School needs are listed below:  

 Elementary schools: 
o 2020-2021 need – 12-15-acre site, highest need in Zone 3 (West 

Bend), closely followed by Zone 1 (Northeast Bend), locate in areas to 
serve both zones if possible.  Update 10-30-2017:  After a lengthy 
search for an appropriate site for an elementary school, the District has 
located a parcel within the newly expanded UGB on O.B. Riley Road.  
This location can serve both Zone 3 and Zone 1. 

o 2024-2025 need – 12-15-acre site, equal needs throughout the City, 
locate in areas to serve all zones to the greatest extent possible. 

o 2028-2029 need – 12-15-acre site, beyond growth projection forecast, 
reassess location needs in subsequent Sites and Facilities efforts. 

o 2032-2033 need – 12-15-acre site, beyond growth projection forecast, 
reassess location needs in subsequent Sites and Facilities efforts. 

o General Notes –  
 Strategically place schools, use school boundary adjustments as 

needed. 
 There is an adequate amount of suitable and desirable lands in 

Zone 1 (Northeast Bend) and Zone 2 (Southeast Bend), however 
there appears to be a limited amount of land that is suitable and 
desirable in Zone 3 (West Bend).  Within all zones, assess the 
feasibility of the available lands.  If the available lands are not 
feasible for school development, considering taking “necessary 
actions” as prescribed by ORS 195.110 such as zone changes, 
aggregation of lots, or adding sites to the UGB. 

 
 Middle School  

o 2026-2027 need – 25-acre site – Site currently owned by District 
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adjacent to R.E. Jewell Elementary School could meet need.  Reassess 
location in subsequent Sites and Facilities efforts.  Update 10-30-2017:  
District has entered into an agreement to trade the middle school site 
next to R.E. Jewell Elementary for land on 15th Street.  This trade will 
allow the middle school to be located next to a high school. 

o General Note –  
 Strategically place school, utilize boundary adjustments as 

needed. 
 Suitable and desirable lands available to accommodate need. 

 
 High School 

o 2018-2019 need – 50 acres – in Zone 2 (Southeast Bend); Update 10-
30-2017: The District has entered into an agreement to trade the owned 
50 acre site on Country Club Road for a more suitable high school site 
at 15 Street and Knott Road. 

o 2032-2033 need – 50 acres - beyond growth projection forecast, 
reassess location needs in subsequent Sites and Facilities Planning 
Efforts. 

o General Note –  
 Strategically place schools, utilize boundary adjustments as 

needed. 
 Suitable and desirable lands available to accommodate need. 

In addition to the locational recommendations identified above, the Committee 
established site selection criteria, which are intended to be used by the District when 
considering properties.  The combination of the broad locational recommendations 
and the site selection criteria provide the needed level of guidance and direction, with 
sufficient flexibility to allow decision makers to make strategic public investments.  

Maps summarizing a build-out analysis and available lands, along with the site 
selection criteria are included as Exhibit E.   

Current usage and future needs of the Education Center / possible alternative sites 

The Education Center is used for Bend-La Pine Schools’ administration offices, the 
Strive and Bend-La Pine Online Programs, and it is partially leased by the High 
Desert Education Service District (ESD).  After assessing the Education Center, 
including a summary of the property from staff, the 5-10 year operating plan, an aerial 
photograph, an interactive map, and an assessment of the strengths and 
weaknesses, the Committee determined that the building is well sized, well located, 
and it provides a great one stop shop for the district.  Furthermore, redevelopment 
potential and marketability is limited by its zoning, general plan designation and 
historic listings.   Given the strengths and weaknesses, the Committee recommends 
that the building be maintained for its current use.  As needed, the District could 
expand into space being used for ESD, and potentially move Strive off-site.  
Reassessment in 5 years (with the next Sites and Facilities Planning effort) is also 
recommended.       
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Highest and best use of existing land holdings 
 
The District owns a number of properties that are not currently being used to provide 
student instruction or assist in the facilitation of student instruction.  Not being 
utilized, they are considered “land held for future use”.  These properties include a 
mix large vacant parcels that could accommodate school sites, large lands 
immediately adjacent to developed District sites that could accommodate another 
school, and/or smaller remainder parcels immediately adjacent to school sites. The 
existing land holdings came into the District’s ownership a number of ways, some 
were acquired to accommodate planned enrollment, some were donated, some are 
extra areas abutting sites that were acquired and developed to District specifications.  
The Committee reviewed each of the “existing land holding” sites, including a 
summary of the property from staff, aerial photographs, and an interactive map.   
 
The general consensus of the Committees is, because the District is growing and 
land is increasingly more challenging to obtain (particularly within central urban 
areas), the District should retain larger properties that could accommodate future 
schools.  Existing large acreage areas should be held to provide school sites, or they 
could be held for a potential future sale or trade, to assist with future school siting 
needs.  

Two exceptions to the general consensus position were recommended, 1) a 1 acre 
parcel immediate adjacent to Silver Rail Elementary should be sold at market rate 
and 2) the 5+ acre site at Pacific Crest Middle School immediately adjacent to 
Skyliners Road should be developed (possibly in partnership with others, like the 
Bend Parks and Recreation District) as additional playing fields.   

This report outlines the information relied upon, the decision making process, and it 
formalizes each recommendation of the Committee.  
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Chapter 1 
Project Overview and Background 

 
 
BEND-LA PINE SCHOOLS - MISSION  
 
Bend-La Pine Schools, in partnership with our community, will prepare each student 
with the knowledge and skill, confidence and personal integrity to contribute as a 
thriving citizen in our ever-changing global society.  
 
In an effort to carry out its mission, Bend-La Pine Schools (District) regularly engages 
in long-range planning efforts to ensure exceptional educational facilities are 
provided and maintained throughout the District.   The most recent effort was 
completed in 2012 and resulted in a $96 million bond measure and an associated 
capital improvement program.  In November 2015, the District began a new school 
planning process, to update the 2012 Sites and Facilities Plan and plan for growth 
through 2035.  Long range, community-focused, planning efforts provide a 
consensus based, data driven platform, upon which strategic decisions and 
investments can be made; ensuring capacity for students, accommodation of 
changing instructional needs, school safety, and maintenance of community 
investments.   Like any public investment, school development and maintenance 
requires time, money, and a commitment from the community.  Long-range, 
consensus based, planning efforts have proven to result in decisions that are guided 
by the best available information, that are consistent with the District’s purpose, 
mission, and core values, and that are supported by the community.   
 
The road map to complete the Sites and Facilities Plan involves the following items: 
 
Initial Phase 

 Assess existing facilities / identify needed capital improvements 
 Forecast enrollment  
 Assess school capacity / identify needed capacity 
 Assess current usage and future needs of the Education Center 
 Assess the highest and best use of existing land holdings 

Final Phase 

 Establish a financial plan, including cost estimating, for the near-term projects 

With the current planning effort, the Board has determined that the initial phase will 
be completed by a Sites and Facilities Committee.  The final phase will be completed 
by the District, considering the recommendations of the Committee.  Upon 
completion of all phases, staff will formalize the components into the Bend-La Pine 
Schools Sites and Facilities Plan. 



	 2

Initial Phase 

The initial phase of the Sites and Facilities Plan was accomplished with a Sites and 
Facilities Committee (Committee) and a Board “charge”.  The Committee was 
established to consist of a mix of District employees, a consultant, and community 
volunteers.   The Committee members were drawn from a broad cross section of the 
community; teachers, administrators, developers, architects, engineers, public and 
private sector employees, parents and engaged community members.  The charge 
provided to the Committee is listed below: 

 BLPS	Board	Sites	and	Facilities	Charge	
November	10,	2015	

	
Executive Limitations (EL#7) - Facilities:  “The Superintendent shall not fail to refresh the 
20 year long-range facilities plan every 5 years or more often to address student capacity, site-
specific instructional needs, operational and maintenance needs.  The planning shall not fail 
to include the following: a) Formation of a Sites & Facilities Committee to carry out the board-
developed charge.” 
 
Board-Developed Charge: 
The Sites and Facilities Committee (SFC) shall: 

1. Assess existing facilities for needed capital improvements  
a. Repairs and deferred maintenance 
b. Upgrades and expansion 

i. Due to changing programming needs 
ii. Due to equity considerations 
iii. Address other needs such as building security, efficiency and seismic 

safety 
2. Identify future capacity needs due to changing enrollment 

a. Review enrollment projections and demographic trends 
b. Assess expansion of existing facilities 
c. Identify sites and capacity of new buildings 
d. Identify land needs and possible sites 

3. Assess current usage and future needs of the Education Center 
a. Identify current strengths and shortcomings of existing building 
b. Identify options for possible relocation of central administration, Strive and the 

online program 
4. Assess highest and best use of existing land holdings 

a. Explore public-private partnerships to generate recurring revenue from current 
assets 

5. Seek and receive public input 
6. Form subcommittees as needed 
7. Report to the BLPS Board  

a. Prioritized list of improvements and expansions to existing facilities 
b. Capacity and sites of new schools needed 
c. Ideal school sites for future schools to satisfy the needs of the district out to 

2035 
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d. Highest and best use of existing land holdings 
e. Current usage and future needs of Education Center and possible alternate 

sites 

To accomplish the elements of the “charge”, the Committee developed a process, a 
timeline, and the steps of an efficient work plan.  The work plan that was established 
was similar to prior sites and facilities planning efforts and included the Committee 
dividing itself into two sub-committees.   One sub-committee focused on existing 
facilities (Existing Facilities Sub-Committee) and the other sub-committee focused on 
future needs (Future Needs Sub-Committee).  The Committee and associated sub-
committees met regularly (at least monthly) over a 6 month time period (November – 
May).   Throughout the process it was typical for the district facilitators and/or the 
consultant to provide the committee with background data and information, and 
request that recommendations be made by the Committee. Committee members 
considered all information, discussed, clarified, and ultimately made necessary 
recommendations.   Discussions often resulted in additional questions and/or 
additional topics for consideration; discussions continued until the Committee felt 
comfortable making formal recommendations.  

The Existing Facilities Sub-Committee addressed the following “charge” item:  

1 – Assess existing facilities for needed capital improvements.   

The Future Needs Sub-Committee addressed the following “charge” items: 

 2 – Identify future capacity needs due to changing enrollment 

 3 – Assess current usage and future needs of the Education Center 

 4 – Assess highest and best use of existing land holdings 

Charge Items 5, “Seek and receive public input” and 6, “Form subcommittees as 
needed” were incorporated into the Sites and Facilities process and this report is 
Charge Item 7, “Report to the BLPS Board”.  This document summarizes the 
processes, products, outcomes, and recommendations of the Committee’s work.  

Final Phase 

After the Committee’s work was complete, staff spent the next six months reducing 
the list of projects to those needed in the next seven years and estimating the cost of 
each of these projects.  This final list is included at Exhibit A. 
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Chapter 2 

Prioritized List of Improvements   
Existing Facilities Sub-Committee 

 
The Existing Facilities Sub-Committee was tasked with Board charge item #1, 
assessing all existing facilities operated by the District, to identify needed capital 
improvements.  The sub-committee was asked to consider repairs and deferred 
maintenance, along with potential upgrades and expansions due to programming 
needs, equity considerations, and other needs such as building security, efficiency 
and safety.   
 
To accomplish its tasks, the Existing Facilities Sub-Committee established the 
following criteria to guide rankings: 

 safety/security 
 operational/instructional delivery 
 equity/parity 
 asset protection/building preservation 
 energy/labor conservation  
 The Existing Facilities Sub-Committee assessed all facilities operated by the 

District.  In their assessment, committee members reviewed aerial photos, 
held site visits as needed, and assessed three separate surveys; from building 
administrators, from maintenance personnel, and from the district safety 
officer.   Utilizing the best available information and having a clear 
understanding of each site’s unique needs, the sub-committee combined, 
prioritized, and ranked over 830 facility improvement requests.  In an effort to 
recommend efficient long term investments, the committee often considered 
combining similar projects to benefit from economies of scale.  Although the 
committee did not pre-establish criteria to have a higher priority, upon 
aggregation and summary of the data, safety/security and asset 
protection/building preservation were consistently ranked the top two criteria of 
importance.    Because the “equity/parity” category included only a few 
projects and they could also be included in other categories, the final Plan 
does not use this category.  Illustration 2-1 below aggregates and summarizes 
projects; Exhibit A provides a list of new schools, improvements and 
expansions to existing facilities needed within the next seven years.   
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Illustration 2-1 
 

In addition to the above noted assessment and ranking, the Committee considered 
“seismic safety”.  The Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral Industries 
(DOGAMI) is responsible for to assessing all K-12 school buildings for seismic safety.  
In 2006 DOGAMI officials completed Rapid Visual Screenings (RVS) of all Bend-La 
Pine School District buildings.  The RVS indicates that there are buildings in the 
District that have a higher risk than other buildings.  The RVS, being an initial 
assessment is incomplete; the committee recommends further assessment/study of 
each of these buildings to determine whether seismic safety upgrades are necessary. 
 
Lastly, throughout the sub-committee’s assessment, it was assumed that all 2013 
bond program improvements have been, or will be, completed.  As of the writing of 
this report, it has been determined that while the majority of 2013 Bond funds have 
been expended, there could be up to 25 projects that may not be completed.  
Although some of these projects will likely be completed with the 2013 Bond funds, it 
is unlikely that all of the remaining projects will be able to be completed.  Having 

Safety/Security,	
$8,676,548	,	3%

Asset	Preservation,	
$27,919,260	,	11%

Ops/Instruct	
Delivery,	

$57,325,586	,	21%

Energy/Labor	
Conservation,	
$8,682,635	,	3%

Capacity,	
$165,724,580	,	

62%

2016	SITES	AND	FACILITIES	PROJECT	NEEDS
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previously been identified as priority projects, the Committee recommends 
completion of any outstanding 2013 Bond projects.     
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Chapter 3 
Capacity and Sites of New Schools Needed 

Future Needs Sub-Committee 
 
Future Capacity Needs due to changing enrollment 
To facilitate the process of identifying future capacity needs, the Future Needs Sub-
Committee began with enrollment forecasts, then used development data to predict 
where and when growth would occur, they considered available school capacity, and 
ultimately identified preferable areas for new schools.  The overall assessment 
involved the review of statistical data from Portland State University’s Population 
Research Center (PRC), GIS data from the City of Bend and the District, local 
development data, architectural studies, operational assessments, and alternatives to 
new school construction, along with the consideration of measures to increase 
efficiencies at existing facilities. 
 
3.1 - Enrollment / Forecasting Student Growth / Available Capacity  
As in previous sites and facilities studies, the Portland State University Population 
Research Center (PRC) was used for enrollment forecasting.  The PRC is an 
interdisciplinary public service, research and training unit for population-related data 
for the State of Oregon.  The mission of PRC is to provide population data, 
information, and research analysis for Oregon and its communities.  The School 
District has historically selected the PRC for enrollment forecasts, finding them to be 
the best available and most reliable source of data.  Some background on the PRC: 
   

 PRC began providing service to the State of Oregon in 1956 under the 
Oregon Population Estimate Program  

 They are the lead Agency working with the US Census Bureau  
 Under Oregon Law, they provide coordinated population forecast for Land 

Use Planning efforts throughout the State 
 They provide demographic consulting services  
 The District has am established  history with the PRC; since 2005 the PRC 

has provided the District with population trends and forecasts 

The most recent PRC Forecast was completed for the District in November 2014.  
The 2014 Forecast utilized a Cohort/Component Model along with a Grade 
Progression Enrollment Model.   The Cohort-Component Model establishes 
enrollment as a function of births, capture rates and migration, while the Grade 
Progression Enrollment Model tracks students through school years, adding the net 
migration to the forecast.  The 2014 PRC data studied the District as a whole and 
provided low, middle and high growth scenario estimates.  The sub-committee 
reviewed the data, the trends, and the conclusions, and determined that the 
methodology used by the PRC was appropriate to use for the current sites and 
facilities process.  A complete copy of the PSU forecast is included in Exhibit B.     
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3.2 - Enrollment Forecast Refinements 
While the sub-committee agreed that the PRC provides the best available 
information, they also recognized opportunities for refinements.  After reviewing 
actual enrollment numbers, building permit data, development data, and the 2015-
2016 PSU Deschutes County Coordinated Population Forecast, the sub-committee 
recommended the following refinements: 

 Using 2015-2016 actual enrollment numbers as the base year 
 Applying the PRC model to specific areas in the District, including areas within 

the District that are geographically separated and/or have different growth 
projections (Bend and South County). 

 Applying different growth projections over the planning horizon, specifically 
high growth for 5 years, followed by middle/average growth for the remaining 
15 years. 

3.2.1  2015-2016 Actual Enrollment 
The Bend-La Pine Schools’ actual enrollment for 2015-2016 was 17,534.  That 
number falls between the Middle and High Series estimates in the 2014 PRC 
forecast.  Although a minor difference, the largest difference was in kindergarten.  
Rather than using only a 2015-2016 forecast, sub-committee determined that it would 
be best to incorporate the 2015-2016 actual enrollment numbers into the model.      
 
3.2.2  Assessing Areas Separately  
After reviewing actual enrollment numbers, building permit data, development data, 
and recognizing that Bend and the southern District schools have differing growth 
patterns, the sub-committee determined that it would be appropriate to study the 
areas individually.   

South County  
La Pine Elementary, Middle and High, Rosland Elementary and Three Rivers 
The PRC methodology was applied to the southern District schools using the low, 
middle and high growth scenarios.  When overlaying existing capacity to all 
scenarios, it was found that capacity would be available over the entire 20 planning 
horizon under all of the scenarios; the high growth scenarios are provided in Tables 
3-1 and 3-2 below for reference. Because capacity will be available, the sub-
committee determined that additional school capacity/alternatives and siting analyses 
for the schools in the southern area of the District are not needed at this time.       
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Table 3-1 
La Pine Schools with a High Series Growth Rate 

 

Table 3-2 
Three Rivers School with a High Series Growth Rate 

 

Bend Schools  
The forecasting of Bend schools enrollment explored a number of alternatives, 
including: 

1. Applying PRC formula to Bend Schools using High, Middle, and Low Series 
growth rates over the planning horizon. 

2. Applying High and Middle Series rates to entire District, then applying High, 
Middle and Low Series rates to the southern District schools, assuming the 
difference would attend Bend schools (this allowed the sub-committee to 
consider scenarios such as High Series rates of growth in Bend and Low 
Series rates of growth in the southern District, to understand how significant 
impacts were to the overall growth projections). 

3. Methodologies described in 1 and 2 above, but applying High and Middle 
Series growth rate to 5 years, and then a Middle Series growth rate thereafter.  

Through an assessment that considered actual enrollment data, building permit data, 
PSU Coordinated Population forecasts, and anecdotal evidence, the sub-committee 
decided it best to apply a High Series growth rate to the Bend schools for the initial 5-
year period and then forecast a Middle Series growth rate thereafter.  Also, because 
the methodologies detailed in 1 and 2 resulted in very similar results (in the 10 year 

Capacity 2016‐17 2017‐18 2018‐19 2019‐20 2020‐21 2021‐22 2022‐23 2023‐24 2024‐25 2025‐26 2026‐27 2027‐28 2028‐29 2029‐30 2030‐31 2031‐32 2032‐33 2033‐34 2034‐35

KG 66 66 66 71 74 76 77 78 79 80 82 84 86 88 89 91 93 95 97

1st 70 70 70 69 75 78 80 81 82 83 85 87 89 91 93 94 96 98 100

2nd 92 73 73 73 72 78 81 83 84 86 87 89 91 93 95 97 98 100 102

3rd 106 96 76 76 75 74 80 84 86 87 89 90 92 94 96 98 100 101 103

4th 106 110 99 79 78 77 76 82 87 89 90 92 93 95 97 99 101 103 104

5th 107 109 113 101 81 80 78 77 84 89 91 92 94 95 96 98 101 103 105

900 547 524 497 469 455 463 472 485 502 514 524 534 545 556 566 577 589 600 611

6th 99 112 114 118 105 84 83 81 80 87 92 94 95 98 98 99 101 105 107

7th 105 102 115 117 121 108 86 85 83 82 89 94 96 97 100 100 101 103 108

8th 92 107 104 117 119 123 110 87 86 84 83 90 95 97 98 101 101 102 104

550 296 321 333 352 345 315 279 253 249 253 264 278 286 292 296 300 303 310 319

9th 106 100 116 112 126 128 132 118 94 93 90 89 97 102 104 105 109 109 110

10th 104 109 102 118 114 128 130 134 120 95 94 91 90 98 103 105 106 110 110

11th 110 107 111 104 120 116 130 131 135 121 96 95 92 91 99 104 106 107 111

12th 114 112 109 113 106 122 118 133 134 138 123 98 97 94 93 101 106 108 109

550 434 428 438 447 466 494 510 516 483 447 403 373 376 385 399 415 427 434 440

1277 1273 1268 1268 1266 1272 1261 1254 1234 1214 1191 1185 1207 1233 1261 1292 1319 1344 1370

La Pine ‐ High Growth Forecast

Capacity 2016‐17 2017‐18 2018‐19 2019‐20 2020‐21 2021‐22 2022‐23 2023‐24 2024‐25 2025‐26 2026‐27 2027‐28 2028‐29 2029‐30 2030‐31 2031‐32 2032‐33 2033‐34 2034‐35

KG 39 40 41 42 43 44 45 46 47 48 49 50 51 52 53 54 55 56 57

1st 40 41 42 43 44 45 46 47 48 49 50 51 52 53 54 55 56 57 58

2nd 54 41 42 43 44 45 46 47 48 49 50 51 52 53 54 55 56 57 58

3rd 36 55 42 43 44 45 46 47 48 49 50 51 52 53 54 55 56 57 58

4th 51 39 59 45 46 47 48 50 51 52 53 54 55 56 57 58 59 60 61

5th 41 52 40 60 46 47 48 49 51 52 53 54 55 56 57 58 59 60 61

261 268 266 276 267 273 279 286 293 299 305 311 317 323 329 335 341 347 353

6th 49 42 53 41 61 47 48 49 50 52 53 54 55 56 57 58 59 59 61

7th 54 50 43 54 42 62 48 49 50 51 53 54 55 56 57 58 59 60 60

8th 45 55 51 44 55 43 63 49 49 50 51 54 55 56 57 58 59 60 61

148 147 147 139 158 152 159 147 149 153 157 162 165 168 171 174 177 179 182

575 409 415 413 415 425 425 438 433 442 452 462 473 482 491 500 509 518 526 535
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time horizon, resulting in moving the timeline of the high school and the second 
elementary school by only one year), the sub-committee recommended applying the 
PRC methodology directly to Bend schools (rather than picking a rate for the District, 
a different rate for south District schools, and then calculating Bend rates).  The 
resultant forecast is as follows, additional details are included in Exhibit B 

Table 3-3 

 

As shown in Table 3-3, overlaying Bend school capacity numbers with enrollment 
forecast, it was determined that Bend school capacity would be exceeded as follows: 

 Elementary Schools -  capacity is forecast to be exceeded in:  
o 2020-2021 
o 2024-2025 
o 2028-2029 
o 2032-2033 

 
 Middle School -  capacity is forecast to be exceeded 2026-2027 

 
 High School - capacity is forecast to be exceeded in: 

o 2018-2019 
o 2032-2033 

3.3 - Addressing Capacity Issues   
After initially studying enrollment forecasts and capacity issues for a 20 year planning 
horizon, the sub-committee considered ways to address the capacity issues.  The 
sub-committee considered the following options for addressing capacity issues: 
 

 Alternatives to new school construction 
 Measures to increase efficient use of school sites 
 Building new schools 

 
 
 

Capacity 2016‐17 2017‐18 2018‐19 2019‐20 2020‐21 2021‐22 2022‐23 2023‐24 2024‐25 2025‐26 2026‐27 2027‐28 2028‐29 2029‐30 2030‐31 2031‐32 2032‐33 2033‐34 2034‐35

KG 1,133          1,130          1,124          1,207          1,251          1,270          1,289          1,308          1,326          1,345          1,369          1,397          1,424          1,452          1,475          1,498          1,522          1,546          1,570         

1st 1,207          1,205          1,198          1,179          1,276          1,316          1,337          1,357          1,377          1,395          1,416          1,441          1,470          1,499          1,523          1,547          1,571          1,597          1,622         

2nd 1,179          1,267          1,262          1,254          1,229          1,326          1,368          1,389          1,410          1,431          1,450          1,471          1,497          1,528          1,552          1,577          1,602          1,627          1,654         

3rd 1,286          1,226          1,313          1,308          1,295          1,264          1,364          1,408          1,429          1,451          1,473          1,492          1,514          1,540          1,567          1,590          1,617          1,641          1,667         

4th 1,326          1,335          1,269          1,359          1,349          1,331          1,299          1,401          1,447          1,469          1,492          1,514          1,534          1,556          1,576          1,605          1,628          1,656          1,680         

5th 1,254          1,360          1,366          1,298          1,385          1,370          1,352          1,320          1,423          1,470          1,492          1,515          1,538          1,558          1,575          1,595          1,625          1,648          1,676         

7,722       7,385          7,523          7,532          7,605          7,785          7,877          8,009          8,183          8,412          8,561          8,692          8,830          8,977          9,133          9,268          9,412          9,565          9,715          9,869         

6th 1,246          1,309          1,417          1,422          1,347          1,433          1,418          1,399          1,365          1,472          1,521          1,544          1,568          1,591          1,608          1,626          1,647          1,678          1,701         

7th 1,247          1,285          1,347          1,458          1,458          1,377          1,466          1,450          1,431          1,396          1,505          1,556          1,579          1,604          1,624          1,641          1,660          1,681          1,713         

8th 1,228          1,272          1,308          1,371          1,479          1,475          1,393          1,483          1,467          1,447          1,412          1,522          1,574          1,597          1,620          1,640          1,658          1,677          1,698         

4,423       3,721          3,866          4,072          4,251          4,284          4,285          4,277          4,332          4,263          4,315          4,438          4,622          4,721          4,792          4,852          4,907          4,965          5,036          5,112         

9th 1,274          1,329          1,374          1,413          1,476          1,584          1,580          1,492          1,588          1,571          1,550          1,513          1,630          1,686          1,709          1,733          1,754          1,774          1,794         

10th 1,282          1,304          1,356          1,401          1,436          1,490          1,598          1,594          1,506          1,604          1,587          1,566          1,529          1,645          1,699          1,722          1,746          1,767          1,787         

11th 1,313          1,314          1,331          1,382          1,423          1,455          1,506          1,612          1,608          1,523          1,623          1,607          1,586          1,550          1,661          1,714          1,736          1,760          1,780         

12th 1,282          1,337          1,335          1,355          1,405          1,441          1,473          1,528          1,638          1,634          1,545          1,644          1,627          1,606          1,567          1,683          1,738          1,761          1,786         

5,360       5,151          5,284          5,396          5,551          5,740          5,970          6,157          6,226          6,340          6,332          6,305          6,330          6,372          6,487          6,636          6,852          6,974          7,062          7,147         

Total Bend 16,257        16,673        17,000        17,407        17,809        18,132        18,443        18,741        19,015        19,208        19,435        19,782        20,070        20,412        20,756        21,171        21,504        21,813        22,128       

BEND SCHOOLS ‐ HIGH SERIES FOR FIRST 5 YEARS THEN MIDDLE SERIES FOR REMAINING YEARS
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3.3.1  Alternatives Analysis  
Prior to recommending new school construction, the committee completed an 
analysis of alternatives to new school construction.  Considering alternatives to new 
school construction ensures the district assesses viable options, before engaging in 
larger capital improvement projects.  To review alternatives, the sub-committee used 
the 2010 prior study as the basis and ultimately considered the following. 
  

 Year ‘Round Schools – Multi-track and single track 
 Double Shift Schools 
 Night School  

Based on the research and analysis presented, the sub-committee determined that 
while the alternatives may provide temporary relief and/or capacity, in a growing 
district like Bend-La Pine, the potential alternatives are inferior to well-planned capital 
construction.  The committee did support the potential of offering a “second” shift of 
classes (“night school”) as a form of alternative learning schedule for high school 
students, however they noted that strategy only marginally delays the need for future 
high school capacity.  The sub-committee further noted that changes resulting in year 
’round school options would likely have a significant amount of public interest; 
potential issues extend beyond the scope of the Committee’s purpose.  If the Board 
is interested in year ‘round schools, the sub-committee recommends that the District 
undertake a community-based process to fully consider and weigh the impacts.    
Lastly, the sub-committee noted that the studied alternatives could be considered in 
the event community support for schools diminishes, and/or if growth slows to the 
point where the referenced options could provide viable long term alternatives to new 
school construction.  However, in the current high growth environment, where 
schools are generally supported, well-planned capital construction is the preferred 
solution.    

3.3.2  Measures to increase the efficient use of school sites  
Prior to recommending new school construction, the sub-committee also completed 
an assessment of potential measures to increase the efficient use of existing school 
sites.  Like the Alternatives Analysis, this assessment used a 2010 study as the basis 
for potential measures to increase the efficient use of school sites.  In addition to the 
2010 study, the sub-committee consulted Lora Nordquist, Bend-La Pine’s Assistant 
Superintendent, regarding school size and the educational process.  In addition, the 
Committee reviewed an assessment from Steele Associates Architects, LLC 
regarding school site needs based upon the most recently constructed 2 story 
buildings, Silver Rail Elementary, Pacific Crest Middle School, and Summit High 
School.  Collectively this data was used to discuss:    

 School (Student Enrollment) Size 
 School Site and Design Size / Multi-Story 
 Multiple Story Design – Redevelopment of Existing School 
 Reuse and Multiple Use of School Sites 
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School (Student Enrollment) Size:   
To accommodate a desired level of instruction/education, while simultaneously 
ensuring efficient administration and operation of schools, the District has historically 
built schools that accommodate up to 600 students in elementary, 800 students in 
middle, and 1,500 students in high school.  To understand and assess school size, 
the sub-committee was provided with research from Lora Nordquist, Assistant 
Superintendent.  Ms. Nordquist researched and presented data on school size, 
design capacity, and the relation to the educational environment.  The data looked at 
six reports/studies/articles pertaining to school size, dating from 2005 to 2015.  The 
results of the studies suggest that there are not definitive findings that would support 
a “one best size” for students at any level.  The literature does suggest that school 
size can have an impact on “school climate”, which could lead to impacts to 
academic success and graduation rates.  However, the work found that District 
design capacities (600 at elementary, 800 at middle school and 1,500 at high school) 
fall in an “average range”, likely on the high end of the range.  Based upon the 
assessment that was reviewed, the sub-committee agreed that there is nothing to 
suggest that the District should consider changing the school design capacities at this 
time.  The report is included as Exhibit C.   

School Site and Design Size / Multi-Story 
To understand school site needs, the sub-committee reviewed the 2010 Analysis, in 
addition to a Steele Associates assessment (Exhibit D) of the most recently 
constructed 2 story buildings, including Silver Rail Elementary School, Pacific Crest 
Middle School, and Summit High School.  The analyses, the discussion, and 
conclusions of the sub-committee established that the majority of school site 
requirements are needed for specific purposes, such as District guidelines, code 
requirements, access, circulation, parking, drainage, play fields, and sidewalks; thus 
the majority of school site requirements are fixed.   It is possible to reduce the size of 
the building envelope portion of the site for multiple story buildings, and the District 
has done that for schools at all levels.  However, the District has found that 
decreasing only the building envelope results in minor changes to the overall site 
needs.  Based upon current District, City, County, State and Federal requirements, 
school site should be sizes as follows: 

o Elementary (600 students / 1 story) – 15 acres 
o Elementary (600 students / 2 story) – 12 acres 
o Middle (800 students / 2 story) – 25 acres 
o High (1,500 students / 2 Story) – 50 acres 

The Committee also discussed urban school and suburban school design, 
recognizing that within urban areas other design models exist, including schools 
within multiple story buildings and limited open space.  The sub-committee 
considered and discussed urban models, and ultimately recognized that the City of 
Bend development code (with its parking, setback, open space and other 
requirements) is more of a suburban style code, which limits the ability to establish 
schools without parking, setbacks, drainage, and/or open space.  Also, the District 
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school model, with guidelines for playing field size, safety, and busing, is also a 
suburban style of design and one that has been embraced by our community.  The 
sub-committee felt that modifying the design and size requirements would be a 
considerable change for the community.  Changing to an urban design would likely 
involve modifying the District guidelines, in addition to development code 
requirements; there would likely be substantial public interest in the topic, which 
would extend beyond the scope of the Sites and Facilities Committee.  In the event 
the District is interested in amending its size, programing, site needs, the sub-
committee recommends that the District engage in a community-based process to 
discuss and weigh those options.    
 
Redevelopment of Existing School – Multi-story 
Discussion related to the redevelopment of existing schools as multi-story schools 
was also based upon prior assessments.  The sub-committee determined that there 
are a number of factors that limit redevelopment of existing schools as multi-story: 

o The majority of the schools in the District were designed for capacity at District 
design standards, 600, 800 and 1,500.  Adding second stories would exceed 
desired student size.  

o Existing smaller schools are generally located on in-fill lots and have limited 
ability to expand instructional, program and site requirements elements (gym, 
parking, access/circulation, lunch area, play field, etc.)  

o Most of the District’s older school facilities are not designed to be expanded 
vertically. Many building codes, seismic codes and fire codes become a 
challenge for vertical expansions of existing facilities. As a result, expanding 
existing school facilities vertically becomes a costly endeavor and is most 
often determined not feasible within available funds.  

o Due to scheduling, it generally is extremely difficult to completely demolish an 
older school and build a newer school without a severely impacting the 
educational process.  

o Adding capacity to an existing school facility (vertical or horizontal expansion) 
will cause existing infrastructure to breakdown at some point. Critical 
infrastructure can be items such as food preparation areas, restrooms, water 
capacity, sewer capacity, electrical services, gymnasiums, library and 
cafeteria. �Many times, the expansion of the critical infrastructure areas can 
be very costly and can ultimately cost more than buying land and building new.  

o Adding capacity to an existing school facility many times compromises safety 
on the site and within the building. At some point, student circulation, 
automobile circulation and bus circulation come into conflict. Similarly, 
supervision becomes compromised as student capacity increases and 
demands on the common areas increases.  

Ultimately, the sub-committee concluded that adding capacity (either vertically or 
horizontally) begins to compromise the District’s policies on school size, site safety, 
or ability to offer other necessary programs. Most existing schools and sites are 
optimized to provide the necessary programs and meet the District’s school size 
guidelines on their current sites. Demolishing relatively new structures to expand 
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vertically in the case of single-story buildings is inefficient and will also result in 
schools that exceed the District’s school size guidelines. � 

Reuse and Multiple Use of School Sites 
Historically, the District has chosen to plan and locate a variety of programs on the 
same or adjacent sites. In particular, coordinated planning efforts have been 
undertaken with Bend Metro Parks and Recreation District, La Pine Park District and 
with the City of Bend.  In the Bend area, ten schools are co-developed or jointly 
located with local or community parks.  Four District campuses include multiple 
schools, including La Pine Elementary/Middle/High Campus, Pilot Butte/Juniper, 
Lava Ridge/Sky View, and Summit/W.E. Miller/Pacific Crest.  Also future shared 
school locations are anticipated for both the High Desert and R.E. Jewell properties. 
A high percentage of Bend-area elementary schools and middle schools are either 
co-developed with parks or other schools.  The site selection criteria that was 
established by the sub-committee, continues to encourage the concept of multiple 
uses for new sites. 
 
Regarding sites that are not fully utilized, the sub-committee reviewed an interactive 
map of existing underutilized and undeveloped sites and facilities owned by the 
District, to determine potential opportunities for reuse and multiple uses of existing 
built and vacant sites. The interactive map used by the sub-committee is included in 
Exhibit F and the recommendations are included in the Highest and Best Use 
Chapter below (Chapter 5).  That section represents ideas the District may want to 
consider for future re-use.  

3.3.3  Building New Schools 
After assessing alternatives and determining ideal school sizes, the sub-committee 
undertook a process to identify optimal locations for new schools.  While the 
enrollment forecasts determine when school capacity will be met and exceeded, the 
enrollment forecasts do not estimate where growth will occur.   To predict the location 
of growth, the sub-committee looked to the work in the recent City of Bend Urban 
Growth Boundary (UGB) Expansion project.  With the UGB Expansion project, over a 
multi-year time period, the City of Bend has invested a significant amount of staff 
time, hired an expert consultant, and utilized the knowledge of multiple technical 
advisory committees to: 

 Forecast growth throughout the existing UGB 
 Determine how much additional land will be need to accommodate forecast 

population increase 
 Identify the best locations for a UGB expansion  

 
The sub-committee felt the UGB Expansion work is critical to understanding where 
forecasted enrollment will manifest itself throughout the District.  While the sub-
committee determined that this significant source of data was the best available 
information, they did note a couple shortfalls as it relates to the 20-year Sites and 
Facilities study.  Shortfalls include the following: 
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 The UGB work only forecasts growth to 2028; it does not provide Board 
required 20 year guidance, through 2035.   

 The UGB data does not predict when (between the present and 2028) growth 
will occur; it does not provide short term guidance.   

The sub-committee found that the shortfalls could be addressed and/or mitigated with 
other development data, thus they determined that the UGB Expansion data should 
be used for sites and facilities analysis.   

UGB Expansion Shortfalls 
Long Term Guidance 
Although it is forecast that additional schools will be needed through 2035, without 
any guidance on where a UGB will be located beyond 2028, the sub-committee 
determined that it is not practical to predict where future growth will occur (beyond 
the UGB planning horizon).  The schools that will be needed beyond 2028 are 
anticipated to be located in future UGB expansion areas.  Furthermore, it is expected 
that for the period beyond 2028, the District will complete another sites and facilities 
planning effort, and additional information regarding a future Urban Growth Boundary 
and/or Urban Area Reserve will be completed at that time, allowing for ideal locations 
to more accurately be forecast.   
 
Short Term Guidance 
The UGB Expansion work forecasts growth through 2028, however it does not project 
incremental growth.  Based upon the PRC population forecast, it is projected that 2 
elementary schools and a high school will be needed by the end of the UGB planning 
horizon.  In the case of elementary schools, given the size of the schools, the service 
area, and the forecast time of need, it is important to understand incremental growth.  
Based upon available data, the Sub-committee determined that they could review 
vacant buildable lots, tentatively approved subdivisions, and apartments that have 
received planning approval, to establish short-term growth forecasts.   
 
Build-out Analysis 
District staff and the Consultant reached out to the City, who was extremely helpful, 
cooperative, and willing to provide the Committee with GIS data related to the UGB 
growth scenarios.  The project team worked closely with the City Growth 
Management Division and the District GIS Expert, Shawn Hasse, to incorporate the 
UGB Expansion Envision Model, into District‘s GIS programming.   At the time of the 
Sites and Facilities Committee review of anticipated growth locations, the City 
Boundary TAC and Steering Committee had established growth scenario 2.1.E1 as 
the preferred alternative. It should be noted that the formal UGB adoption process 
could result in additional changes.  However, the Sub-committee determined that the 
information used in the assessment is the best available data, the recommendations 

																																																								
1	At the April and May meetings, the Committee was informed that a few minor changes had 
been made, but it has been determined that the size and location of the changes did not 
significantly change the outcomes, thus the committee did not recommend revisiting growth 
projections.	
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are flexible enough to adapt to change, and restudying growth projections is not 
necessary.  
 
To incorporate growth projections into meaningful and workable summary areas the 
sub-committee established zones to aggregate data.  The sub-committee utilized the 
3 high school boundaries (Mountain View, Bend High, and Summit) as aggregation 
areas for high school needs, and 3 “zones” for elementary school aggregation. The 
elementary school zones are based upon existing school boundaries, along with 
geographical and topographical considerations.   
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As depicted on the elementary school zone Image, there are 4 similarly sized schools 
in each of the 3 zones.  The zones were determined to be appropriate after 
considering school sizes and topographic constraints. 
 
Elementary School Projections 
To forecast enrollment growth, the Sub-committee utilized projections established in 
the City of Bend UGB Envision Models and applied enrollment rates established in 
the Bend-La Pine School District Population and Enrollment Forecast 2010-2030.  
The location of forecasted growth is depicted on the maps contained in Exhibit E and 
summarized below: 
 

Table 3-4 
Summary of Elementary Enrollment Growth Through 2028 

  

 
As depicted in the enrollment forecast addressed above, it is estimated that 2 
elementary schools will be needed by 2028.  The 2028 summary shows that by that 
time the need will be relatively evenly distributed across the UGB.   A significant 
portion of the growth forecast in Table 3-4 will be situated outside of the current UGB, 
in the planned UGB Expansion areas.  Properties situated outside of the current UGB 
are expected to have a longer entitlement process, thus it is anticipated that those 
areas will not impact the enrollment need that is forecast to present itself by 2020-
2021.  To understand the earlier need, forecast in 2020-2021, the sub-committee 
was interested in short-term projections.  To forecast short term projections, the sub-
committee was presented with maps that depicted lands that were determined to be 
vacant and/or buildable, and could reasonable be expected to develop within the next 
5 years. The following types of properties were determined to be “short-term” 
development properties: 
 

 Vacant lands less than 1 acre 
 Properties that have received land division approval, but are not yet platted 
 Properties that have received site plan review approval (apartments). 

 
The location of forecasted short-term growth is depicted on the maps contained in 
Exhibit E and summarized below: 
 

 
  

Available Seats Forecast Growth Difference
Zone 1 ‐ NE Bend 141 479 ‐338

Zone 2 ‐ SE Bend 324 656 ‐332
Zone 3‐ West Bend 75 481 ‐406
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Table 3-5 
Summary of Short Term Elementary Enrollment Growth  

 
 
 
 

Based on this information, the sub-committee found that the most pressing short term 
need is expected to be in zone 3 (West), closely followed by zone 1 (Northeast) but 
clearly all zones will need capacity relief by 2028.  Since enrollment projections show 
the need for two elementary schools by the 2024-25 school year, an ideal scenario 
would locate schools such that they could provide capacity to multiple areas, initially 
focusing on zone 3 and zone 1.   
 
Middle School Projections 
Pacific Crest, a new middle school was opened in 2015-2016. The recent opening of 
this 800 student school relieves middle school capacity demand until beyond the 
middle term planning horizon, thus an assessment of middle school capacity was 
determined to not be needed by the Committee.  It is recommended that middle 
school locational needs be reviewed in future sites and facilities planning efforts. 
 
High School   
Given the size, time to build, and larger capacity/service area of high schools, the 
sub-committee determined that it is only necessary to review the 2028 time horizon to 
determine ideal locational needs for a high school.  Locational enrollment growth is 
depicted on a map contained in Exhibit E and summarized below: 
 

Table 3-6 
Summary of High School Enrollment Growth Through 2028 

 
 

Given the expected enrollment growth, the ability to use boundary adjustments, and 
the location of existing high schools, the committee determined that the high school 
capacity issues were greatest in zone 2 (Southeast).   
 
Identifying preferred school site locations -  
Through past sites and facilities planning efforts, the District has evolved from using 
specific site identification, to the use of planning circles.  Identifying specific sites has 
been determined to not be desirable, as it alerts property owners of demand for their 
property and limits the ability for fair and favorable negotiations on behalf of the 
District.  In lieu of specific sites, the 2010 school siting effort used circles that 
identified preferred locations.  While the circles provided more flexibility than specific 

Available Seats Forecast Growth Difference

Zone 1 ‐ NE Bend 145 272 ‐127
Zone 2 ‐ SE Bend 40 351 ‐311

Zone 3‐ West Bend 10 248 ‐238

Available Seats Forecast Growth Difference

Zone 1 ‐ NE Bend 141 188 ‐47
Zone 2 ‐ SE Bend 324 153 171
Zone 3‐ West Bend 75 158 ‐83
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sites, the circles still involved limitations, as ideal locations just outside of the 
planning circles could not be chosen.  Given that the UGB has not expanded since 
the last Sites and Facilities effort, land has become increasingly scarce within the 
Bend Urban Growth Boundary.  The sub-committee recognizes that there is a benefit 
to providing the maximum amount of flexibility in site selection.  Given that there are 
a number of well placed schools within each zone (4 in each zone) and the fact that 
there is the ability to use school boundary adjustments to efficiently direct enrollment 
when new schools are sited, the sub-committee recommends locating schools within 
the identified and recommended zones.  When combined with the site selection 
criteria and the potential for school boundary adjustments, the identified zones allow 
the greatest number of sites to be analyzed and assessed while ensuring all areas of 
the District are adequately served. 
 
Suitable and Desirable Sites 
When considering whether lands are available to accommodate the forecasted 
district needs, properties were assessed to determine if they are “suitable” and 
“desirable”.    Lands are considered to be “suitable” if they are in a zone where they 
are permitted outright, or with a conditional use permit.  Regarding “desirable” lands, 
after studying past planning efforts and reviewing available lands, “desirable” 
characteristics, that were considered included: 
 

- Where enrollment growth is happening or expected to happen  
 - Equitable arrangement and distribution of school facilities 
  - Development Status (vacant or redevelopable) 
   - Size needs - Single / Multiple Parcel / Common Ownership  
 - Limited Citywide Issues (capacity – water, sewer, transportation, etc.)  
 - Available Public Facilities (water, sewer, roads, sidewalks, etc.)   

- Access – on existing or planned facility  
 - Usable topography (not in ASI, on steep slopes) 
  - Shape of Site – Rectangular / Triangular 
  - Limited physical barriers (canals, RR, Rivers, etc.) 
 - Buffer from existing schools 
 - Costs (Site Acquisition & Site Development)  

- Partnership Opportunities (City / Park District) 
   
The Committee reviewed interactive maps containing the information listed below:  
 
Map 1 - Suitable Lands - Elementary School 

1. Elementary zones  
2. Areas not zoned industrial (schools are permitted in all other zones) 
3. All properties that are 10+ acres, including contiguous 5 acre properties 
4. Current school properties 
5. Aerial imagery 
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Layers - 
1. Vacant Properties -    

o Improvement value less than 10,000; or  
     2.  Re-developable -  

o Improvement value   10,001 - 125,000 
o Improvement value 125,001 - 250,000 
o Improvement value 250,001 - 500,000 
o Improvement value 500,000+ 

 
Map 2 - Suitable Lands - High School 

1. High school boundary lines 
2. Areas not zoned industrial (schools are permitted in all other zones) 
3. All properties that are 50+ acres, including contiguous 25 acre properties 
4. Current school properties  
5. Aerial imagery 

  
Layers - 

1. Vacant Properties -    
o Improvement value less than 10,000; or  

      2.  Re-developable -  
o Improvement value   10,001 - 125,000 
o Improvement value 125,001 - 250,000 
o Improvement value 250,001 - 500,000 
o Improvement value 500,000+ 

 
Copies of the referenced maps are included in Exhibit E.  From the referenced maps, 
the sub-committee established the following recommendations.   

 Elementary schools: 
o 2020-2021 need – 12-15-acre site, highest need in zone 3 (west Bend), 

closely followed by zone 1 (northeast Bend), locate in areas to serve 
both zones if possible.  Update 10-30-2017:  After a lengthy search for 
an appropriate site for an elementary school, the District has located a 
parcel within the newly expanded UGB on O.B. Riley Road.  This 
location can serve both Zone 3 and Zone 1. 

o 2024-2025 need – 12-15-acre site, equal needs throughout the city, 
locate in areas to serve all zones to the greatest extent possible. 

o 2028-2029 need – 12-15-acre site, beyond growth projection forecast, 
reassess location needs in subsequent sites and facilities efforts. 

o 2032-2033 need – 12-15-acre site, beyond growth projection forecast, 
reassess location needs in subsequent sites and facilities efforts. 

o General Notes –  
 Strategically place schools, use school boundary adjustments as 

needed 
 There is an adequate amount of suitable and desirable lands in 

zone 1 (northeast Bend) and zone 2 (southeast Bend), however 
there appears to be a limited amount of land that is suitable and 
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desirable in zone 3.  Within zone 3 (west Bend), assess the 
feasibility of the available lands.  If the available lands are not 
feasible for school development, considering taking “necessary 
actions” as prescribed by ORS 195.110 such as zone changes, 
aggregation of lots, or adding sites to the UGB. 

 
 Middle School  

o 2026-2027 need – 25-acre site – Site currently owned by District 
adjacent to R.E. Jewell Elementary School could meet need.  Reassess 
location in subsequent sites and facilities efforts.  Update 10-30-2017:  
District has entered into an agreement to trade the middle school site 
next to R.E. Jewell Elementary for land on 15th Street.  This trade will 
allow the middle school to be located next to a high school. 

o General Note –  
 Strategically place school, utilize boundary adjustments as 

needed 
 Suitable and desirable lands available to accommodate need 

 
 High School 

o 2018-2019 need – 50 acres – in zone 2 (southeast Bend);  Update 10-
30-2017: The District has entered into an agreement to trade the owned 
50 acre site on Country Club Road for a more suitable high school site 
at 15 Street and Knott Road. 

o 2032-2033 need – 50 acres - beyond growth projection forecast, 
reassess location needs in subsequent sites and facilities planning 
efforts 

o General Note –  
 Strategically place schools, utilize boundary adjustments as 

needed 
 Suitable and desirable lands available to accommodate need 

Site Selection Criteria 
 
The focus of the Committees efforts regarding site selection criteria was to provide 
the District with guidance and direction when considering sites.  Criteria are site 
specific and generally require site assessment, through a property search and/or due 
diligence.  Rather than establishing criteria to be inserted into maps, and a search at 
this time, criteria are presented to the District as a guide for identifying and selecting 
properties, when considering individual sites.  Site selection criteria that are 
recommended include the following:    
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All School Sites:  
  -High student densities  
  -Good walking access   

-Relatively flat topography   
-Appropriate size  

- 12-15 for elementary 
- 25 for middle school 
- 50 acres for a high school   

-Low cost for extending utilities to the property and for offsite 
improvements like roads and sidewalks   
-At least two vehicular access points   
-Low site acquisition costs   
-Partnership potential with Bend Parks and Rec District  
-Zoning allows schools  
- Limited access to marijuana establishments    
-Shape of site promotes efficient use of the space  

 
Elementary Schools Only:  

- Few busy roads around school  
- Few physical barriers such as canals, railroads, or arterial street 
- Located in residential zones  
- Adjacent to park or future park where possible  

 
Middle School Only:  

- Ready access to bicycle trails or bicycle lanes  
- Near sports fields 

 
High School Only:  

- Good access to main transportation system  
- Feasibility for community events  
- Near commercial, convenience commercial, or industrial park zones  
- Co-development potential for sports facility  
- Site minimizes the negative impacts of field lights on neighboring   
properties  
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Chapter 4 
Assessment of usage and future needs of the Education 

Center 
Future Needs Sub-committee 

 
The Education Center is located on the south end of downtown Bend and it houses 
Bend-La Pine Schools’ administration offices including the Superintendent’s Office, 
Teaching and Learning, Special Education, Human Resources, Business Office, 
Nutrition Services, Communication Services, Information Technology, Instructional 
Technology and Facilities Services.  The Education Center also houses the Strive 
Program, the Bend-La Pine Online Program, and approximately 1/3 of the second 
floor of the building is leased to the High Desert Education Service District (ESD) 
through June 30, 2020.   

As Bend-La Pine Schools continues to grow, the District anticipates the need for 
additional space for administration and support services.  The current operating plan 
for the Education Center is to not renew the lease with the ESD in 2020, gaining that 
space for expansion of Strive and/or administrative space.  Also, if and when 
appropriate, the District would like to move the Strive program to an alternative site, 
so that the Education Center could provide administrative offices and the Strive 
Program is able to be provided with safety protocols similar to those at other school 
sites.   
 
Additional information about the Education Center building: 

‐ The site is located downtown next to the Library and City Hall and Thompson 
Elementary, which currently houses Amity Creek Magnet School. 

‐ The District owns the land from Louisiana Street to Idaho Street, between Wall 
and Bond Streets.  

‐ District also currently owns the adjacent “Troy Field”; this property is under 
contract to be purchased by a developer. 

‐ District owns the Ed Center building and the back half of the Boys and Girls 
Club building.  The Bend Park and Recreation District Foundation owns the 
front half of the Boys and Girls Club building, but the District owns the land 
underneath the entire building. 

‐ The District has been slowly working to improve the Ed Center building by 
abating asbestos, replacing windows and flooring, adding cameras and 
security and generally reconfiguring much of the building for office space. 

‐ The entire property is in the historic district. 
‐ The entire property has the Public Facilities Designation with an underlying RH 

zoning. 
‐ The District is currently replacing the old maintenance shop behind the Ed 

Center with a “Utility Shop” to house technology equipment, backup 
generator(s) and boiler used to heat the Ed Center.  This area is the “hub” of 
the network for the entire District. 
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‐ The building is highly used by the District for meeting space for large and 
small groups as well as occasionally for community events.  The Boys and 
Girls Club does use the building grounds (front and back yards) each weekday 
in the summer for lunch and outdoor activities. 

‐ The District currently does not monitor or charge for the use of our parking lot 
between the Ed Center and City Hall.  The lot is used by Ed Center staff and 
visitors, as well as library patrons and City staff working at City Hall and other 
nearby offices. 

	
After considering the information presented, the sub-committee determined that 
building is well sized, well located, and it provides a one-stop shop for District 
employees.  The sub-committee expressed concern over the amount and/or 
enforcement of parking.  They further noted that housing Strive in the building is not 
ideal; a better location would be off-site.   The sub-committee recognized that the 
zoning, general plan designation and the historic protections limit the ability for 
private developers to maximize the use of the property; these conditions could limit 
the marketability of the property.   One other topic of discussion was the Heritage 
Square concept.  Heritage Square is a concept of an interagency center located 
amongst and between City Hall and the Education Center.  The sub-committee gave 
a nod of support to the Heritage Square concept, so long as parking could sufficiently 
be provided, suggesting that maintaining the Education Center in its current use 
would contribute to the Heritage Square concept.   

Given all of the topics discussed, the sub-committee ultimately recommended 
maintaining the current usage and operating plan for 5-10 years; continuing to 
monitor and assess the needs of the facility, and the ability to place Strive at another 
location.  
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Chapter 5 
Assessment of highest and best use of existing land 

holdings 
Future Needs Sub-Committee 

 
The District owns a number of properties that are not currently being utilized to 
provide student instruction or assist in the facilitation of student instruction.    These 
properties include a mix of large vacant parcels that could accommodate school 
sites, large lands immediately adjacent to developed District sites that could 
accommodate another school, and/or smaller remainder parcels immediately 
adjacent to school sites. The existing land holdings came into the District’s ownership 
a number of different ways, some were acquired to accommodate planned 
enrollment, some were donated, some are extra areas abutting sites that were 
acquired and developed to District specifications.  The sub-committee reviewed each 
of the “existing land holding sites” including a summary of the property from staff, 
aerial photographs, and an interactive map.   

Current holdings and determinations are listed below: 
 

‐ Troy Field – Currently listed for sale  
o  assumed to not be available 

 
‐ Shevlin Property – Approximately 32 acres in the northwest part of Bend; In 

the urban area reserve but not slated to come into the urban growth boundary 
in the current UGB expansion process;  Approximately 20 acres of the 
property is relatively flat with the rest sloping to Shevlin Road; Zoned UAR10. 

o Located in an area of elementary school need, recommended to retain, 
identify it for next UGB Expansion, consider building school on property, 
or selling or trading to accommodate an elementary school need. 
 

‐ Pacific Crest Middle School Skyliners parcel – Approximately 5+ acres inside 
the UGB; Zoned UAR10 and URA on the comp plan;  

o Consider developing as playing fields in partnership with the Bend Park 
and Recreation District. 
 

‐ Pacific Crest Middle School NE Triangle – Just under 2 acres inside the UGB; 
Zoned UAR10 and URA on the comp plan; Located between Summit High and 
Pacific Crest; 

o Retain, desirable location, could be used for bus satellite garage, future 
program space.   
 

‐ Silver Rail Elementary NW corner of property – Just over 1 acre inside the 
UGB; Zoned RM and RM on the comp plan;  

o Not usable by district, consider sale at market rate.   
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‐ High Desert Middle School north triangle – 12+ acres outside the UGB; Zoned 
UAR10 and URA on the comp plan; Slated to come in to the UGB in current 
process with a public facilities designation and zone;  Hold for potential future 
school site; 
 

‐ High Desert Middle School north square – 5.5+ acres outside the UGB; Zoned 
UAR10 and URA on the comp plan; Slated to come in to the UGB in current 
process with a public facilities designation and zone; Combined with the north 
triangle, hold for potential future school site; 

 
‐ High Desert Middle School south – Almost 28 acres outside the UGB; Zoned 

UAR10 and URA on the comp plan; Slated to come in to the UGB in current 
process with a mixed use designation and zone; Has a large natural gas line 
buried with a 100 foot easement diagonally across property. 

o The High Desert Middle School area provides a good location for a 
future elementary school, however the preferred location on the site will 
depend on the final UGB plan, recommend holding until UGB 
expansion is complete, then reassess. 
 

‐ Country Club property – 50 acres inside the UGB; zoned RS and RS on the 
comp plan; This is slated as next high school site; 

o Within the area of a 2018-2019 high school site need.  Use for high 
school site or for future trade to accommodate a future high school site 
in the southeast.   
 

‐ Murphy Road property – 25+ acres inside the UGB; zoned RS and RS on the 
comp plan; This is slated as next middle school site; 

o Within area of future need.  Use for future middle or elementary school 
or for a trade to accommodate a future middle or elementary school in 
the southeast.   
 

‐ La Pine north property – 10 acres inside the UGB; Zoned F1 with PF on the 
comp plan; 

o Sufficient capacity in the area, thus use of site unlikely, however given 
current general plan and zone, sale of the property would not provide 
much financial benefit.  Hold property unless property valuation makes 
sale logical.   
 

The general consensus of the sub-committee was that given that the District 
population is growing and land is increasingly difficult to obtain (particularly within 
central urban areas), the District should retain larger properties that could 
accommodate future schools.  Existing large acreages should be held to provide 
school sites, or they should be held for potential future sale or trade. If possible, the 
sites not large enough to accommodate a full school could be developed to house 
District programs where the District is currently leasing facilities.  The District 
currently leases the property for REALMS, along with the facilities that house both 
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the Tamarack Program and the Transition Program.  Locating these programs in 
District owned properties could provide better environments, created specifically for 
the programs.  In addition to improved design, providing programs on District owned 
properties would eliminate the cost of the leases, which are District general fund 
expenses.  
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Chapter 6 

Summary and Conclusion 
 

As noted above, this document is the final Sites and Facilities Plan.  This report 
summarizes a year long community based process and provides the following items: 

 List of new schools, improvements and expansions to existing facilities needed 
within the next seven years 

 Capacity and sites of new schools needed 
 Ideal school sites for future schools to satisfy the needs of the district to 2035 
 Current usage and future needs of the Education Center  
 Highest and best use of existing land holdings 

The Bend-La Pine Schools Sites and Facilities Planis created consistent with ORS 
195.115.   

 



Site and Description Estimated Cost

New Elementary  33,155,940    

Construct new elementary school 33,155,940    

New High School 129,028,000  

Construct new high school 129,028,000  

Bear Creek Elementary 4,028,138      

Add instructional multi‐use space 2,416,288      

Replace single pane windows 455,928          

Replace roof 418,879          

Classroom climate 238,405          

Modernize HVAC controls 232,824          

Grounds and drainage improvements 149,521          

Secure entry 116,292          

Bend Senior High 15,209,399    

Modernize instructional space 9,537,650      

Production kitchen expansion/modernization 2,914,050      

Replace roofs 2,480,351      

Secure entry 277,348          

Buckingham Elementary 1,841,903      

Replace roof 1,185,122      

Modernize HVAC controls 245,904          

Classroom climate 241,886          

Backup generator 101,370          

Building exterior preservation 67,622            

Cascade Middle 2,948,007      

Replace roof 1,437,749      

Modernize instructional space 570,916          

Replace lockers 523,970          

Modernize HVAC controls 201,432          

Replace bleachers in gym 152,524          

Secure entry 61,417            

Bend‐La Pine Schools

2016 Sites and Facilities Project Needs List

1 12/13/2016

Exhibit A



Site and Description Estimated Cost

Bend‐La Pine Schools

2016 Sites and Facilities Project Needs List

Elk Meadow Elementary 2,064,182      

Fire alarm panel replacement 579,880          

LED lighting conversion 534,372          

Classroom climate 251,736          

Grounds and drainage improvements 214,524          

Space for instructional materials 131,781          

Modernize instructional space 111,507          

Secure entry 109,606          

Improve site traffic and/or parking 57,882            

Boiler efficiency upgrades 47,551            

Fire doors in main corridors 25,343            

Ensworth Elementary 1,020,659      

Replace boilers 565,983          

Modernize HVAC controls 212,550          

Classroom climate 117,420          

Secure entry 90,071            

Safety improvements 34,635            

High Desert Middle 6,278,764      

Add instructional multi‐use space 4,822,058      

LED lighting conversion 896,287          

Bleacher replacement 151,238          

Renovate main access 143,744          

Upgrade ductwork 132,643          

Secure entry 105,594          

Exterior window renovation 27,201            

High Lakes Elementary 366,847          

Modernize HVAC controls 221,052          

Secure entry 109,606          

Fire doors in main corridors 25,343            

Safety improvements 10,847            

Juniper Elementary 6,092,191      

Add instructional multi‐use space 4,211,586      

Replace roofs 796,892          

Window replacement 506,394          

Classroom climate 242,756          

Grounds and drainage improvements 140,482          

Modernize HVAC controls 128,184          

Upgrade ductwork 65,897            

2 12/13/2016



Site and Description Estimated Cost

Bend‐La Pine Schools

2016 Sites and Facilities Project Needs List

Kenwood Elementary 602,901          

Replace roofs 540,603          

Interior preservation 62,299            

Kingston Elementary 380,544          

Modernize HVAC controls 207,972          

Secure entry 172,572          

La Pine Elementary 928,534          

LED lighting conversion 517,161          

Interior preservation 276,424          

Secure entry 109,606          

Fire doors in main corridors 25,343            

La Pine High 3,484,123      

Replace roof 2,490,092      

HVAC upgrades 708,500          

Secure entry 270,796          

Safety improvements 14,735            

La Pine Middle 897,343          

Modernize instructional space 557,357          

Interior preservation 136,198          

Improve site traffic and/or parking 125,677          

Secure entry 78,112            

Lava Ridge Elementary 1,957,624      

Interior renovation 773,614          

LED lighting conversion 536,489          

Classroom climate 251,736          

Modernize HVAC controls 203,394          

Secure entry 109,606          

Safety improvements 57,443            

Fire doors in main corridors 25,343            

Marshall High 6,923,167      

Add instructional multi‐use space 6,523,650      

Secure entry 154,167          

Window and door replacement 136,643          

Safety improvements 70,121            

Modernize HVAC controls 38,586            

3 12/13/2016



Site and Description Estimated Cost

Bend‐La Pine Schools

2016 Sites and Facilities Project Needs List

Mountain View High 3,566,154      

Replace roofs 2,386,810      

Accessibility improvements 506,850          

Modernize HVAC controls 418,560          

Secure entry 150,397          

Safety improvements 84,843            

HVAC upgrades 18,694            

Pilot Butte Middle 14,993,078    

Modernize instructional space 13,679,281    

Replace roofs 777,372          

Access improvements 297,014          

Safety improvements 121,399          

Exterior renovation 118,013          

Pine Ridge Elementary 637,976          

Classroom climate 251,736          

Modernize HVAC controls 193,800          

Secure entry 109,606          

Boiler efficiency upgrades 57,492            

Fire doors in main corridors 25,343            

Ponderosa Elementary 674,690          

Classroom climate 255,959          

Modernize HVAC controls 255,060          

Secure entry 109,606          

Grounds and drainage improvements 54,064            

RE Jewell Elementary 4,105,215      

Add instructional multi‐use space 2,436,405      

Replace roof 1,185,122      

Modernize HVAC controls 275,770          

HVAC upgrades 140,338          

Replace gym floor 67,580            

Rosland Elementary 134,949          

Secure entry 109,606          

Fire doors in main corridors 25,343            

4 12/13/2016



Site and Description Estimated Cost

Bend‐La Pine Schools

2016 Sites and Facilities Project Needs List

Sky View Middle 1,012,496      

Modernize HVAC controls 566,419          

Accessibility improvements 243,288          

Improve site traffic and/or parking 173,765          

Secure entry 16,895            

Replace roof 12,130            

Summit High 5,437,733      

Replace roofs 4,455,289      

Modernize HVAC controls 629,802          

Access improvements 98,100            

Improve site traffic and/or parking 96,302            

Secure entry 81,941            

Building exterior preservation 76,300            

Thompson Elementary 3,909,695      

Modernize instructional space 2,707,143      

Window replacement 885,328          

Replace roof 317,224          

Three Rivers Elementary 493,017          

Modernize playground 255,452          

Grounds and drainage improvements 149,605          

Secure entry 87,960            

WE Miller Elementary 438,797          

Modernize HVAC controls 332,232          

Secure entry 106,565          

Education Center 707,481          

Access improvements 235,578          

Secure entry 224,906          

Exterior lighting renovation 130,166          

Interior renovation 116,831          

Maintenance Facility 562,440          

Building addition for growth 540,640          

Access improvements 21,800            
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Site and Description Estimated Cost

Bend‐La Pine Schools

2016 Sites and Facilities Project Needs List

Transportation ‐ Bend 966,118          

Utility renovation 313,233          

Interior preservation 216,256          

Replace roof 137,511          

HVAC upgrades 118,265          

Emergency back‐up power system 81,750            

Transportation improvements 54,500            

LED lighting conversion 44,603            

Transportation ‐ La Pine 194,020          

Transporation improvements 142,245          

HVAC upgrades 42,238            

Safety improvements 9,538               

Distribution Center 266,419          

HVAC upgrades 168,950          

Exterior renovation 68,125            

Access improvements 21,169            

Safety improvements 8,175               

District‐Wide Projects 13,020,065    

Safety improvements 3,555,100      

Land for future school sites 3,000,000      

Accessibility improvements 2,500,000      

Modernize instructional space 2,281,965      

Technology modernization 1,005,000      

Stormwater management system 500,000          

Building structural analysis 100,000          

HVAC upgrades 78,000            

Grand Total 268,328,609    

6 12/13/2016
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This  report  presents  the  results  of  a  demographic  study  conducted  by  the  Portland  State 

University Population Research Center (PRC) for the Bend – La Pine School District (BLPSD).  The 

study  includes analyses of population, housing and enrollment  trends affecting  the District  in 

recent  years,  and  forecasts  of  district‐wide  school  enrollments  for  the  2015‐16  to  2034‐35 

school years. 

Enrollment Trends 

 Total enrollment  in  the Bend –  La Pine School District has  increased every year  since 

2004‐05, with  the  exception  of  a  decrease  in  year  2009‐10.  The  strongest  period  of 

growth was 2004‐05 through 2007‐08, before the recession and its lengthy aftermath.  

 The only decrease in the 10 year enrollment history was the 2009‐10 school year, when 

enrollment fell by 117 students (‐0.7 percent). Growth returned in 2010‐11, but has not 

been as strong in recent years when compared to pre‐recession levels. 

 Elementary, middle and high school enrollments all increased during the period. K‐5 has 

had the steadiest growth. High school grew rapidly during the pre‐recession period, had 

two years of decline (2008‐09 and 2009‐10) and began growing again in 2010‐11.  

District‐wide Population Trends and Forecast 

 During  the  2000  to  2010  period  the District  added  17,317  housing  units  (45  percent 

growth). The number of new households during the period did not keep pace, growing 

by 12,559 (40 percent).1 

                                                            

1 The difference is related to a decrease in occupancy rate from 83 percent in 2000 to 80 percent in 2010.  

Growth in seasonal units, as well as increases in the number of vacant homes for sale or rent or in 

foreclosure contributed to the decline in occupancy, as the housing market was struggling when the 

census was conducted, in April 2010.  Detailed information is included on page B‐5 of the appendix. 
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 The share of households with children declined from 34 to 30 percent during this period 

while the average number of persons per household went down from 2.47 to 2.41. 

 Between 2000 and 2007 the number of births to residents of the BLPSD grew steadily, 

peaking at 1,424.   After 2007  the annual birth  total declined,  reaching a  low point of 

1,086 in 2012.  In 2013 births began to increase; the year’s total of 1,153 was 67 higher 

than in 2012. 

 Recent building permit data show a steep decline beginning in 2006, following a period 

of accelerated residential development.   This decline  in permits bottomed out  in 2009.  

The housing  recovery was  sluggish  for a  few  years but began  to  show  signs of  life  in 

2012.  However, permit activity remains much lower than pre‐recession levels. 

 Our middle series forecast for 2030 population district‐wide in the BLPSD is 154,996, an 

increase of 47,607 persons from the 2010 Census (1.9 percent average annual growth).  

School‐age population (5 to 17) is forecast to increase at an average annual growth rate 

of 1.2 percent, a slower growth rate than overall population. 

District‐wide Enrollment Forecasts 

 Table 1 compares the historic growth for the District with the middle series forecast by 

five year  increment.   Although housing development and  in‐migration are expected to 

accelerate from their recent  low  levels, growth  in total K‐12 enrollment  is expected to 

be slower in the first several years of the forecast, due to the impact of the steep drop 

in births on the size of incoming kindergarten cohorts.  

 In  the  first  increment,  2014‐15  to  2019‐20,  elementary  (K‐5th)  enrollment  declines 

slightly,  while  secondary  enrollment  experiences  significant  growth.    After  2019‐20, 

elementary  growth  resumes,  at  levels only  slightly  lower  than  in  the most  recent  10 

years, from 2004‐05 to 2014‐15. 

 Over  the entire 20 year  forecast period,  the District adds 4,679 students  (27 percent), 

including 1,916 (24 percent)  in elementary grades, 1,177 (30 percent)  in middle school 

grades, and 1,586 (29 percent) in high school grades. 
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 Chart 1 depicts the District’s 10 year K‐12 enrollment history and high, middle and  low 

series forecasts.  More detailed middle series forecasts for the District may be found in 

Table 11 on page 27‐28 of this report.  High and low alternative forecasts are presented 

in Appendix A.    In  the high and  low  series,  capture  rate and  fertility assumptions are 

unchanged  from  the  middle  series;  differences  are  due  to  adjustments  in  future 

migration assumptions. 

 

Table 1

Historic and Middle Series Forecast Enrollment

by School Level (K‐5, 6‐8, 9‐12)

Bend ‐ La Pine School District

Actual Forecast

2004‐05 2009‐10 2014‐15 2019‐20 2024‐25 2029‐30 2034‐35

Grades  K‐5 6,238 6,988 7,834 7,653 8,298 9,011 9,750

  5 year change 750 846 ‐181 645 713 739

12.0% 12.1% ‐2.3% 8.4% 8.6% 8.2%

Grades  6‐8 3,411 3,647 3,869 4,659 4,205 4,721 5,046

  5 year change 236 222 790 ‐454 516 325

6.9% 6.1% 20.4% ‐9.7% 12.3% 6.9%

Grades  9‐12 4,654 5,199 5,460 6,039 6,727 6,411 7,046

  5 year change 545 261 579 688 ‐316 635

11.7% 5.0% 10.6% 11.4% ‐4.7% 9.9%

Total 14,303 15,834 17,163 18,351 19,230 20,143 21,842

  5 year change 1,531 1,329 1,188 879 913 1,699

10.7% 8.4% 6.9% 4.8% 4.7% 8.4%

Actual:  Bend ‐ La Pine School District.

Forecast:  Population Research Center, PSU, November 2014.
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INTRODUCTION 

In 2009  the Portland  State University Population Research Center  (PRC) prepared enrollment 

forecasts for the Bend – La Pine School District (BLPSD).  This report updates BLPSD enrollment 

history and local area population, housing, and economic trends, and presents new forecasts for 

a 20 year horizon from 2015‐16 to 2034‐35. Information sources include the U.S. Census Bureau, 

birth data from the Oregon Center for Health Statistics, and population estimates produced by 

PRC. It also uses housing development data from the City of Bend, City of La Pine, and Deschutes 

County. 

The District’s boundaries  include  the Cities of Bend and La Pine, along with a  large portion of 

unincorporated Deschutes County.  The District is entirely within Deschutes County.  

Following this  introduction are sections presenting recent population, housing, and enrollment 

trends within  the District.   Next  are  the  results of  the district‐wide middle  series  enrollment 

forecasts  and  a  description  of  the  methodology  used  to  produce  them.    The  final  section 

contains a brief discussion of the nature and accuracy of forecasts. Appendix A  includes tables 

and charts representing low and high series enrollment forecasts and the migration assumptions 

that correspond to each series.   Appendix B  is a profile of 2000 and 2010 Census data  for the 

District’s population, households, and housing stock. 
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POPULATION, HOUSING, AND EMPLOYMENT TRENDS, 2000 to 2014 

Between 2000 and 2010, total population within the BLPSD grew by 35 percent, an increase of 

27,925 persons. This growth rate was about the same as Deschutes County overall but less than 

the City of Bend’s 47 percent rate. The City of La Pine was not yet incorporated in 2000; in 2010 

its 1,653 persons represented 1.6% of the District’s population. The City of Bend accounted for 

71  percent  of  BLPSD  population  in  2010,  while  27  percent  of  BLPSD  residents  lived  in  the 

unincorporated portion of the BLPSD. 

Table 2 also  includes PRC’s 2014 estimates  for  the Cities of Bend and La Pine, and Deschutes 

County.   Growth rates slowed  in the  latter half of the 2000s, and Deschutes County and Bend 

continued  to  grow  at  a  significantly  lower  rate  in  the  2010‐2014  period  compared with  the 

2000‐2010 period. 

 

The BLPSD is part of the Bend‐Redmond Metropolitan Area. Most District residents work within 

Deschutes  County,  particularly  in  Bend,  so  population  growth  in  the  area  is  related  to  the 

strength of  the  region’s  economy.   Recent data  show  that  48  percent of workers within  the 

BLPSD have primary jobs within the City of Bend itself.  An additional 15 percent work within the 

2000‐2010 2010‐2014

Bend ‐ La  Pine  SD Tota l* 79,464 107,389 N/A 3.1% ‐‐

  City of Bend 52,029 76,639 79,985 3.9% 1.0%

  City of La Pine N/A 1,653 1,670 N/A 0.2%

  Remainder of District 27,435 29,097 N/A 0.6% ‐‐

Deschutes  County 115,367 157,733 166,400 3.2% 1.3%

Table 2

District, City, and County Population

Sources:  U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 and 2010 censuses aggregated to BLPSD boundary by PSU Population 

Research Center; preliminary July 1, 2014 estimates, PSU Population Research Center.

2000 2010 2014

Avg. Annual Growth Rate

*Note:  District population determined by PSU‐PRC based on aggregation of census blocks within the BLPSD 

boundary shapefiles.  The 2010 BLPSD population published by the Census Bureau was 107,386.
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BLPSD  outside  of  Bend.  Most  others  work  elsewhere  in  Deschutes  County  and  adjacent 

counties. Table 3 reports the number and share of workers by place of work.2 

 

More  than  three quarters of employed BLPSD  residents work  in Deschutes County.   Between 

2004 and 2007, Deschutes County added 10,899  jobs—19 percent growth over the three‐year 

period. The County lost jobs in 2008, 2009, and 2010. In 2011 it began adding jobs again, and in 

2013 it had returned to 91 percent of its 2007 level3.  

                                                            

2U.S. Census Bureau. OnTheMap Application. Longitudinal‐Employer Household Dynamics Program. 2nd 

Quarter 2011 data.  Includes at most one (primary) job per resident.  http://onthemap.ces.census.gov/ 

3 ”Current Employment by Industry,” Oregon Employment Department, OLMIS. 

Job Located Within* Workers Share

Deschutes  County 32,088 77%

  Bend ‐ La  Pine  School  District 26,512 63%

    City of Bend 20,298 48%

    City of La  Pine 232 1%

  City of Redmond 2,723 6%

Crook County, OR 1,070 3%

Multnomah County, OR 907 2%

Klamath County, OR 878 2%

Lane  County, OR 832 2%

Jefferson County, OR 781 2%

Washington County, OR 578 1%

Clackamas  County, OR 532 1%

Marion County, OR 475 1%

Jackson County, OR 375 1%

Al l  Other Locations 3,407 8%

Total Primary Jobs 41,923 100%

Table 3

Where BLPSD Residents Are Employed

*Note:  Indentation indicates that the area is also included wihin the area above 

it.  For example, residents in the City of Bend who worked in BLPSD are also 

counted in the Bend ‐ La Pine School District.

Source:  US Census Bureau, LED Origin‐Destination Data Base (2011).   Jobs 

covered by unemployment insurance, generally excluding agricultural, self‐

employed and domestic workers.  Includes at most one (primary) job per resident.  

Jobs that appear to be located beyond a realistic commuting distance may reflect 

persons whose employers are located elsewhere, such as telecommuters or home 

based workers.
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The Bend‐Redmond Metropolitan Area’s unemployment rate rose from 4.6 percent  in 2006 to 

14.7 percent in 2009, 5.4 points higher than the U.S. rate of 9.3 percent.  By 2013 it had declined 

to 9.8 percent, 2.4 points higher than the U.S. at 7.4 percent4.  

The Oregon Employment Department offered this assessment of Deschutes County employment 

growth in September 2014: 

The  bursting  of  the  housing  bubble  and  the  Great  Recession  crippled  Deschutes 

County's economy for years. The county lost nearly 11,400 jobs in a span of around four 

years. Approximately 16 percent of all nonfarm jobs disappeared, returning the county 

to  employment  levels  last  seen  around  2004.  In  addition,  home  prices  plummeted, 

shedding 47 percent of their value by the time the market bottomed out. Despite hopes 

for  a  quick  recovery,  it  was  the  summer  of  2012  before  there  was  any  sustained 

progress. However,  recent  economic  indicators  point  towards  an  acceleration  of  the 

recovery in Deschutes County, now one of the fastest‐growing economies in the West.5  

Births 

Between 2000 and 2007 the number of births to residents of the BLPSD grew steadily, peaking 

at 1,424.   After 2007  the  annual birth  total declined,  reaching  a  low point of 1,086  in 2012, 

which was the  lowest number of births since 2002, and 24 percent below the 2007 peak.   The 

number of births also peaked in 2007 and fell each year through 2012 statewide and nationally.  

In the U.S. and in Oregon, the post‐2007 birth decline was over eight percent.6  In 2013 births in 

the BLPSD began to increase; the year’s total of 1,153 was 67 higher than in 2012 (Chart 2).  The 

Pew Research Center’s analysis of multiple economic and demographic data  sources confirms 

the close correlation between the economic downturn and the nation’s fertility downturn.7    In 

                                                            

4 “Labor Force Data,” Oregon Employment Department, OLMIS. Average annual unemployment rate. 

5“Long Awaited Recovery Kicking Into Overdrive in Deschutes County” Damon Runberg, Employment 

Department, OLMIS, September 22, 2014. 

6 “Births: Final Data for 2012.” National Vital Statistics Report, Volume 62, Number 9, National Center for 

Health Statistics;  Oregon Vital Statistics Annual Report 2012 Volume 1,  Oregon Health Authority, Center 

for Health Statistics. 

7 “In a Down Economy, Fewer Births.”  Pew Research Center, Pew Social & Demographic Trends, October 

2011.  Also, “U.S. Birth Rate Falls to a Record Low; Decline Is Greatest Among Immigrants.”  Pew Research 

Center, Pew Social & Demographic Trends, November 2012. 
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the “Enrollment Forecasts” section of this report, we examine the relationship between births, 

migration, and subsequent school enrollments. 

 

Housing Growth and Characteristics 

During the 2000 to 2010 period the District added 17,317 housing units (45 percent growth), as 

shown in Table 4.  The number of new households did not keep pace during the period, growing 

by  12,559  (40  percent).8    There was  a  shift  of  four  percentage  points  between  the  share  of 

households with children and households without children:  those with children declined  from 

34 to 30 percent while those without increased from to 66 to 70 percent. 

The average number of persons per household  in BLPSD decreased from 2.47 to 2.41 between 

2000 and 2010. 

                                                            

8 The difference is related to a decrease in occupancy rate from 83 percent in 2000 to 80 percent in 2010.  

Growth in seasonal units, as well as increases in the number of vacant homes for sale or rent or in 

foreclosure contributed to the decline in occupancy, as the housing market was struggling when the 

census was conducted, in April 2010.  Detailed information is included on page B‐5 of the appendix. 
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New construction of homes  in BLPSD varied considerably during the years 1999 through 2013.  

Ninety percent of construction took place during the 10 years from 1999 to 2008, with just ten 

percent  occurring  during  the  five  years  from  2009  to  2013. Overall,  about  three‐quarters  of 

home  construction  took  place  in  Bend,  with  the  remaining  quarter  in  La  Pine  and 

unincorporated Deschutes County. 

 

Table 4

Bend ‐ La Pine School District

Housing and Household Characteristics, 2000 and 2010

2000 to 2010 Change

Number Percent

Hous ing Units 38,261 55,578 17,317 45%

Households 31,680 44,239 12,559 40%

  Households  with chi ldren under 18 10,702 13,351 2,649 25%

    share of total 34% 30%

  Households  with no chi ldren under 18 20,978 30,888 9,910 47%

    share of total 66% 70%

Household Population 78,383 106,515 28,132 36%

Persons  per Household 2.47 2.41 ‐0.07 ‐3%

2000 2010

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 and 2010 Censuses; data aggregated to RSD boundary by Population 

Research Center, PSU.

Table 5

Homes Built Within Bend ‐ La Pine S.D.*

1999 to 2013 by Jurisdiction

Year Built (5 year periods)

Jurisdiction

1999 to 

2003

2004 to 

2008

2009 to 

2013

15 Year 

Total

City of Bend 5,848 6,945 1,457 14,250

City of La Pine 54 316 11 381

Unincorporated Area 2,345 1,767 391 4,503

District Total 8,247 9,028 1,859 19,134

*Note: Includes single family homes, manufactured homes, and units in 2, 3, 

and 4‐plexes.  Does not include units in apartment buildings with 5 or more 

units per structure.

Source: Data compiled by PRC, using geographic shape files and attribute 

data from Deschutes County GIS, April 2014. Housing unit counts determined 

by PSU‐PRC using the "stat class" field in the taxlot database.
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Recent  building  permit  data,  shown  in  Table  6,  reveal  a  steep  decline  beginning  in  2006, 

following a period of accelerated residential development.  This decline in permits bottomed out 

in 2009.   The housing recovery was sluggish for a few years but began to show signs of  life  in 

2012.   However, permit  activity  remains much  lower  than pre‐recession  levels.  For  example, 

permits  for  single  family units  in  the City of Bend  reached 782  in 2013, but  this was only 38 

percent of what they had been in 2005 (Chart 3). If permit activity continues at its current pace 

in 2014 it will show a modest increase over the 2013 level.  

 

City of Bend City of La Pine

Year Permit Issued

Single 

Family

Multiple 

Family

Single 

Family

Multiple 

Family

Single 

Family

Multiple 

Family

2005 2048 526 935 12

2006 1518 162 942 8

2007 759 149 476

2008 274 511 228

2009 128 0 1 26 123

2010 204 6 4 94

2011 287 2 1 117

2012 503 6 1 26 155

2013 782 116 1 294

2014 (Jan‐Sep*) 623 10 200

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, Residential Construction Branch, City of Bend, City of La Pine, Deschutes County

*Unincorporated Deschutes County (Jan‐Aug)

**Includes all of unincorporated  Deschutes County. in 2012‐13 56% of these permits were within BLPSD

Unincorporated 

Deschutes County**

Table 6

Housing Units Authorized by Building Permits

City of Bend, City of Redmond, and Deschutes County
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ENROLLMENT TRENDS 

Table 7 summarizes the enrollment history for the District by grade level annually for the past 10 

years, from 2004‐05 to 2014‐15. 

Total enrollment  in  the Bend – La Pine School District  increased  in nine of  the 10 years  since 

2004‐05, with the exception being 2009‐10 (Table 7).  However, growth each year since 2007‐08 

has  been  consistently  lower  than  in  each  of  the  three  years  between  2004‐05  and  2007‐08, 

reflecting  lower migration  levels during  the  recession  and  slow  recovery.   While overall K‐12 

enrollment grew by 300 students  (1.8 percent) between Fall 2013 and Fall 2014, kindergarten 

enrollment fell by 83 students, consistent with the downturn in births five years earlier. 

The figures at the bottom of Table 7 summarize growth by elementary, middle and high school 

grade  level groups  for  five and 10 year periods. The “5 Year Change”  for 2004‐05  to 2009‐10 

shows  that  both  elementary  (K‐5th)  and  high  school  (9th‐12th)  grade  level  groups  grew  by  12 

percent, adding 750 and 545 students,  respectively.   Middle school  (6th‐8th) grades added 236 

students during this first five year period, a seven percent change. The overall K‐12 growth was 

1,531 students (11 percent).  

The  second  “5  Year  Change”  section  is  for  2009‐10  to  2014‐15.   Growth  in  elementary  (846 

students, 12 percent) and middle school  (222 students, six percent) grades was similar  to  the 

previous  five  year  period, while  high  school  enrollment  growth  (261  students,  five  percent) 

slowed to less than half of the growth observed in the previous period. The overall K‐12 growth 

between 2009‐10 and 2014‐15 was 1,329 students (eight percent). 

The “10 Year Change” section at the bottom of Table 7 summarizes grade  level groups for the 

entire  period.    Total  growth  was  20  percent,  with  the  largest  increase  (1,596  students,  26 

percent) for elementary grades. Middle School grades gained 458 students (13 percent), while 

high school grades gained 806 students (17 percent).  



 

Table 7

Bend ‐ La Pine School District, Enrollment History, 2004‐05 to 2014‐15

Grade 2004‐05 2005‐06 2006‐07 2007‐08 2008‐09 2009‐10 2010‐11 2011‐12 2012‐13 2013‐14 2014‐15

K 985 1,036 1,060 1,115 1,133 1,133 1,150 1,209 1,260 1,253 1,170

1 1,032 1,076 1,130 1,171 1,181 1,196 1,231 1,206 1,269 1,314 1,331

2 1,062 1,051 1,094 1,156 1,152 1,171 1,218 1,250 1,243 1,319 1,385

3 1,052 1,125 1,118 1,160 1,175 1,142 1,213 1,246 1,268 1,258 1,341

4 1,057 1,085 1,162 1,166 1,167 1,182 1,196 1,215 1,278 1,290 1,288

5 1,050 1,118 1,133 1,203 1,198 1,164 1,214 1,180 1,223 1,300 1,319

6 1,090 1,049 1,174 1,178 1,218 1,214 1,215 1,238 1,219 1,263 1,319

7 1,112 1,102 1,098 1,205 1,193 1,220 1,231 1,214 1,286 1,244 1,300

8 1,209 1,094 1,171 1,158 1,229 1,213 1,237 1,218 1,242 1,284 1,250

9 1,241 1,399 1,310 1,324 1,358 1,369 1,345 1,390 1,313 1,350 1,374

10 1,201 1,256 1,377 1,387 1,314 1,327 1,369 1,315 1,328 1,389 1,339

11 1,180 1,195 1,341 1,394 1,349 1,259 1,296 1,335 1,263 1,329 1,377

12 1,032 1,099 1,162 1,220 1,284 1,244 1,246 1,284 1,408 1,270 1,370

Total 14,303 14,685 15,330 15,837 15,951 15,834 16,161 16,300 16,600 16,863 17,163

382 645 507 114 ‐117 327 139 300 263 300

2.7% 4.4% 3.3% 0.7% ‐0.7% 2.1% 0.9% 1.8% 1.6% 1.8%

K‐5 6,238 6,491 6,697 6,971 7,006 6,988 7,222 7,306 7,541 7,734 7,834

6‐8 3,411 3,245 3,443 3,541 3,640 3,647 3,683 3,670 3,747 3,791 3,869

9‐12 4,654 4,949 5,190 5,325 5,305 5,199 5,256 5,324 5,312 5,338 5,460

5 Year Change:

2004‐05 to 2009‐10

5 Year Change:

2009‐10 to 2014‐15

10 Year Change:

2004‐05 to 2014‐15

Change Pct. Change Pct. Change Pct.

K‐5 750 12% 846 12% 1,596 26%

6‐8 236 7% 222 6% 458 13%

9‐12 545 12% 261 5% 806 17%

Total 1,531 11% 1,329 8% 2,860 20%

Source:  Bend‐La Pine School District

Annual 

change
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Private and Home School Enrollment and District “Capture Rate” 

Generally,  the  best  source  for  private  school  enrollment  by  residence  is  census  data.    The  2000 

Census and  the more  recent American Community  Survey  (ACS)  included questions about  school 

enrollment by  level and by type (public or private).   In 2000, 8.8 percent of 1st‐12th grade students 

living  in BLPSD were enrolled  in private  schools.   The ACS estimate  from  surveys conducted  from 

2011 to 2013 shows that 6.4 percent of BLPSD 1st‐12th grade students are enrolled in private schools.  

However, the ACS has a smaller sample size than the census long form, with larger margins of error9.  

Another  difference  between  BLPSD  enrollment  and  child  population  can  be  attributed  to  home 

schooling.    Home  schooled  students  living  in  the  District  are  required  to  register with  the  High 

Desert Education Service District (HDESD), though the statistics kept by the HDESD are not precise 

because students who move out of the area are not required to drop their registration.   Students 

who enroll  in public schools after being registered as home schooled are dropped  from the home 

school registry. In 2014 there were 599 BLPSD residents registered as home schooled.10 This figure is 

close  to  the  611  home  schooled  students  reported  in  2009.    The  home  schooled  population 

accounts for less than four percent of total BLPSD school age residents. 

For  purposes  of  forecasting  enrollment,  the  ratios  of  kindergarten  and  first  grade  public  school 

enrollment  to overall population  in  the  corresponding ages are very  important.   These  ratios are 

called “capture rates.”  Once a student is enrolled in the public schools in first grade it is very likely 

that  they will continue  to be enrolled  in  subsequent grades, unless  their  family moves out of  the 

District.   Comparing BLPSD kindergarten and 1st grade enrollment  in 2009‐10 and 2010‐11  to  the 

2010  Census  reveals  BLPSD  enrollment  accounting  for  83  percent  of  the  kindergarten‐age 

population and 88 percent of  the 1st grade age population.   That means  that about 17 percent of 

kindergarten‐age  children  and 12 percent of  first  grade  age  children were not  enrolled  in BLPSD 

schools.   These children  include students who were enrolled  in private schools or charter schools, 

net transfers to and from other public school districts, home schooled students, or children not yet 

attending school, since school is not compulsory until age seven. 

                                                            

9 U.S. Census Bureau 2000 Census, Summary File 1, Table P36, and 2011‐2013 American Community Survey, 
Table C14002.  The margin of error of the ACS estimate at the 90 percent confidence level is plus or minus 2.3 
percent. 
10 Correspondence from Sally West, Home School Coordinator, High Desert Education Service District. 



 



 
19

ENROLLMENT FORECASTS 

Potential Residential Development 

The district‐wide enrollment forecasts are not explicitly linked to housing forecasts.  In a large area 

such  as BLPSD,  population  growth  drives  housing  demand;  new  housing  has  limited  potential  to 

create population growth on its own.  Therefore, future enrollments in the cohort‐component model 

are primarily a function of births, migration, and capture rates, and not a function of future housing 

stock.   

A different type of model, called a housing model, may be more useful for a smaller area  in which 

the number and  characteristics of new housing units are known.   A 2010  study prepared by PRC 

found  that  there was about one BLPSD  student  residing  in every  three  single  family houses built 

within  the  previous  decade,  34  students  per  100  new  houses.    Half  of  the  students  were  in 

elementary grades;  for every 100 new houses  there were 17 elementary  students.   Older houses 

were home to fewer students, on average, due to families aging in place.11  The student generation 

rates  include  seasonal  homes  and  communities  composed  of  many  childless  retired  persons.  

Family‐oriented  communities may have much higher  rates.    Therefore,  it  is best  to measure  the 

number  of  students  in  similar  developments  if  the  characteristics  and  target market  of  a  new 

development are known. 

Cities are expected to have a 20 year supply of residential land within their Urban Growth Boundary 

(UGB).   Therefore,  the enrollment  forecasts are not constrained by  the supply of  residential  land.  

Our expectation is that if the population forecast exceeds the capacity of current developable land, 

most of which lies within the Bend UGB, the UGB will be expanded.  Very little growth has occurred 

since 2000, or  is  likely  to occur  in  the  future, outside of  the Bend or La Pine UGBs.   A Bend UGB 

buildable  lands  inventory  is  currently  being  developed  as  part  of  the  Urban  Growth  Boundary 

Remand, and UGB expansion scenarios and a proposal will be developed  in 2015.   The City’s 2028 

                                                            

11 See tables 9 and 10 in “Bend‐La Pine School District: Population and Enrollment Forecasts 2010‐11 to 2030‐

31.”  Portland State University, Population Research Center, March 2010.  Retrieved at 

http://pdxscholar.library.pdx.edu/enrollmentforecasts/7/.  
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population  forecast  of  “over  115,000  residents”  is  compatible  with  our  BLPSD  district‐wide 

population forecast for 2030, described later in this section.12 

District‐wide Long‐range Forecast Methodology 

To ensure  that enrollment  forecasts are consistent with  the dynamics of  likely population growth 

within  the  District,  we  combine  the  grade  progression  enrollment  model  with  a  demographic 

cohort‐component  model  used  to  forecast  population  for  the  District  by  age  and  sex.    The 

components  of  population  change  are  births,  deaths,  and migration.    Using  age‐specific  fertility 

rates,  age‐sex  specific mortality  rates,  age‐sex  specific migration  rates,  estimates  of  recent  net 

migration  levels, and  forecasts of  future migration  levels, each  component  is applied  to  the base 

year population in a manner that simulates the actual dynamics of population change. 

The  2000  and  2010  Census  results  were  used  as  a  baseline  for  the  population  forecasts.    By 

“surviving” the 2000 population and 2000s births (estimating the population in each age group that 

would  survive  to  the  year  2010)  and  comparing  the  “survived”  population  to  the  actual  2010 

population by age group, we were able to estimate the overall level of net migration between 2000 

and 2010 as well as net migration by gender and age cohort.   The net migration data was used to 

develop  initial net migration  rates, which were used  as  a baseline  for  rates used  to  forecast net 

migration for the 2010 to 2040 period. 

We estimated the number of births to women residing within the District each year  from 2000 to 

2013,  using  data  from  the  Oregon  Department  of  Human  Services,  Center  for  Health  Statistics.  

Detailed information including the age of mothers is used to calculate fertility rates by age group for 

both 2000 and 2010.   

State  and  national  long  term  trends  indicate  declining  fertility  rates  for  women  under  30  and 

increasing rates  for women 30 and over, but  fertility rates  in 2010 were unusually  low due to  the 

                                                            

12 City of Bend, Urban Growth Boundary Remand, Project Summary.  Retrieved at 

http://bendoregon.gov/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=17594.  
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poor economy.  Birth totals fell more than eight percent in the U.S. and Oregon between 2007 and 

2011, and remained near their 2011 level in both 2012 and 2013.13  

Table  8  shows  historic  births  estimated  from  2000  to  2013  as  well  as  the middle  scenario  of 

forecasted births  from 2014  through 2029,  the period  that will have an  impact on  the enrollment 

forecasts presented in this study. 

 

The  total  fertility  rate  (TFR)  is  an estimate of  the number of  children  that would be born  to  the 

average woman during her  child‐bearing  years based on  age‐specific  fertility  rates observed  at  a 

given time.  The estimated TFR for the District fell from 1.95 in 2000 to 1.67 in 2010. 

   

                                                            

13 Births: Preliminary Data for 2013.  National Center for Health Statistics, National Vital Statistics Reports, 

Volume 63, Number 2.  Oregon Birth Data, Oregon Health Authority, Center for Health Statistics. 

Year Births Year Births
2000 1,013 2015 (forecast) 1,284

2001 1,022 2016 (forecast) 1,314

2002 1,049 2017 (forecast) 1,344

2003 1,108 2018 (forecast) 1,373

2004 1,160 2019 (forecast) 1,403

2005 1,243 2020 (forecast) 1,433

2006 1,341 2021 (forecast) 1,453

2007 1,424 2022 (forecast) 1,474

2008 1,297 2023 (forecast) 1,494

2009 1,243 2024 (forecast) 1,514

2010 1,146 2025 (forecast) 1,535

2011 1,172 2026 (forecast) 1,555

2012 1,086 2027 (forecast) 1,575

2013 1,153 2028 (forecast) 1,596

2014 (forecast) 1,254 2029 (forecast) 1,616

Table 8

Estimated and Forecast Births

Bend ‐ La Pine School District

Source:  2000‐2013 birth data from Oregon Center for Health Statistics 

allocated to BLPSD boundary by PSU‐PRC.  2014‐2029 forecasts, PSU‐PRC.



 
22

In these forecasts we assume that TFR will remain at 1.67 in 2020, based upon these factors: 

 Fertility rates for women under age 25 are adjusted down by 15% by 2020, reflecting long‐

term trends as well as the growing college population due to expansion of OSU Cascades.  

 Fertility rates  for women age 25  to 34 are adjusted up by 5% by 2020, because 2010 still 

represented unusually low rates due to the poor economy. 

 Fertility rates for women age 35 and older are adjusted up by 10% by 2020, reflecting long‐

term trends. 

The net result of the changes is that the TFR remains at 1.67. 

Historic school enrollment  is  linked to the population forecast  in two ways.   First, the kindergarten 

and  first grade enrollments at  the  time of  the most  recent  census  (the 2009‐10  school  year) are 

compared to the population at the appropriate ages counted in the census.  The “capture rate,” or 

ratio of enrollment to population,  is an estimate of the share of area children who are enrolled  in 

BLPSD  schools.  Assumptions  for  capture  rates  based  on  census  data  are  used  to  bring  new 

kindergarten and first grade students into the District’s enrollment.  If there is evidence that capture 

rates have changed since the time of the census, they may be adjusted in the forecast.  Due to the 

upcoming  transition  to universal  full day  kindergarten, we  assume  that  the  kindergarten  capture 

rate  will  increase  slightly,  to  86  percent.    The  first  grade  capture  rate  remains  at  88  percent 

throughout the forecast horizon. 

The  other way  that  historic  population  and  enrollment  are  linked  is  through migration.    Annual 

changes in school enrollment by cohort closely follow trends in the net migration of children in the 

District’s population.  Once the students are in first grade, a set of baseline grade progression rates 

(GPRs) are used to move students from one grade to the next.  Grade progression rates are the ratio 

of enrollment in an individual grade to enrollment in the previous grade the previous year.  Baseline 

rates, usually 1.00 for elementary grades, represent a scenario under which there is no change due 

to migration.   Enrollment  change beyond  the baseline  is  added  (or  subtracted,  if  appropriate)  at 

each grade level depending on the migration levels of the overall population by single years of age. 
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Population Forecast – Middle Scenario 

Chart  4  shows  the  1990  to  2010  estimates  and  2010  to  2030 Middle  Series  forecasts  of  BLPSD 

population growth attributable to net migration. 

The District  added  27,925  residents  in  the  2000s. Most  of  the  increase was  due  to  positive  net 

migration (more people moving  in than moving out) of around 23,300 persons, slightly  lower than 

the 1990‐2000 net  inflow. Natural  increase  (births minus deaths) accounted  for  the  remainder of 

residents added. Growth due to net migration  is  forecast to be  lower  in 2010 to 2020 than  in the 

2000 to 2010 period, and then move higher in the 2020 to 2030 period. 

 

The  district‐wide  population  forecast  by  age  group  is  presented  in  Table  9.    Our middle  series 

forecast for 2030 population in the BLPSD is 154,996, an increase of 47,607 persons from the 2010 

Census (1.9 percent average annual growth).  School‐age population (5 to 17) is forecast to increase 

at a slower growth rate than overall population. The 4,895 person growth in school‐age population 

in the period between 2010 and 2030 amounts to 1.2 percent annual average growth rate. 

By 2030, the fastest growing age groups are the “baby boom” generation that will be in its 70s and 

80s.  Population age 65 and older is forecast to account for about 36 percent of the District’s growth 

between 2010 and 2030. 
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District‐wide Enrollment Forecast 

Chart 5  compares  the historic and  forecast number of births  in  the District with  the historic and 

forecast  number  of  BLPSD  kindergarten  students.    Births  correspond  to  kindergarten  cohorts 

(September  to August).   Although many children move  into and out of  the District between birth 

and age  five, and not all District  residents attend BLPSD kindergartens,  the  trend  in kindergarten 

enrollment has generally followed the trend in the birth cohort. 

Table 9

Population by Age Group, History and Middle Series Forecast

Bend‐LaPine School District, 2000 to 2030

2010 to 2030 Change

Number Percent

Under Age  5 4,961 6,595 6,784 8,119 1,524 23%

Age  5 to 9 5,287 6,778 7,033 8,439 1,661 25%

Age  10 to 14 5,749 6,796 8,447 8,837 2,041 30%

Age  15 to 17 3,392 4,028 5,051 5,221 1,193 30%

Age  18 to 19 2,013 2,390 2,763 3,013 623 26%

Age  20 to 24 4,655 5,970 7,176 9,237 3,267 55%

Age  25 to 29 5,320 7,104 7,693 9,418 2,314 33%

Age  30 to 34 5,312 7,238 8,128 9,942 2,704 37%

Age  35 to 39 5,969 7,497 9,012 9,959 2,462 33%

Age  40 to 44 6,612 7,370 9,021 10,299 2,929 40%

Age  45 to 49 6,671 7,551 8,828 10,658 3,107 41%

Age  50 to 54 5,746 7,910 8,321 10,200 2,290 29%

Age  55 to 59 4,146 7,777 8,345 9,752 1,975 25%

Age  60 to 64 3,379 7,117 8,954 9,590 2,473 35%

Age  65 to 69 2,932 5,227 8,482 9,177 3,950 76%

Age  70 to 74 2,643 3,570 6,858 8,505 4,935 138%

Age  75 to 79 2,116 2,515 4,254 6,797 4,282 170%

Age  80 to 84 1,397 1,954 2,493 4,664 2,710 139%

Age  85 and over 1,164 2,002 2,229 3,169 1,167 58%

Total Population 79,464 107,389 129,872 154,996 47,607 44%

  Tota l  age  5 to 17 14,428 17,602 20,531 22,497 4,895 28%

    share age 5 to 17 18.2% 16.4% 15.8% 14.5%

2000‐2010 2010‐2020 2020‐2030

Population Change 27,925 22,483 25,124

  Percent 35% 21% 19%

  Average Annual 3.1% 1.9% 1.8%

2000

Census

2010

Census

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 and 2010 Censuses; data aggregated to BLPSD boundary by Portland State 

University Population Research Center.  PSU‐PRC Forecasts, 2020 and 2030.

2020 

Forecast

2030 

Forecast
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Because of the recent downturn in births incoming kindergarten classes for the next four years are 

expected  to be  smaller  than  the  size of  the  Fall 2014  class.  In 2013‐14 births  increased, and  this 

increase is forecast to continue throughout the forecast horizon, as the population of young adults 

increases. The birth increase as well as positive net migration of young families into the District will 

result in increasing kindergarten enrollments beginning in 2019‐20.  

 

The  three  columns  in  Table  10  present:    1)  the  average  GPRs  calculated  from  district‐wide 

enrollments over the most recent 10 years, 2) our “baseline” assumption of what future GPRs would 

be  if there were no enrollment change due to migration, and 3) the average GPRs calculated from 

the  forecast enrollments.   Because baseline  rates  for elementary  and middle  grades  are  close  to 

1.00, the historic GPRs of 1.02 or 1.03 for grade transitions 1‐2 through 7‐8 indicate a two or three 

percent growth rate  in these grade transitions attributable to migration.   Forecast rates are similar 

to  historic  rates, with  the  exceptions  of  8‐9  and  11‐12, which  reflect  the most  recent  trends  of 

smaller net gains at the middle school to high school transition, and more retention at 12th grade.   
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Table 11  (pages 27‐28)  contains  annual detail of  the Middle  Series  enrollment  forecast by  grade 

level, and  five,  ten,  fifteen, and  twenty year summaries by school grade  level groups.    In  the  first 

increment,  2014‐15  to  2019‐20,  elementary  (K‐5th)  enrollment  declines  slightly, while  secondary 

enrollment  experiences  significant  growth.   After 2019‐20,  elementary  growth  resumes,  at  levels 

only slightly lower than in the most recent 10 years, from 2004‐05 to 2014‐15. 

Over  the  entire  20  year  forecast  period,  the District  adds  4,679  students  (27  percent),  including 

1,916 (24 percent) in elementary grades, 1,177 (30 percent) in middle school grades, and 1,586 (29 

percent) in high school grades. 

High and low alternative forecasts are presented in Appendix A.  In the high and low series, capture 

rate  and  fertility  assumptions  are  unchanged  from  the  middle  series;  differences  are  due  to 

adjustments in future migration assumptions. 

 

Table 10

Grade Progression Rates1

BLPSD History and Forecast

Grade 

Transition

10 Year 

Average:

2004‐05 to

2014‐15

Baseline 

(without the 

influence of 

migration)

Forecast 

Average:

2014‐15 to

2034‐35

K‐1 1.07 ‐‐
2 1.05

1‐2 1.02 1.01 1.04

2‐3 1.03 1.00 1.03

3‐4 1.02 1.00 1.03

4‐5 1.02 0.99 1.02

5‐6 1.03 1.01 1.03

6‐7 1.02 1.00 1.02

7‐8 1.02 0.99 1.01

8‐9 1.11 1.05 1.07

9‐10 0.99 0.98 0.99

10‐11 0.99 0.96 0.97

11‐12 0.98 1.03 1.04

1.  Ratio of enrollment in an individual grade to enrollment in the 

previous grade the previous year.

2.  The enrollment forecast model uses capture rates for first grade; K‐

1 baseline GPRs are not used.



 

Table 11 (continued on next page)

Bend ‐ La Pine School District, Middle Series Enrollment Forecasts, 2015‐16 to 2034‐35

Actual Forecast

Grade 2014‐15 2015‐16 2016‐17 2017‐18 2018‐19 2019‐20 2020‐21 2021‐22 2022‐23 2023‐24 2024‐25

K 1,170 1,145 1,137 1,127 1,115 1,200 1,233 1,252 1,271 1,290 1,308

1 1,331 1,250 1,211 1,201 1,190 1,175 1,263 1,297 1,318 1,338 1,358

2 1,385 1,384 1,303 1,263 1,252 1,238 1,221 1,312 1,348 1,369 1,390

3 1,341 1,426 1,429 1,345 1,304 1,289 1,274 1,256 1,350 1,387 1,408

4 1,288 1,379 1,471 1,474 1,387 1,341 1,325 1,309 1,291 1,387 1,425

5 1,319 1,310 1,405 1,499 1,502 1,410 1,362 1,346 1,330 1,312 1,409

6 1,319 1,366 1,359 1,458 1,555 1,555 1,459 1,409 1,393 1,376 1,357

7 1,300 1,350 1,401 1,393 1,495 1,591 1,590 1,492 1,441 1,424 1,407

8 1,250 1,316 1,369 1,421 1,413 1,513 1,610 1,609 1,509 1,458 1,441

9 1,374 1,340 1,413 1,470 1,525 1,514 1,620 1,724 1,723 1,616 1,561

10 1,339 1,391 1,359 1,432 1,489 1,541 1,530 1,635 1,739 1,738 1,631

11 1,377 1,365 1,417 1,386 1,457 1,511 1,561 1,550 1,653 1,754 1,753

12 1,370 1,389 1,378 1,433 1,400 1,473 1,528 1,581 1,569 1,677 1,782

Total 17,163 17,411 17,652 17,902 18,084 18,351 18,576 18,772 18,935 19,126 19,230

248 241 250 182 267 225 196 163 191 104

1.4% 1.4% 1.4% 1.0% 1.5% 1.2% 1.1% 0.9% 1.0% 0.5%

K‐5 7,834 7,894 7,956 7,909 7,750 7,653 7,678 7,772 7,908 8,083 8,298

6‐8 3,869 4,032 4,129 4,272 4,463 4,659 4,659 4,510 4,343 4,258 4,205

9‐12 5,460 5,485 5,567 5,721 5,871 6,039 6,239 6,490 6,684 6,785 6,727

5 Year Change:

2014‐15 to 2019‐20

10 Year Change:

2014‐15 to 2024‐25

Growth Pct. Growth Pct.

K‐5 ‐181 ‐2% 464 6%

6‐8 790 20% 336 9%

9‐12 579 11% 1,267 23%

Total 1,188 7% 2,067 11%

Population Research Center, Portland State University, November 2014

Annual 

change

27



 

 

Table 11 (continued from previous page)

Bend ‐ La Pine School District, Middle Series Enrollment Forecasts, 2015‐16 to 2034‐35

Forecast

Grade 2025‐26 2026‐27 2027‐28 2028‐29 2029‐30 2030‐31 2031‐32 2032‐33 2033‐34 2034‐35

K 1,327 1,351 1,379 1,406 1,434 1,457 1,480 1,504 1,528 1,552

1 1,376 1,397 1,422 1,451 1,480 1,504 1,528 1,552 1,578 1,603

2 1,411 1,430 1,451 1,477 1,508 1,532 1,557 1,582 1,607 1,634

3 1,430 1,452 1,471 1,493 1,519 1,546 1,570 1,596 1,621 1,647

4 1,447 1,470 1,492 1,512 1,534 1,555 1,583 1,608 1,634 1,660

5 1,448 1,470 1,493 1,516 1,536 1,553 1,574 1,603 1,628 1,654

6 1,458 1,498 1,521 1,545 1,568 1,585 1,603 1,625 1,655 1,680

7 1,388 1,491 1,532 1,555 1,580 1,601 1,618 1,637 1,659 1,690

8 1,423 1,404 1,508 1,550 1,573 1,596 1,617 1,635 1,654 1,676

9 1,543 1,524 1,504 1,615 1,660 1,683 1,707 1,729 1,749 1,769

10 1,577 1,559 1,540 1,520 1,630 1,673 1,696 1,720 1,742 1,762

11 1,649 1,596 1,579 1,560 1,541 1,646 1,688 1,710 1,734 1,755

12 1,781 1,673 1,617 1,599 1,580 1,558 1,668 1,712 1,735 1,760

Total 19,258 19,315 19,509 19,799 20,143 20,489 20,889 21,213 21,524 21,842

28 57 194 290 344 346 400 324 311 318

0.1% 0.3% 1.0% 1.5% 1.7% 1.7% 2.0% 1.6% 1.5% 1.5%

K‐5 8,439 8,570 8,708 8,855 9,011 9,147 9,292 9,445 9,596 9,750

6‐8 4,269 4,393 4,561 4,650 4,721 4,782 4,838 4,897 4,968 5,046

9‐12 6,550 6,352 6,240 6,294 6,411 6,560 6,759 6,871 6,960 7,046

15 Year Change:

2014‐15 to 2029‐30

20 Year Change:

2014‐15 to 2034‐35

Growth Pct. Growth Pct.

K‐5 1,177 15% 1,916 24%

6‐8 852 22% 1,177 30%

9‐12 951 17% 1,586 29%

Total 2,980 17% 4,679 27%

Population Research Center, Portland State University, November 2014

Annual 

change

28
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FORECAST ERROR AND UNCERTAINTY 

The best way  to measure potential  forecast error  is  to compare actual enrollments with previous 

forecasts  that were  conducted using  similar data  and methodologies.    In  Table  12,  actual BLPSD 

enrollment by grade  level  in Fall 2014  is compared with the 2014‐15 forecasts that were prepared 

three years earlier, in February 2012, as well as those prepared five years earlier, in December 2009.  

High and low alternative forecasts were not prepared in these previous studies.  

The K‐12 district‐wide  forecast prepared  in  February 2012 was 235  students  (1.4 percent) higher 

than actual enrollment  in Fall 2014.   Most of the difference was due to  incoming 9th grade classes 

being smaller than forecast for two consecutive years, resulting in large errors for 9th and 10th grade.  

Elementary and middle  school  forecasts were within  three percent of actual enrollments at each 

grade.  The forecast prepared in December 2009 was 449 students (2.6 percent) lower than actual K‐

12  enrollment  in  Fall  2014.   As  a measure  of  average  error  for  grade  levels,  the mean  absolute 

percentage error (MAPE) is included in the tables. 

 

Table 12

Fall 2014 Enrollment Compared to Previous Forecasts

2014‐15 Enrollment Forecasts

Base year 2011‐12 (3 yr.)
1

Base year 2009‐10 (5 yr.)
2

Fcst. Diff. Error Fcst. Diff. Error

K 1,170 1,201 31 2.6% 1,213 43 3.7%

1 1,331 1,323 ‐8 ‐0.6% 1,255 ‐76 ‐5.7%

2 1,385 1,340 ‐45 ‐3.2% 1,248 ‐137 ‐9.9%

3 1,341 1,346 5 0.4% 1,287 ‐54 ‐4.0%

4 1,288 1,301 13 1.0% 1,285 ‐3 ‐0.2%

5 1,319 1,358 39 3.0% 1,288 ‐31 ‐2.4%

6 1,319 1,343 24 1.8% 1,296 ‐23 ‐1.7%

7 1,300 1,300 0 0.0% 1,281 ‐19 ‐1.5%

8 1,250 1,263 13 1.0% 1,242 ‐8 ‐0.6%

9 1,374 1,492 118 8.6% 1,425 51 3.7%

10 1,339 1,430 91 6.8% 1,359 20 1.5%

11 1,377 1,387 10 0.7% 1,338 ‐39 ‐2.8%

12 1,370 1,314 ‐56 ‐4.1% 1,206 ‐164 ‐12.0%

Total 17,163 17,398 235 1.4% 16,723 ‐440 ‐2.6%

Mean Absolute Pct. Error 2.6% 3.8%

1.  Forecast for 2014‐15 by PSU‐PRC, baseline 2011‐12 enrollment, February 2012.

2.  Forecast for 2014‐15 by PSU‐PRC, baseline 2009‐10 enrollment, December 2009.

Grade

2014‐15 

Actual 

Enroll.



 

 



 

 

APPENDIX A 

 

LOW AND HIGH SERIES FORECASTS 

BLPSD requested a range of three forecasts (low, middle and high) for the District’s enrollment. The 

report itself includes the middle forecast; the low and high forecasts are in this appendix. They are 

largely  based  upon  different  assumptions  regarding  migration  levels:    low  and  high  series  net 

migration charts are included here as well.  

 

Table A‐1:  Bend ‐ La Pine School District Low Series Enrollment Forecasts, 2015‐16 to 2034‐35 

Table A‐2:  Bend ‐ La Pine School District High Series Enrollment Forecasts, 2015‐16 to 2034‐35

Table A‐3:   BLPSD Historic and Forecast K‐12 Enrollment Low, Middle and High Scenarios 

Chart A‐1:  Net Migration, 1990‐2030, Bend ‐ La Pine S.D. , History and Low Series Forecast 

Chart A‐2:  Net Migration, 1990‐2030, Bend ‐ La Pine S.D. , History and High Series Forecast 



 



 

Table A‐1 (continued on next page)

Bend ‐ La Pine School District, Low Series Enrollment Forecasts, 2015‐16 to 2034‐35

Actual Forecast

Grade 2014‐15 2015‐16 2016‐17 2017‐18 2018‐19 2019‐20 2020‐21 2021‐22 2022‐23 2023‐24 2024‐25

K 1,170 1,120 1,103 1,086 1,065 1,148 1,169 1,181 1,195 1,207 1,218

1 1,331 1,238 1,177 1,158 1,137 1,116 1,204 1,225 1,239 1,253 1,265

2 1,385 1,366 1,283 1,219 1,197 1,175 1,155 1,246 1,268 1,282 1,297

3 1,341 1,408 1,401 1,316 1,247 1,225 1,204 1,184 1,277 1,299 1,314

4 1,288 1,362 1,443 1,436 1,346 1,275 1,254 1,233 1,212 1,307 1,330

5 1,319 1,294 1,380 1,462 1,452 1,361 1,290 1,269 1,248 1,227 1,323

6 1,319 1,350 1,335 1,424 1,506 1,495 1,406 1,333 1,311 1,289 1,267

7 1,300 1,336 1,377 1,362 1,450 1,533 1,529 1,438 1,363 1,341 1,318

8 1,250 1,303 1,348 1,389 1,372 1,461 1,551 1,547 1,455 1,379 1,357

9 1,374 1,329 1,393 1,441 1,483 1,465 1,565 1,661 1,656 1,559 1,477

10 1,339 1,379 1,340 1,403 1,449 1,491 1,477 1,576 1,671 1,666 1,570

11 1,377 1,352 1,394 1,356 1,416 1,461 1,505 1,492 1,588 1,680 1,675

12 1,370 1,375 1,353 1,396 1,356 1,418 1,469 1,515 1,501 1,601 1,697

Total 17,163 17,212 17,327 17,448 17,476 17,624 17,778 17,900 17,984 18,090 18,108

49 115 121 28 148 154 122 84 106 18

0.3% 0.7% 0.7% 0.2% 0.8% 0.9% 0.7% 0.5% 0.6% 0.1%

K‐5 7,834 7,788 7,787 7,677 7,444 7,300 7,276 7,338 7,439 7,575 7,747

6‐8 3,869 3,989 4,060 4,175 4,328 4,489 4,486 4,318 4,129 4,009 3,942

9‐12 5,460 5,435 5,480 5,596 5,704 5,835 6,016 6,244 6,416 6,506 6,419

5 Year Change:

2014‐15 to 2019‐20

10 Year Change:

2014‐15 to 2024‐25

Growth Pct. Growth Pct.

K‐5 ‐534 ‐7% ‐87 ‐1%

6‐8 620 16% 73 2%

9‐12 375 7% 959 18%

Total 461 3% 945 5%

Population Research Center, Portland State University, November 2014

Annual 

change

A-1



 

Table A‐1 (continued from previous page)

Bend ‐ La Pine School District, Low Series Enrollment Forecasts, 2015‐16 to 2034‐35

Forecast

Grade 2025‐26 2026‐27 2027‐28 2028‐29 2029‐30 2030‐31 2031‐32 2032‐33 2033‐34 2034‐35

K 1,231 1,248 1,270 1,291 1,313 1,332 1,350 1,367 1,384 1,401

1 1,277 1,291 1,309 1,331 1,354 1,374 1,394 1,414 1,431 1,449

2 1,309 1,322 1,336 1,355 1,378 1,399 1,420 1,440 1,461 1,478

3 1,329 1,341 1,355 1,369 1,389 1,410 1,431 1,453 1,473 1,495

4 1,345 1,361 1,373 1,387 1,402 1,420 1,441 1,463 1,485 1,505

5 1,346 1,361 1,377 1,389 1,404 1,417 1,435 1,456 1,478 1,500

6 1,367 1,390 1,406 1,422 1,435 1,448 1,461 1,480 1,502 1,524

7 1,296 1,398 1,421 1,438 1,454 1,465 1,479 1,492 1,511 1,534

8 1,333 1,311 1,414 1,438 1,455 1,469 1,480 1,494 1,507 1,526

9 1,454 1,428 1,405 1,515 1,540 1,557 1,572 1,583 1,598 1,612

10 1,489 1,466 1,440 1,418 1,527 1,550 1,567 1,582 1,592 1,607

11 1,582 1,503 1,481 1,456 1,435 1,539 1,561 1,578 1,592 1,602

12 1,692 1,595 1,513 1,490 1,464 1,441 1,549 1,572 1,589 1,604

Total 18,050 18,015 18,100 18,299 18,550 18,821 19,140 19,374 19,603 19,837

‐58 ‐35 85 199 251 271 319 234 229 234

‐0.3% ‐0.2% 0.5% 1.1% 1.4% 1.5% 1.7% 1.2% 1.2% 1.2%

K‐5 7,837 7,924 8,020 8,122 8,240 8,352 8,471 8,593 8,712 8,828

6‐8 3,996 4,099 4,241 4,298 4,344 4,382 4,420 4,466 4,520 4,584

9‐12 6,217 5,992 5,839 5,879 5,966 6,087 6,249 6,315 6,371 6,425

15 Year Change:

2014‐15 to 2029‐30

20 Year Change:

2014‐15 to 2034‐35

Growth Pct. Growth Pct.

K‐5 406 5% 994 13%

6‐8 475 12% 715 18%

9‐12 506 9% 965 18%

Total 1,387 8% 2,674 16%

Population Research Center, Portland State University, November 2014

Annual 

change

A-2



 

Table A‐2 (continued on next page)

Bend ‐ La Pine School District, High Series Enrollment Forecasts, 2015‐16 to 2034‐35

Actual Forecast

Grade 2014‐15 2015‐16 2016‐17 2017‐18 2018‐19 2019‐20 2020‐21 2021‐22 2022‐23 2023‐24 2024‐25

K 1,170 1,172 1,171 1,168 1,162 1,248 1,294 1,321 1,345 1,369 1,393

1 1,331 1,277 1,247 1,245 1,238 1,219 1,319 1,367 1,395 1,421 1,446

2 1,385 1,402 1,341 1,309 1,304 1,296 1,271 1,375 1,425 1,454 1,482

3 1,341 1,444 1,458 1,394 1,357 1,352 1,338 1,312 1,419 1,471 1,501

4 1,288 1,396 1,499 1,514 1,443 1,405 1,394 1,380 1,353 1,463 1,517

5 1,319 1,325 1,432 1,538 1,549 1,476 1,432 1,421 1,406 1,379 1,491

6 1,319 1,381 1,383 1,495 1,602 1,613 1,532 1,486 1,475 1,459 1,431

7 1,300 1,364 1,424 1,426 1,538 1,648 1,654 1,571 1,524 1,513 1,496

8 1,250 1,329 1,392 1,453 1,451 1,565 1,672 1,678 1,594 1,546 1,535

9 1,374 1,356 1,439 1,507 1,569 1,567 1,685 1,800 1,806 1,716 1,664

10 1,339 1,410 1,389 1,473 1,538 1,600 1,593 1,711 1,826 1,832 1,742

11 1,377 1,377 1,445 1,424 1,504 1,568 1,625 1,618 1,733 1,846 1,851

12 1,370 1,402 1,400 1,471 1,447 1,531 1,594 1,654 1,647 1,767 1,885

Total 17,163 17,635 18,020 18,417 18,702 19,088 19,403 19,694 19,948 20,236 20,434

472 385 397 285 386 315 291 254 288 198

2.8% 2.2% 2.2% 1.5% 2.1% 1.7% 1.5% 1.3% 1.4% 1.0%

K‐5 7,834 8,016 8,148 8,168 8,053 7,996 8,048 8,176 8,343 8,557 8,830

6‐8 3,869 4,074 4,199 4,374 4,591 4,826 4,858 4,735 4,593 4,518 4,462

9‐12 5,460 5,545 5,673 5,875 6,058 6,266 6,497 6,783 7,012 7,161 7,142

5 Year Change:

2014‐15 to 2019‐20

10 Year Change:

2014‐15 to 2024‐25

Growth Pct. Growth Pct.

K‐5 162 2% 996 13%

6‐8 957 25% 593 15%

9‐12 806 15% 1,682 31%

Total 1,925 11% 3,271 17%

Population Research Center, Portland State University, November 2014

Annual 

change

A-3



 

 

Table A‐2 (continued from previous page)

Bend ‐ La Pine School District, High Series Enrollment Forecasts, 2015‐16 to 2034‐35

Forecast

Grade 2025‐26 2026‐27 2027‐28 2028‐29 2029‐30 2030‐31 2031‐32 2032‐33 2033‐34 2034‐35

K 1,418 1,447 1,479 1,512 1,545 1,571 1,600 1,630 1,660 1,690

1 1,472 1,498 1,528 1,563 1,597 1,626 1,654 1,683 1,715 1,747

2 1,508 1,535 1,562 1,593 1,630 1,659 1,689 1,718 1,748 1,782

3 1,530 1,557 1,585 1,612 1,644 1,676 1,706 1,737 1,767 1,798

4 1,548 1,578 1,606 1,634 1,662 1,689 1,722 1,753 1,785 1,816

5 1,546 1,578 1,608 1,637 1,665 1,688 1,715 1,749 1,780 1,813

6 1,547 1,604 1,638 1,669 1,699 1,724 1,748 1,776 1,811 1,843

7 1,468 1,587 1,645 1,680 1,712 1,740 1,766 1,790 1,819 1,855

8 1,518 1,489 1,610 1,669 1,705 1,735 1,763 1,789 1,814 1,843

9 1,652 1,634 1,603 1,733 1,796 1,833 1,865 1,895 1,923 1,950

10 1,690 1,678 1,660 1,629 1,759 1,821 1,858 1,890 1,920 1,948

11 1,763 1,712 1,701 1,683 1,653 1,778 1,839 1,875 1,906 1,936

12 1,891 1,798 1,745 1,733 1,715 1,682 1,813 1,877 1,914 1,947

Total 20,551 20,695 20,970 21,347 21,782 22,222 22,738 23,162 23,562 23,968

117 144 275 377 435 440 516 424 400 406

0.6% 0.7% 1.3% 1.8% 2.0% 2.0% 2.3% 1.9% 1.7% 1.7%

K‐5 9,022 9,193 9,368 9,551 9,743 9,909 10,086 10,270 10,455 10,646

6‐8 4,533 4,680 4,893 5,018 5,116 5,199 5,277 5,355 5,444 5,541

9‐12 6,996 6,822 6,709 6,778 6,923 7,114 7,375 7,537 7,663 7,781

15 Year Change:

2014‐15 to 2029‐30

20 Year Change:

2014‐15 to 2034‐35

Growth Pct. Growth Pct.

K‐5 1,909 24% 2,812 36%

6‐8 1,247 32% 1,672 43%

9‐12 1,463 27% 2,321 43%

Total 4,619 27% 6,805 40%

Population Research Center, Portland State University, November 2014

Annual 
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Table A‐3

Historic and Forecast K‐12 Enrollment

Low, Middle, and High Scenarios

Bend ‐ La Pine School District

LOW MIDDLE HIGH

School Year

Enroll‐

ment

5 year 

growth

Enroll‐

ment

5 year 

growth

Enroll‐

ment

5 year 

growth

2004‐05 14,303 14,303 14,303

2009‐10 15,834 1,531 15,834 1,531 15,834 1,531

2014‐15 17,163 1,329 17,163 1,329 17,163 1,329

2019‐20 (fcs t.) 17,624 461 18,351 1,188 19,088 1,925

2024‐25 (fcs t.) 18,108 484 19,230 879 20,434 1,346

2029‐30 (fcs t.) 18,550 442 20,143 913 21,782 1,348

2034‐35 (fcs t.) 19,837 1,287 21,842 1,699 23,968 2,186

AAEG*, 2014‐15 to 

2034‐35
0.7%

*Note:  Average Annual Enrollment Growth.

Source:  Historic enrollment, Bend ‐ La Pine School District;

Enrollment forecasts, Population Research Center, PSU.  November 2014.
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2000 and 2010 Census Profile

Bend‐Lapine SD
 Approximation based on census b locks

POPULATION 2000 2010 Change

SEX AND AGE

  Total  population 79,464  100.0% 107,389  100.0% 27,925  35.1%

    Under 5 years 4,961  6.2% 6,595  6.1% 1,634  32.9%

    5 to 9 years 5,287  6.7% 6,778  6.3% 1,491  28.2%

    10 to 14 years 5,749  7.2% 6,796  6.3% 1,047  18.2%

    15 to 19 years 5,405  6.8% 6,418  6.0% 1,013  18.7%

    20 to 24 years 4,655  5.9% 5,970  5.6% 1,315  28.2%

    25 to 29 years 5,320  6.7% 7,104  6.6% 1,784  33.5%

    30 to 34 years 5,312  6.7% 7,238  6.7% 1,926  36.3%

    35 to 39 years 5,969  7.5% 7,497  7.0% 1,528  25.6%

    40 to 44 years 6,612  8.3% 7,370  6.9% 758  11.5%

    45 to 49 years 6,671  8.4% 7,551  7.0% 880  13.2%

    50 to 54 years 5,746  7.2% 7,910  7.4% 2,164  37.7%

    55 to 59 years 4,146  5.2% 7,777  7.2% 3,631  87.6%

    60 to 64 years 3,379  4.3% 7,117  6.6% 3,738  110.6%

    65 to 69 years 2,932  3.7% 5,227  4.9% 2,295  78.3%

    70 to 74 years 2,643  3.3% 3,570  3.3% 927  35.1%

    75 to 79 years 2,116  2.7% 2,515  2.3% 399  18.9%

    80 to 84 years 1,397  1.8% 1,954  1.8% 557  39.9%

    85 years and over 1,164  1.5% 2,002  1.9% 838  72.0%

    Median age (years) 37.5 39.5 2.0

    Under 18 years 19,389  24.4% 24,197  22.5% 4,808  24.8%

    18 to 64 years 49,823  62.7% 67,924  63.3% 18,101  36.3%

    65 years and over 10,252  12.9% 15,268  14.2% 5,016  48.9%

  Male population 39,498  100.0% 53,166  100.0% 13,668  34.6%

    Under 5 years 2,462  6.2% 3,385  6.4% 923  37.5%

    5 to 9 years 2,664  6.7% 3,447  6.5% 783  29.4%

    10 to 14 years 2,966  7.5% 3,465  6.5% 499  16.8%

    15 to 19 years 2,775  7.0% 3,303  6.2% 528  19.0%

    20 to 24 years 2,437  6.2% 3,065  5.8% 628  25.8%

    25 to 29 years 2,807  7.1% 3,590  6.8% 783  27.9%

    30 to 34 years 2,697  6.8% 3,658  6.9% 961  35.6%

    35 to 39 years 2,958  7.5% 3,805  7.2% 847  28.6%

    40 to 44 years 3,205  8.1% 3,693  6.9% 488  15.2%

    45 to 49 years 3,272  8.3% 3,619  6.8% 347  10.6%

    50 to 54 years 2,915  7.4% 3,820  7.2% 905  31.0%

    55 to 59 years 2,031  5.1% 3,675  6.9% 1,644  80.9%

    60 to 64 years 1,665  4.2% 3,523  6.6% 1,858  111.6%

    65 to 69 years 1,426  3.6% 2,560  4.8% 1,134  79.5%

    70 to 74 years 1,302  3.3% 1,829  3.4% 527  40.5%

    75 to 79 years 944  2.4% 1,143  2.1% 199  21.1%

    80 to 84 years 591  1.5% 883  1.7% 292  49.4%

    85 years and over 381  1.0% 703  1.3% 322  84.5%
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2000 and 2010 Census Profile

Bend‐Lapine SD
 Approximation based on census b locks

POPULATION (continued) 2000 2010 Change

  Male population (continued)

    Median age (years) 36.6 38.5 1.9

    Under 18 years 9,841  24.9% 12,376  23.3% 2,535  25.8%

    18 to 64 years 25,013  63.3% 33,672  63.3% 8,659  34.6%

    65 years and over 4,644  11.8% 7,118  13.4% 2,474  53.3%

  Female population 39,966  100.0% 54,223  100.0% 14,257  35.7%

    Under 5 years 2,499  6.3% 3,210  5.9% 711  28.5%

    5 to 9 years 2,623  6.6% 3,331  6.1% 708  27.0%

    10 to 14 years 2,783  7.0% 3,331  6.1% 548  19.7%

    15 to 19 years 2,630  6.6% 3,115  5.7% 485  18.4%

    20 to 24 years 2,218  5.5% 2,905  5.4% 687  31.0%

    25 to 29 years 2,513  6.3% 3,514  6.5% 1,001  39.8%

    30 to 34 years 2,615  6.5% 3,580  6.6% 965  36.9%

    35 to 39 years 3,011  7.5% 3,692  6.8% 681  22.6%

    40 to 44 years 3,407  8.5% 3,677  6.8% 270  7.9%

    45 to 49 years 3,399  8.5% 3,932  7.3% 533  15.7%

    50 to 54 years 2,831  7.1% 4,090  7.5% 1,259  44.5%

    55 to 59 years 2,115  5.3% 4,102  7.6% 1,987  93.9%

    60 to 64 years 1,714  4.3% 3,594  6.6% 1,880  109.7%

    65 to 69 years 1,506  3.8% 2,667  4.9% 1,161  77.1%

    70 to 74 years 1,341  3.4% 1,741  3.2% 400  29.8%

    75 to 79 years 1,172  2.9% 1,372  2.5% 200  17.1%

    80 to 84 years 806  2.0% 1,071  2.0% 265  32.9%

    85 years and over 783  2.0% 1,299  2.4% 516  65.9%

    Median age (years) 38.5 40.6 2.1

    Under 18 years 9,548  23.9% 11,821  21.8% 2,273  23.8%

    18 to 64 years 24,810  62.1% 34,252  63.2% 9,442  38.1%

    65 years and over 5,608  14.0% 8,150  15.0% 2,542  45.3%

AREA AND DENSITY

2010 Land Area ‐ Acres
1 997,317  997,317 

Persons per acre 0.1 0.1 0.0  35.1%

Persons per square mile 51  69  18  35.1%

RACE

  Total  population 79,464  100.0% 107,389  100.0% 27,925  35.1%

    White alone 75,210  94.6% 99,098  92.3% 23,888  31.8%

    Black or African American alone 182  0.2% 419  0.4% 237  130.2%

    American Indian and Alaska Native alone 643  0.8% 956  0.9% 313  48.7%

    Asian alone 671  0.8% 1,133  1.1% 462  68.9%

    Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander alon 59  0.1% 135  0.1% 76  128.8%

    Some Other Race alone 1,112  1.4% 2,883  2.7% 1,771  159.3%

    Two or More Races 1,587  2.0% 2,765  2.6% 1,178  74.2%



B‐3 

 

2000 and 2010 Census Profile

Bend‐Lapine SD
 Approximation based on census b locks

POPULATION (continued) 2000 2010 Change

RACE (continued)

  Race alone or in combination with one or more other races
2

    White 76,738  96.6% 101,726  94.7% 24,988  32.6%

    Black or African American 352  0.4% 859  0.8% 507  144.0%

    American Indian and Alaska Native 1,410  1.8% 2,092  1.9% 682  48.4%

    Asian 1,058  1.3% 1,996  1.9% 938  88.7%

    Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 193  0.2% 390  0.4% 197  102.1%

    Some Other Race 1,445  1.8% 3,323  3.1% 1,878  130.0%

HISPANIC OR LATINO AND RACE

  Total  population 79,464  100.0% 107,389  100.0% 27,925  35.1%

    Hispanic or Latino 3,035  3.8% 7,417  6.9% 4,382  144.4%

    Not Hispanic or Latino 76,429  96.2% 99,972  93.1% 23,543  30.8%

      White alone 73,619  92.6% 95,328  88.8% 21,709  29.5%

      Black or African American alone 173  0.2% 391  0.4% 218  126.0%

      American Indian and Alaska Native alone 584  0.7% 766  0.7% 182  31.2%

      Asian alone 661  0.8% 1,085  1.0% 424  64.1%

      Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander alo 55  0.1% 111  0.1% 56  101.8%

      Some Other Race alone 55  0.1% 105  0.1% 50  90.9%

      Two or More Races 1,282  1.6% 2,186  2.0% 904  70.5%

RELATIONSHIP

  Total  population 79,464  100.0% 107,389  100.0% 27,925  35.1%

    In households 78,383  98.6% 106,515  99.2% 28,132  35.9%

      In family households 64,540  81.2% 85,670  79.8% 21,130  32.7%

        Householder 21,586  27.2% 28,890  26.9% 7,304  33.8%

        Spouse
3 17,756  22.3% 22,976  21.4% 5,220  29.4%

        Child 21,090  26.5% 27,246  25.4% 6,156  29.2%

          Own child under 18 years 17,967  22.6% 22,367  20.8% 4,400  24.5%

        Other relatives 2,194  2.8% 3,778  3.5% 1,584  72.2%

        Nonrelatives 1,914  2.4% 2,780  2.6% 866  45.2%

      In nonfamily households 13,843  17.4% 20,845  19.4% 7,002  50.6%

        Householder 10,094  12.7% 15,349  14.3% 5,255  52.1%

        Nonrelatives 3,749  4.7% 5,496  5.1% 1,747  46.6%

      Population under 18 in households 19,312  99.6% 24,143  99.8% 4,831  25.0%

      Population 18 to 64 in households 49,317  99.0% 67,392  99.2% 18,075  36.7%

      Population 65 and over in households 9,754  95.1% 14,980  98.1% 5,226  53.6%

    In group quarters 1,081  1.4% 874  0.8% ‐207  ‐19.1%
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2000 and 2010 Census Profile

Bend‐Lapine SD
 Approximation based on census b locks

POPULATION (continued) 2000 2010 Change

GROUP QUARTERS

Total  group quarters population 1,081  100.0% 874  100.0% ‐207  ‐19.1%

  Institutionalized population 521  48.2% 420  48.1% ‐101  ‐19.4%

    Male 320  29.6% 257  29.4% ‐63  ‐19.7%

    Female 201  18.6% 163  18.6% ‐38  ‐18.9%

  Noninstitutionalized population 560  51.8% 454  51.9% ‐106  ‐18.9%

    Male 243  22.5% 221  25.3% ‐22  ‐9.1%

    Female 317  29.3% 233  26.7% ‐84  ‐26.5%

  Population under 18 in group quarters 77  0.4% 54  0.2% ‐23  ‐29.9%

  Population 18 to 64 in group quarters 506  1.0% 532  0.8% 26  5.1%

  Population 65 and over in group quarters 498  4.9% 288  1.9% ‐210  ‐42.2%

HOUSEHOLDS 2000 2010 Change

  Total  households 31,680  100.0% 44,239  100.0% 12,559  39.6%

    Family households  (families)
4 21,586  68.1% 28,890  65.3% 7,304  33.8%

      With own children under 18 years 10,028  31.7% 12,448  28.1% 2,420  24.1%

      Husband‐wife family 17,756  56.0% 22,976  51.9% 5,220  29.4%

        With own children under 18 years 7,380  23.3% 8,706  19.7% 1,326  18.0%

      Male householder, no wife present 1,127  3.6% 1,929  4.4% 802  71.2%

        With own children under 18 years 732  2.3% 1,150  2.6% 418  57.1%

      Female householder, no husband present 2,703  8.5% 3,985  9.0% 1,282  47.4%

        With own children under 18 years 1,916  6.0% 2,592  5.9% 676  35.3%

    Nonfamily households
4 10,094  31.9% 15,349  34.7% 5,255  52.1%

      Householder l iving alone 7,286  23.0% 11,092  25.1% 3,806  52.2%

        Male 3,345  10.6% 4,935  11.2% 1,590  47.5%

          65 years  and over 640  2.0% 1,083  2.4% 443  69.2%

        Female 3,941  12.4% 6,157  13.9% 2,216  56.2%

          65 years  and over 1,821  5.7% 2,735  6.2% 914  50.2%

    Households  with individuals  under 18 years 10,702  33.8% 13,351  30.2% 2,649  24.8%

    Households  with individuals  65 years and over 6,934  21.9% 10,812  24.4% 3,878  55.9%

    Average household size 2.47 2.41 ‐0.07 ‐2.7%

    Average family size
4 2.90 2.87 ‐0.03 ‐1.1%
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2000 and 2010 Census Profile

Bend‐Lapine SD
 Approximation based on census b locks

HOUSING UNITS 2000 2010 Change

  Total  housing units 38,261  100.0% 55,578  100.0% 17,317  45.3%

    Occupied housing units 31,680  82.8% 44,239  79.6% 12,559  39.6%

      Owner occupied
5 22,365  70.6% 28,542  64.5% 6,177  27.6%

        Owned with a mortgage or a loan N/A   21,609  75.7%

        Owned free and clear N/A   6,933  24.3%

      Renter occupied 9,315  29.4% 15,697  35.5% 6,382  68.5%

    Vacant housing units
6 6,581  17.2% 11,339  20.4% 4,758  72.3%

      For rent 1,154  17.5% 2,079  18.3% 925  80.2%

      For sale only 545  8.3% 1,240  10.9% 695  127.5%

      Rented or sold, not occupied 274  4.2% 263  2.3% ‐11  ‐4.0%

      For seasonal, recreational, or occasional  use 4,243  64.5% 6,708  59.2% 2,465  58.1%

      For migrant workers 3  0.0% 0  0.0% ‐3  ‐100.0%

      All  other vacants 362  5.5% 1,049  9.3% 687  189.8%

    Owner‐occupied housing units 22,365  70.6% 28,542  64.5% 6,177  27.6%

      Population in owner‐occupied housing units 56,252  69,132  12,880  22.9%

      Average household size of owner‐occupied unit 2.52 2.42 ‐0.10  ‐4.0%

    Renter‐occupied housing units 9,315  29.4% 15,697  35.5% 6,382  68.5%

      Population in renter‐occupied housing units 22,131  37,383  15,252  68.9%

      Average household size of renter‐occupied unit 2.38 2.38 0.00  0.0%

6.  Percentage distribution of vacancy categories ("for rent," etc.) adds to 100 percent.

1.  Land area of the 2010 census blocks that approximate the area.

2.  In combination with one or more of the other races listed. The six numbers may add to more than the total population, and 

the six percentages may add to more than 100 percent because individuals may report more than one race.

3.  "Spouse" represents spouse of the householder. It does not reflect all spouses in a household. Responses of "same‐sex 

spouse" were edited during processing to "unmarried partner."

4.  "Family households" consist of a householder and one or more other people related to the householder by birth, marriage, 

or adoption. They do not include same‐sex married couples even if the marriage was performed in a state issuing marriage 

certificates for same‐sex couples unless there is at least one additional person related to the householder by birth or adoption. 

Same‐sex couple households with no relatives of the householder present are tabulated in nonfamily households. "Nonfamily 

households" consist of people living alone and households which do not have any members related to the householder.

5.  Percentage distribution of ownership categories ("owned with a mortgage or a loan" and "owned free and clear") adds to 

100 percent.



Three	
  Rivers	
  "High	
  Series"	
  capacity	
  projection
2006-­‐07 2007-­‐08 2008-­‐09 2009-­‐10 2010-­‐11 2011-­‐12 2012-­‐13 2013-­‐14 2014-­‐15 2015-­‐16 Capacity 2016-­‐17 2017-­‐18 2018-­‐19 2019-­‐20 2020-­‐21 2021-­‐22 2022-­‐23 2023-­‐24 2024-­‐25 2025-­‐26 2026-­‐27 2027-­‐28 2028-­‐29 2029-­‐30 2030-­‐31 2031-­‐32 2032-­‐33 2033-­‐34 2034-­‐35

KG 36 38 50 37 36 34 42 36 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 44 45 46 47 48 49 50 51 52 53 54 55 56 57
1st 46 39 42 49 35 36 41 37 35 52 40 41 42 43 44 45 46 47 48 49 50 51 52 53 54 55 56 57 58
2nd 39 43 40 40 43 39 30 39 36 35 54 41 42 43 44 45 46 47 48 49 50 51 52 53 54 55 56 57 58
3rd 44 44 48 34 51 44 40 37 45 47 36 55 42 43 44 45 46 47 48 49 50 51 52 53 54 55 56 57 58
4th 67 45 46 45 38 47 46 47 41 40 51 39 59 45 46 47 48 50 51 52 53 54 55 56 57 58 59 60 61
5th 51 61 52 43 39 38 43 45 46 48 41 52 40 60 46 47 48 49 51 52 53 54 55 56 57 58 59 60 61

283 270 278 248 242 238 242 241 240 260 261 268 266 276 267 273 279 286 293 299 305 311 317 323 329 335 341 347 353

6th 65 51 65 47 49 37 33 42 44 53 49 42 53 41 61 47 48 49 50 52 53 54 55 56 57 58 59 59 61
7th 41 60 48 60 44 43 35 36 46 44 54 50 43 54 42 62 48 49 50 51 53 54 55 56 57 58 59 60 60
8th 44 47 59 41 58 35 46 38 37 42 45 55 51 44 55 43 63 49 49 50 51 54 55 56 57 58 59 60 61

150 158 172 148 151 115 114 116 127 139 148 147 147 139 158 152 159 147 149 153 157 162 165 168 171 174 177 179 182

433 428 450 396 393 353 356 357 367 399 575 409 415 413 415 425 425 438 433 442 452 462 473 482 491 500 509 518 526 535



La	
  Pine	
  "High	
  Series"	
  capacity	
  projection

2006-­‐07 2007-­‐08 2008-­‐09 2009-­‐10 2010-­‐11 2011-­‐12 2012-­‐13 2013-­‐14 2014-­‐15 2015-­‐16 Capacity 2016-­‐17 2017-­‐18 2018-­‐19 2019-­‐20 2020-­‐21 2021-­‐22 2022-­‐23 2023-­‐24 2024-­‐25 2025-­‐26 2026-­‐27 2027-­‐28 2028-­‐29 2029-­‐30 2030-­‐31 2031-­‐32 2032-­‐33 2033-­‐34 2034-­‐35
KG 92 103 79 97 88 101 85 88 86 66 66 66 66 71 74 76 77 78 79 80 82 84 86 88 89 91 93 95 97
1st 97 97 116 83 102 81 102 87 91 88 70 70 70 69 75 78 80 81 82 83 85 87 89 91 93 94 96 98 100
2nd 96 106 96 106 82 106 93 103 99 102 92 73 73 73 72 78 81 83 84 86 87 89 91 93 95 97 98 100 102
3rd 100 107 101 83 99 79 106 84 103 102 106 96 76 76 75 74 80 84 86 87 89 90 92 94 96 98 100 101 103
4th 93 115 104 94 83 95 91 105 92 104 106 110 99 79 78 77 76 82 87 89 90 92 93 95 97 99 101 103 104
5th 129 105 118 90 92 81 94 97 109 95 107 109 113 101 81 80 78 77 84 89 91 92 94 95 96 98 101 103 105

607 633 614 553 546 543 571 564 580 557 900 547 524 497 469 455 463 472 485 502 514 524 534 545 556 566 577 589 600 611

6th 123 136 99 111 91 96 92 92 94 102 99 112 114 118 105 84 83 81 80 87 92 94 95 98 98 99 101 105 107
7th 135 130 145 93 97 99 101 95 100 90 105 102 115 117 121 108 86 85 83 82 89 94 96 97 100 100 101 103 108
8th 133 139 133 130 92 97 104 99 93 98 92 107 104 117 119 123 110 87 86 84 83 90 95 97 98 101 101 102 104

391 405 377 334 280 292 297 286 287 290 550 296 321 333 352 345 315 279 253 249 253 264 278 286 292 296 300 303 310 319

9th 145 138 153 129 141 110 106 116 105 102 106 100 116 112 126 128 132 118 94 93 90 89 97 102 104 105 109 109 110
10th 154 143 141 144 130 132 114 98 115 107 104 109 102 118 114 128 130 134 120 95 94 91 90 98 103 105 106 110 110
11th 128 144 138 110 138 124 118 103 100 112 110 107 111 104 120 116 130 131 135 121 96 95 92 91 99 104 106 107 111
12th 115 131 136 103 111 154 147 123 106 104 114 112 109 113 106 122 118 133 134 138 123 98 97 94 93 101 106 108 109

542 556 568 486 520 520 485 440 426 425 550 434 428 438 447 466 494 510 516 483 447 403 373 376 385 399 415 427 434 440

1540 1594 1559 1373 1346 1355 1353 1290 1293 1272 1277 1273 1268 1268 1266 1272 1261 1254 1234 1214 1191 1185 1207 1233 1261 1292 1319 1344 1370



2010‐11 2011‐12 2012‐13 2013‐14 2014‐15 2015‐16 Capacity 2016‐17 2017‐18 2018‐19 2019‐20 2020‐21 2021‐22 2022‐23 2023‐24 2024‐25 2025‐26 2026‐27 2027‐28 2028‐29 2029‐30 2030‐31 2031‐32 2032‐33 2033‐34 2034‐35

KG 1,026          1,074          1,133          1,129          1,047          1,134          1,133          1,130          1,124          1,207        1,251        1,270        1,289        1,308        1,326        1,345        1,369        1,397         1,424          1,452          1,475        1,498        1,522        1,546        1,570       

1st 1,094          1,089          1,126          1,190          1,205          1,123          1,207          1,205          1,198          1,179        1,276        1,316        1,337        1,357        1,377        1,395        1,416        1,441         1,470          1,499          1,523        1,547        1,571        1,597        1,622       

2nd 1,093          1,105          1,120          1,177          1,250          1,237          1,179          1,267          1,262          1,254        1,229        1,326        1,368        1,389        1,410        1,431        1,450        1,471         1,497          1,528          1,552        1,577        1,602        1,627        1,654       

3rd 1,063          1,123          1,122          1,137          1,193          1,277          1,286          1,226          1,313          1,308        1,295        1,264        1,364        1,408        1,429        1,451        1,473        1,492         1,514          1,540          1,567        1,590        1,617        1,641        1,667       

4th 1,075          1,073          1,141          1,138          1,155          1,222          1,326          1,335          1,269          1,359        1,349        1,331        1,299        1,401        1,447        1,469        1,492        1,514         1,534          1,556          1,576        1,605        1,628        1,656        1,680       

5th 1,083          1,061          1,086          1,158          1,164          1,194          1,254          1,360          1,366          1,298        1,385        1,370        1,352        1,320        1,423        1,470        1,492        1,515         1,538          1,558          1,575        1,595        1,625        1,648        1,676       

6,434          6,525          6,728          6,929          7,014          7,187          7,722       7,385          7,523          7,532          7,605        7,785        7,877        8,009        8,183        8,412        8,561        8,692        8,830         8,977          9,133          9,268        9,412        9,565        9,715        9,869       

6th 1,075          1,105          1,094          1,129          1,181          1,209          1,246          1,309          1,417          1,422        1,347        1,433        1,418        1,399        1,365        1,472        1,521        1,544         1,568          1,591          1,608        1,626        1,647        1,678        1,701       

7th 1,090          1,072          1,150          1,113          1,154          1,203          1,247          1,285          1,347          1,458        1,458        1,377        1,466        1,450        1,431        1,396        1,505        1,556         1,579          1,604          1,624        1,641        1,660        1,681        1,713       

8th 1,087          1,086          1,092          1,147          1,120          1,177          1,228          1,272          1,308          1,371        1,479        1,475        1,393        1,483        1,467        1,447        1,412        1,522         1,574          1,597          1,620        1,640        1,658        1,677        1,698       

3,252          3,263          3,336          3,389          3,455          3,589          4,423       3,721          3,866          4,072          4,251        4,284        4,285        4,277        4,332        4,263        4,315        4,438        4,622         4,721          4,792          4,852        4,907        4,965        5,036        5,112       

9th 1,204          1,280          1,207          1,234          1,269          1,252          1,274          1,329          1,374          1,413        1,476        1,584        1,580        1,492        1,588        1,571        1,550        1,513         1,630          1,686          1,709        1,733        1,754        1,774        1,794       

10th 1,239          1,183          1,214          1,291          1,224          1,281          1,282          1,304          1,356          1,401        1,436        1,490        1,598        1,594        1,506        1,604        1,587        1,566         1,529          1,645          1,699        1,722        1,746        1,767        1,787       

11th 1,158          1,211          1,145          1,226          1,277          1,261          1,313          1,314          1,331          1,382        1,423        1,455        1,506        1,612        1,608        1,523        1,623        1,607         1,586          1,550          1,661        1,714        1,736        1,760        1,780       

12th 1,135          1,130          1,261          1,147          1,264          1,293          1,282          1,337          1,335          1,355        1,405        1,441        1,473        1,528        1,638        1,634        1,545        1,644         1,627          1,606          1,567        1,683        1,738        1,761        1,786       

4,736          4,804          4,827          4,898          5,034          5,087          5,360       5,151          5,284          5,396          5,551        5,740        5,970        6,157        6,226        6,340        6,332        6,305        6,330         6,372          6,487          6,636        6,852        6,974        7,062        7,147       

Total 14,422        14,592        14,891        15,216        15,503        15,863        16,257        16,673        17,000        17,407      17,809      18,132      18,443      18,741      19,015      19,208      19,435      19,782       20,070        20,412        20,756      21,171      21,504      21,813      22,128     

Total 1,346          1,355          1,353          1,290          1,293          1,272          1,277          1,273          1,268          1,268        1,266        1,272        1,261        1,254        1,234        1,214        1,191        1,185         1,207          1,233          1,261        1,292        1,319        1,344        1,370       

Total 393             353             356             357             367             399             409             415             413             415           425           425           438           433           442           452           462           473            482             491             500           509           518           526           535          

16,161        16,300        16,600        16,863        17,163        17,534        17,943        18,361        18,681        19,090      19,500      19,829      20,142      20,428      20,691      20,874      21,088      21,440       21,759        22,136        22,517      22,972      23,341      23,683      24,033     

BEND SCHOOLS ‐ HIGH SERIES FOR FIRST 5 YEARS THEN MIDDLE SERIES FOR REMAINING YEARS
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- Research Review:  School Size, Prepared by Lora Nordquist, EdD, 
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Memo 

 

To:  Mike Tiller  
 
From:  Scott Steele 
 
Subject: Efficient Use of School Sites 
 
Date:  March 8, 2016 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
We have performed a site analysis of the newest examples of Elementary, Middle and High 
School development in the Bend La Pine School District in an effort to assist the District in 
determining the efficiency of uses on the subject sites, per Oregon Revised Statute ORS 
195.110(5).  No effort was made to analyze all District assets in these categories.  This analysis 
expands upon the previous elementary school example in the Site Development Analysis dated 
April 19, 2010, and provided to our office by the School District.  
 
From our analysis it is clear that a two story building design provides distinct benefits to the 
District in procuring smaller properties for future development. 
 

• The building site for a single-story 600 student elementary school can be reduced from 15 
Acres to 12.5 Acres by utilizing a two-story configuration. 

• Site Design at Silver Rail also provided for an undisturbed “natural area” that acts as a 
buffer between the school and the adjacent industrial development.  Additionally, it can 
be used as a teaching area. 

• While the single-story and two-story designs have similar parking areas, the design 
constraints imposed by a smaller site results in less paving for access drives and bus 
lanes. 

 
Site utilization is dependent on the type and configuration of land on which the facilities were 
built.  Based on review of the Summit High School, Pacific Crest Middle School and Silver Rail 
Elementary School sites it is clear that the shape of the site is a critical factor in determining the 
utilization of the site.   
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For example: 
 

Summit is a fairly compact, regular property that is fully utilized.   
 
The Pacific Crest Middle School site is a roughly triangular shape that is transected by 
two roads, which results in two irregular parcels and one nearly rectangular parcel.  This 
leaves about 9% of the site unused and separated from the main parcel by a road. This 
unused area was set aside for future development of athletic fields. 
 
Silver Rail Elementary is sited on a small, compact, regular shaped property.  The regular 
shape of the site is advantageous to the extent that, while it has a similar percentage of the 
site unused, the unused area is a regular shape and is almost entirely usable.  This 
provides value to the District in either utilizing the area for District functions or as an 
asset for future sale. 

 
To summarize, two-story schools with maximum student populations could be sited on slightly 
smaller parcels if the sites and structures are regular in shape. Our evaluation has determined that 
in order to allow for reasonable site variations (shape, topography, infrastructure, etc.) the 
minimum acreage for each school should be as follows: 
 
Elementary School: 12.5 Acres 
 
Middle School:    27.5 Acres 
 
High School:  50    Acres  
 
 
 
 
 
Attachments: (A) Site Development Example Elementary School, (B) Site Development 
Example Middle School and (C) Site Development Example High School, 
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Site Development Example 

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 
Based on Silver Rail Elementary School 

Site 
Component 

Percent 
of Total 

Approx. 
Area*           

(Square Feet) Notes 
Zoning 
Setbacks/ 
R.O.W. 3.94% 21,456 

As required by A.H.J. 
  

Building 
Footprint 8.03% 43,713 

As Required by Programs 
  

Access Drives / 
Fire Lanes / 
Bus 11.86% 64,571 

Separated Bus and Auto Access 
  

Parking Areas 9.83% 53,541 142 Auto parking spaces 
Landscape 
Areas 9.04% 49,238 

Around Building and Parking Areas 
  

Non-Landscape 
Areas 7.58% 41,291 

Natural Areas / Buffers 
  

Hardscape Play 
Areas 5.80% 31,582 Includes "soft-fall" zone play areas 
Sidewalk / 
Outdoor Areas 6.47% 35,216 Includes Outdoor Teaching Areas 
Drainage 
Swales 1.56% 8,477 Varies with Type of Soil 
Play Fields / 
Softball / 
Soccer 27.13% 147,692 

As Required by Programs 
  

Unused Area 8.76% 47,705 
  
  

Totals: 100.00% 544,482 12.50 Acres 

*  Based on take-offs from Record Set Sheet C2.0, dated September 29, 2015 
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Site Development Example 

MIDDLE SCHOOL 
Based on Pacific Crest Middle School 

Site 
Component 

Percent 
of Total 

Approx. Area* 
(Square Feet) Notes 

Zoning 
Setbacks/ 
R.O.W. 4.50% 53,925 

As required by A.H.J. 
  

Building 
Footprint 7.92% 94,885 As Required by Programs, includes storage building 
Access Drives 
/ Fire Lanes / 
Bus 5.49% 65,788 

Separated Bus and Auto Access 
  

Parking Areas 1.42% 16,993 120 Auto parking spaces 
Landscape 
Areas 13.14% 157,391 

Around Building and Parking Areas 
  

Non-
Landscape 
Areas 0.00% 0 

Natural Areas / Buffers 
  

Hardscape 
Play Areas 0.62% 7,418 Tennis Court 
Sidewalk / 
Outdoor 
Areas 4.29% 51,358 Includes Outdoor Teaching Areas 
Drainage 
Swales 5.96% 71,388 Varies with Type of Soil 
Play Fields / 
Softball / 
Soccer 47.70% 571,414 

As Required by Programs 
  

Unused Area 8.96% 107,340 
 
  

Totals: 100.00% 1,197,900 27.50 Acres 

* Based on take-offs from City Approved Set, Sheet C2.0, dated May 15, 2014 
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HIGH SCHOOL 
Based on Summit High School 

Site Component 
Percent 
of Total 

Approx. Area*   
       (Square 

Feet) Notes 
Zoning 
Setbacks/ 
R.O.W. 0.00% 0 As required by Development Code 
Building 
Footprint 8.15% 160,929 

As Required by Programs 
  

Access Drives / 
Fire Lanes / Bus 9.02% 178,095 

Separated Bus and Auto Access 
  

Parking Areas 5.33% 105,285 539 Auto parking spaces 

Landscape Areas 22.76% 449,454 
Around Building and Parking Areas 
  

Non-Landscape 
Areas 9.34% 184,398 

Natural Areas / Buffers 
  

Hardscape Play 
Areas 3.88% 76,699 Tennis Courts and Track 
Sidewalk / 
Outdoor Areas 6.92% 136,601 Includes Outdoor Teaching Areas 
Drainage Swales 0.00% 0 Drywells 
Play Fields / 
Softball / Soccer 34.60% 683,113 

As Required by Programs 
  

Unused Area 0.00% 0 
  
  

Totals: 100.00% 1,974,575 
45.33 Acres (50 Acres recommended to allow for 
less efficient shaped and sloped sites.) 

 
 
*  Based on take-offs from Record Set Sheet C2.1, dated May 1, 2002.  
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- Elementary School Zones 
- Elementary School – Short Term Needs 
- Elementary School – Long Term Needs 
- High School Needs 
- Suitable and Desirable Location Interactive Assessment - Summary Map 
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K-5 Student Yield Based On UGB 2.1E Envision 2028 Long Term Development Projection
Summarized By Elementary Boundary

(Available Capacity)
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Bend-La Pine Schools   Sites & Facilities 2015
Suitable Land

Proposed UGB 2.1E
Elementary Section
BLS Property
Other Public

5-10 Acres
<$10,1000
10,000-125,000
125,000-250,000
250,000-500,000
>500,000

> 10 Acres
<$10,000
10,000-125,000
125,000-250,000
250,000-500,000
>500,000

25-50 Acres
<$10,1000
10,000-125,000
125,000-250,000
250,000-500,000
>500,000

> 50 Acres
<$10,000
10,000-125,000
125,000-250,000
250,000-500,000
>500,000

Undeveloped/Redevelopable Land
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Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, i-cubed, USDA, USGS, AEX, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP,
swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

Amity Creek at Thompson
437 NW Wall Street, Bend

Built 1948
Capacity 150  Enrollment 176



Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, i-cubed, USDA, USGS, AEX, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP,
swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

Bear Creek / Maintenance
51 SE 13th Street, Bend

Built 1963  Remodeled 1967, 1973, 2009
Capacity 600  Enrollment 590



Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, i-cubed, USDA, USGS, AEX, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP,
swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

Buckingham Elementary
62560 Hamby Road, Bend

Built 1980  Remodeled 2015
Capacity 600  Enrollment 562



Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, i-cubed, USDA, USGS, AEX, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP,
swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

Bend Senior High
230 NE 6th Street, Bend

Built 1956  Remodeled 1967, 1972, 1982, 1994, 2004, 2010
Capacity 1750  Enrollment 1710



Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, i-cubed, USDA, USGS, AEX, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP,
swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

Cascade Middle
19619 Mountaineer Way, Bend

Built 1978
Capacity 800  Enrollment 570



Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, i-cubed, USDA, USGS, AEX, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP,
swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

Education Center and Troy Field
520 NW Wall Street, Bend



Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, i-cubed, USDA, USGS, AEX, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP,
swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

Ensworth Elementary
2150 NE Daggett Lane, Bend

Built 2004
Capacity 300  Enrollment 245



Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, i-cubed, USDA, USGS, AEX, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP,
swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

Elk Meadow Elementary
60880 Brookswood Blvd, Bend

Built 1993
Capacity 600  Enrollment 574



Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, i-cubed, USDA, USGS, AEX, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP,
swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

High Desert Middle
61000 Diamondback Lane, Bend

Built 1993
Capacity 800  Enrollment 720



Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, i-cubed, USDA, USGS, AEX, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP,
swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

Highland at Kenwood Elementary
701 NW Newport Avenue, Bend

Built 1918  Remodeled 1935, 1980
Capacity 375  Enrollment 386



Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, i-cubed, USDA, USGS, AEX, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP,
swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

High Lakes Elementary
2500 NW High Lakes Loop, Bend

Built 2000
Capacity 600  Enrollment 614



Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, i-cubed, USDA, USGS, AEX, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP,
swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

Juniper Elementary / Pilot Butte Middle
1300 NE Norton Street, 1501 NE Neff Street

Built 1965 / 1967  Remodeled 1968, 1980
Capacity 575 / 900  Enrollment 554 / 671



Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, i-cubed, USDA, USGS, AEX, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP,
swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

La Pine Elementary, Middle and High School
51615 Coach Road, La Pine

Built 1993 / 1978 / 1981  Remodeled Elementary 1995
Capacity 600 / 550 / 650  Enrollment 382 / 290 / 425



Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, i-cubed, USDA, USGS, AEX, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP,
swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

Lava Ridge Elementary / Sky View Middle
20805 Cooley Road, 63555 18th Street, Bend

Built 1994 / 2000
Capacity 600 / 800  Enrollment 566 / 712



Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, i-cubed, USDA, USGS, AEX, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP,
swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

Marshall High
1291 NE 5th Street, Bend

Built 1948  Remodeled 1972. 2004
Capacity 200  Enrollment 172



Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, i-cubed, USDA, USGS, AEX, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP,
swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

Mountain View High
2755 NE 27th Street, Bend

Built 1978  Remodeled 1980, 1993, 1994, 2005, 2009
Capacity 1550  Enrollment 1405



Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, i-cubed, USDA, USGS, AEX, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP,
swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

Northwest Vacant Lot
Shevlin Park Road



Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, i-cubed, USDA, USGS, AEX, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP,
swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

Ponderosa Elementary
63100 NE Purcell, Bend

Built 2007
Capacity 600  Enrollment 569



Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, i-cubed, USDA, USGS, AEX, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP,
swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

Pine Ridge Elementary
19840 Hollygrape Street, Bend

Built 2003
Capacity 600  Enrollment 530



Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, i-cubed, USDA, USGS, AEX, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP,
swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

RE Jewell Elementary
20550 Murphy Road, Bend

Built 1974  Remodeled 1980, 2010
Capacity 600  Enrollment 522



Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, i-cubed, USDA, USGS, AEX, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP,
swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

Rosland Elementary
52350 Rease Drive, La Pine

Built 2010
Capacity 300  Enrollment 175



Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, i-cubed, USDA, USGS, AEX, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP,
swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

REALMS (Leased)
63175 OB Riley Road, Bend

Enrollment 149



Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, i-cubed, USDA, USGS, AEX, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP,
swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

SE Vacant
Country Club Drive, Bend



Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, i-cubed, USDA, USGS, AEX, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP,
swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

Summit High
2855 NW Clearwater Drive, Bend

Built 2001
Capacity 1500  Enrollment 1490



Silver Rail Elementary 
61530 SE Stone Creek Lane, Bend 

Built 2015  
Capacity 600  Enrollment 390 

 



Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, i-cubed, USDA, USGS, AEX, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP,
swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

Tamarack / Transition Coop (Leased)
2480 / 2500 NE Twin Knolls Drive, Bend

Enrollment 



Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, i-cubed, USDA, USGS, AEX, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP,
swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

Transportation
501 SE 2nd Street, Bend



Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, i-cubed, USDA, USGS, AEX, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP,
swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

Three Rivers School
56900 Enterprise Drive, Sunriver

Built 1989  Remodeled 1993, 1995, 2004, 2011
Capacity 460  Enrollment 399



Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, i-cubed, USDA, USGS, AEX, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP,
swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

Miller Elementary and Pacific Crest Middle
300 NW Crosby Drive, 3030 NW Elwood Lane, Bend

Built 2009 / 2015
Capacity 600 / 800  Enrollment 586 / 642



Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, i-cubed, USDA, USGS, AEX, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP,
swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

Warehouse
151 SE 9th Street, Bend



Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, i-cubed, USDA, USGS, AEX, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP,
swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

Westside Village at Kingston
1101 NW 12th Street, Bend
Built 1949  Remodeled 2009
Capacity 190  Enrollment 279
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Report on the Sites and Facilities Committee Work 
By:  Mike Tiller 

February 22, 2022 
 
This document summarizes the Bend-La Pine Schools’ Sites and Facilities planning process and 
committee report. 
 
PROCESS 
 
Bend-La Pine Schools regularly engages in long-range planning efforts to ensure exceptional 
educational facilities are provided and maintained throughout the district.  
 
In September 2021, the district began a new school planning process, to update the 2017 Sites 
and Facilities Plan and plan for growth through 2042. 
 
The first phase of this process was to convene a committee of community members and staff to 
deliver the Board charge to: 
 
1. Assess existing facilities for needed capital improvements 
2. Identify future capacity needs due to changing enrollment 
3. Assess current usage and future needs of the Education Center 
4. Assess highest and best use of existing land holdings 
5. Seek and receive public input 
6. Form subcommittees as needed 
7. Report to the BLPS Board 
 
The second and final phase of the process will be for staff to take the priorities developed by the 
Sites and Facilities Committee and prioritize the top projects from each facility into a final list of 
projects needed within the next five years. In addition, staff will develop a cost estimate for this 
prioritized list of identified needs for the next five years.  This second phase will occur from 
February through June with the final Sites and Facilities report to the Board in June/July 2022 
 
PHASE ONE – COMMITTEE REPORT 
 
Over the course of five months, a committee of 18 individuals met regularly to create and agree 
upon the following recommendations: 
 
List of improvements and expansions to existing facilities prioritized by facility  
Development of a 20-year asset preservation plan 
Capacity and determination of when new schools will be needed 
Highest and best use of existing land holdings 
Current usage and future needs of the Education Center 
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Prioritizing a List of improvements and expansions needed within the next five years 
 
The Committee reviewed a list of 379 projects in the following categories: safety and security, 
instruction and operation, parity across schools, asset preservation, and sustainability and labor 
conservation. The list was developed by staff from each facility as well as from our various 
departments across the District. The Committee prioritized all projects by facility grouping them 
first by those needed in the next five years with the remaining projects placed in the 10-year 
priority category. The majority of the high-ranking projects fall into the asset preservation and 
safety and security categories.  Some of the common themes across facilities include projects 
such as updating fire alarm systems, roof maintenance and repair, and long-term master 
planning to allow us to continue using schools built decades ago for instructional models of 
today and tomorrow. 
 
Development of an asset preservation plan by facility  
 
The Sites and Facilities Committee recommended that we include in the Sites and Facilities Plan 
a roadmap and timeline for major renovations needed in our facilities over the next 50 years.  
This recommendation will be included in our final Plan. 
 
Capacity and determination of when new schools will be needed 
 
Future capacity needs are determined by enrollment forecast. Each time we refresh the Sites 
and Facilities Plan we contract with Portland State University Population Research Center (PSU) 
to project our enrollment over the next 20 years.  Relying on this (PSU) model, the Committee 
determined that the district does not have adequate capacity to accommodate the enrollment 
growth that is forecasted over the 20-year planning horizon. However, the district will have 
adequate capacity within the next 10 years.  Accordingly, there is no need to plan for new 
schools in the five-to-seven-year term.  If actual enrollment exceeds the forecast in the next 2-3 
years, a Sites and Facilities Committee should be re-convened to review and update the Report. 
 
Although it is estimated that the district, overall, will not be able to meet the forecasted 
enrollment over the 20-year planning horizon, schools in the southern area of the district were 
found to have adequate capacity, including La Pine Elementary, Rosland Elementary, Three 
Rivers Elementary, La Pine Middle School, and La Pine High School. 
 
Throughout the remainder of the district (primarily Bend), enrollment is forecast to exceed 
available capacity and additional schools will be needed. The district should anticipate opening 
the following schools over the 20-year planning horizon: 
 
Three 600-student elementary schools. Capacity is forecast to be exceeded in the following 
school years: 2031-32, 2035-36, 2039-40. 
 
One 800-student middle school. Capacity is forecast to be exceeded in school year 2036-37. 
 
One 1,500-student high school. Capacity is forecast to be exceeded in school year 2040-41.  
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Current usage and future needs of the Education Center / possible alternative sites 
 
The Education Center is used for Bend-La Pine Schools’ administration offices, programming for 
secondary students, IT department and it is partially leased by the High Desert Education Service 
District (ESD). The Committee reviewed a summary of the property from staff, an aerial 
photograph, and an assessment of the strengths and weaknesses and determined that the 
building is well sized, well located, and provides a great central location for district operations. 
Redevelopment potential and marketability are limited by its zoning, general plan designation 
and historic listing. Given the strengths and weaknesses, the Committee recommends that the 
building be maintained for its current use. As needed, the District could expand into space 
currently leased to the ESD, and potentially move the secondary student programming off-site. 
 
Highest and best use of existing land holdings 
 
The district owns a number of properties that are not currently being used to provide student 
instruction or assist in the facilitation of student instruction. They are considered “land held for 
future use”. These properties include a mix of large vacant parcels that could accommodate 
school sites, large lands immediately adjacent to developed District sites that could 
accommodate another school, and/or smaller remainder parcels immediately adjacent to school 
sites. The existing land holdings came into the district’s ownership a number of ways, some were 
acquired to accommodate planned enrollment, some were donated, some are extra areas 
abutting sites that were acquired and developed to district specifications. The Committee 
reviewed each of the “existing land holding” sites, including a summary of the property from 
staff and aerial photographs. 
 
The general consensus of the Committee is, because the district is expected to grow over the 
next 20 years and land is increasingly more challenging to obtain (particularly within central 
urban areas), the district should retain larger properties that could accommodate future schools. 
Existing large acreage areas should be held to provide school sites, or they could be held for a 
potential future sale or trade, to assist with future school siting needs. 
 
The Committee recommends the following exceptions: 
 
1)  The 1-acre parcel immediately adjacent to Silver Rail Elementary. Staff should evaluate 
three options: affordable/employee housing, collaboration with Bend Metro Park and Recreation 
District for field use, or the sale and return of the proceeds to the capital fund. Staff will present 
a recommendation to the Board for consideration at a future meeting. 
 
2) The 1.95-acre parcel between Summit High School and Pacific Crest Middle School. Staff 
should evaluate two options: affordable/employee housing or parking for Summit HS. Staff will 
present a recommendation to the Board for consideration at a future meeting. 
 
3) The 12-acre triangular area of land north of High Desert Middle School was re-designated 
for commercial use as part of the City’s Southeast Area Plan. Staff will evaluate best options for 
sale of this land and present a recommendation to the Board for consideration at a future 
meeting.  The remaining land around High Desert Middle School should be held for future 
development. 
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As mentioned earlier, this report wraps up phase 1 of the Sites and Facilities planning process.  
The final phase in the process includes further prioritization of projects within the five-year 
needs category as well as costing these projects.  Once complete, staff will finalize the Sites and 
Facilities Report and provide the report to the Board at a future meeting.  This final report will 
also be included on our website for review. 
 
We would like to thank the Sites and Facilities Committee for sharing their vast knowledge and 
many hours of work in this process.  They reviewed 379 projects, discussed many different types 
of data and are providing very thoughtful recommendations that, when implemented, will allow 
Bend-La Pine Schools to continue to provide a high level of service to our communities for many 
years to come. 
 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 
  
REPORT: 2021 Compliance Report for EL 10: Financial Planning and Administration 
 
PRESENTED BY: Brad Henry, Chief Operations and Financial Officer 
 Leah Bibeau, Finance Director 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 
 
Major Accomplishments from 2020-21 

• The District issued the FY2020-21 annual ACFR (Annual Consolidated Financial Report) 
with a clean opinion and no findings from the independent auditors.   

• Managed funding impact from decline in ADM as well as grant funding related to the 
Federal Cares Act and other stimulus acts. 

• The district’s FY2019-20 Comprehensive Annual Financial Report was awarded the 
Association of School Business Officials’ (ASBO) Certificate of Excellence in Financial 
Reporting and the Government Finance Officers Association’s (GFOA) Certificate of 
Achievement for Excellence in Financial Reporting. 

• The District completed the annual upgrade of our ERP system, Business Plus, July 2021.  
This brought our ERP system up to the 2020 released version of the application.  

 
Priorities for 2021-22 

• Managing funding impact from decline in ADM as well as grant funding related to the 
Federal Cares Act and other stimulus acts. 

• A major priority for the upcoming year is to develop the 2022-23 budget with different 
scenarios based on enrollment projections and staffing assumptions.  

• The District will issue and evaluate an RFP as needed for our Purchasing Card Banking 
agreements, and insurance providers. The District will also be outlining plans for General 
Banking & Audit Firm RFP’s for FY2022-23. 

• The District will again be upgrading our ERP system, Business Plus, to the latest version. 
This annual upgrade keeps our systems at the most current, supported level including the 
latest security updates, ongoing feature support and updates for year end tax reporting 
requirements.  

• District Acounting Handbook, which provides standard process and procedure guidance 
to staff, to be revised reflecting updates to policies and internal controls.  Simplifying and 
streamlining document for easier understanding and adoption. 

• Initiate project to asses software solutions to digitize District time tracking as well as 
leave request and approval processing.   Project goal would be to digitize an excessively 
manual and paper based process, thereby increasing efficiencies and decreasing risk of 
error in employee pay and leave.  



Bend-La Pine Schools 
Superintendent Monitoring Report to Board of Directors 

February 22, 2022 
 

Executive Limitation 10 - Financial Planning and Administration 

 

Background/Discussion 
The School Board has created a set of policies that are used to help govern Bend-La Pine Schools. Each 
year, District staff will report to the Board regarding one group of these policies, the Executive 
Limitations.  These reports are designed to provide the School Board with information regarding how 
the Superintendent is meeting the criteria established within the adopted Executive Limitations. 
 
Monitoring Report 
 
Financial Planning  
Financial planning shall not deviate materially from the Board Ends Policies, risk fiscal jeopardy, or fail 
to be derived from long range planning that adequately considers compensation, programs and 
operational costs. Accordingly, the Superintendent shall present the Board a recommended budget 
which: 
 

1. Is consistent with the Board’s priorities as established in the Ends policies. 
Evidence of compliance:  
Annual budgets are developed consistent with the Board’s policy and priorities in place at that 
time and the budget document offers positive confirmation of compliance. Annual budgets are   
developed in collaboration with administrative and school staff in alignment with the goals and 
direction of the School Board. Major assumptions used to build the budget are disclosed in the 
budget document.   

 
2. Is completed with input from the budget committee. 

Evidence of compliance:  
Annual budgets are developed as prescribed by Oregon Local Budget Law which requires the 
appointed budget committee to review, revise, complete and approve the budget.   
 

3. Is in a summary format that is understandable to the Board and the community. 
Evidence of compliance:  
Budget documents are designed to meet the required format as prescribed in Oregon Local 
Budget Law.  The document includes additional information to enhance its readability and 
transparency. The Finance Office makes sustained efforts to identify best practices for 
communicating complex financial information so that it can be more easily understood.  
 
Information on the District’s budget may be found at 
https://www.bend.k12.or.us/district/organization/budget  
 

4. Contain the best available information to enable credible projection of resources and 
expenditures, separation of capital and operational items, reserves, and disclosure of planning 
assumptions. 
Evidence of compliance: 
Annual budgets are developed in compliance with Board policies, Local Budget Law, and Oregon 
Department of Education guidelines. A budget calendar is developed for each cycle with critical 

https://www.bend.k12.or.us/district/organization/budget


inputs identified. Budgets are prepared for the general revenue, special revenue, debt service, 
and capital project funds. When possible, projected personnel costs are based on contractual 
agreement with employee associations.   
 
A narrative of the major assumptions management used to build the budget is provided in the 
budget document. This narrative contains information for the board to assess compliance with 
School Board policies and directions. We actively monitor legislative sessions and collaborate 
with other school districts and organizations to better understand financial issues and 
conditions that may impact the District. 
 
Specific compliance elements for building the budget include the following: 

• Factors used to estimate the average daily membership (ADM) are accurate and 
supported by the underlying accounting records. 

• Reimbursable transportation costs are properly estimated. 

• Estimates of beginning cash balances for the ensuing year are reasonable. 

• Estimate of delinquent tax collection is reasonable. 

• Operating contingencies are only budgeted in a fund with expenditures for personnel, 
material and services, and/or capital outlay. 

• Unappropriated ending fund balance is estimated for each fund.   

• Each fund or program contains appropriation by organizational unit or program for each 
fund (that is the total of all amounts for personnel services, materials and services, and 
capital outlay). 

• Debt service estimates include separate amounts for principal and interest for each 
bond issue. 

 
5. Shall not Plan for the expenditure in any fiscal year of more funds than are conservatively 

projected to be available during the year unless otherwise approved by the Board. 
Evidence of compliance:  
Annual budgets are developed based on projected enrollment and the needs of our students. 
Enrollment is one of the primary drivers in the State School Fund Formula and estimated 
resources. Enrollment is also the primary driver for determining staffing needs. Budget 
requirements or appropriations are projected based on modeling results, historic trends, 
growth, new legal requirements, and a reasonable buffer to absorb unplanned reductions in 
resources and increases in requirements. Actual revenues and expenditures are tracked against 
adopted budget and reported to the Board on a quarterly basis.  

 
6. Fails to propose a budget in accordance with State Budget Law. 

Evidence of compliance:  
The District is in compliance with legal requirements relating to the preparation, adoption, and 
execution of the annual budget. The minimum levels of legal appropriation are established in 
ORS 294. Local budget law is designed to establish standard procedures for preparing, 
presenting, and administering the budgets of Oregon's local governments. Steps in the 
development and final adoption of the annual budget included 1) preparing a proposed budget, 
2) publishing a notice of budget committee meetings, 3) providing public meetings for questions 
or comments, 4) gaining the budget committee’s approval of the proposed budget, 5) publishing 
a notice of the public hearing and summary of the approved budget, 6) facilitating the board’s 
public hearing on the approved budget, 7) finalizing the adoption of the budget and enactment 
of resolutions, and 8) certifying the district’s property taxes to the Deschutes County Assessor’s 
Office. 

 



7. Fails to disclose a variance from the targeted 5% ending fund balance. 
Evidence of compliance:  
The narrative about major assumptions used to develop and build the annual budget will 
disclose the proposed ending fund balance as percentage of total revenues. Any variance from 
the targeted 5% will be disclosed.  

Financial Administration 
With respect to the actual, ongoing condition of the District’s financial health, the Superintendent 
shall not cause or allow: 

• A material deviation from the annual budget or budget policy adopted by the Board; 

• Any fiscal condition that is inconsistent with achieving the Board’s Results, or 

• Any fiscal condition that places the long term fiscal stability of the District at risk.  
Accordingly, the Superintendent shall not: 
 

1. Expend more funds than have been budgeted in the fiscal year unless authorized by the 
Board. 
Evidence of compliance: 
Once the board adopts the budget, it establishes spending limits that the District normally 
cannot exceed unless the board legally changes (i.e., amends) the budget. These limits create 
spending constraints for District administrators. 
 
Financial estimates are prepared quarterly and compared to legally adopted budgets. The 
Business Office continuously monitors actual revenues and expenditures against adopted 
budget. Any expenditures projected to exceed legal appropriations are reported to the board.   

 
2. Expend funds in a manner that materially changes the intent of the adopted budget unless the 

change is authorized by the Board. 
Evidence of compliance: 
Financial reports provide information that allows readers to determine whether funds are 
expended within the intent of the adopted budget. Financial reports will demonstrate 
compliance with legal or contractual requirements. Schools and departments are responsible for 
monitoring and evaluating expenditures on a regular basis.  

 
3. Materially indebt the organization unless authorized by the Board. 

Evidence of compliance:  
District management will make sensible and strategic use of debt financing. The District 
maintains a sound debt position, protects the credit quality of its obligations, and preserves 
financial stability. 
  
Debt is a mechanism to equalize the costs of capital improvements for the benefit of both 
present and future citizens. The District will not use long-term debt to support current 
operations. Any debt issuance will be financed over a period that matches a conservative 
estimate of the asset’s useful life, and the average life of bonds will match the average useful 
life of the assets acquired with debt. 
 
Debt issues are carefully planned and are a predictable and manageable part of the operating 
budget. An analytical review shall be conducted prior to the issuance of debt including, but not 
limited to, monitoring of market opportunities and structuring and pricing of the debt. Bond 
amortization schedules will be structured to minimize interest expense with the constraints of 
revenues available for debt service.  The bonds should include call features to maximize the 
District’s ability to advance refund or retire the debt early.  However, call features should be 



balanced with market conditions to ensure that the total cost of the financing is not adversely 
affected. The District will use refunding bonds, where appropriate, when restructuring its 
current outstanding debt.  A debt refunding is a refinance of debt typically done to take 
advantage of lower interest rates.   
 
The District will continually strive to maintain its bond rating by improving financial policies, 
budget, forecasts, and the financial health of the District so its borrowing costs are minimized 
and its access to credit is preserved.  The District will maintain good communication with bond 
rating agencies about its financial condition, coordinating meetings and presentations in 
conjunction with a new issuance as necessary. 
 
The District will provide annual disclosure information to established national information 
repositories and maintain compliance with disclosure statements as required by state and 
national regulatory bodies.   
 
The District will, unless otherwise justified, use bond proceeds within the established time frame 
pursuant to the bond ordinance, contract, or other documents to avoid arbitrage.  Arbitrage is 
the interest earned on the investment of the bond proceeds above the interest paid on the 
debt.  If arbitrage occurs, the District will follow a policy of full compliance with all arbitrage 
rebate requirements of the federal tax code and Internal Revenue Service regulations, as well as 
bond contracts. The District will perform (internally or by contract consultants) arbitrage rebate 
calculations for each issue subject to rebate. All necessary rebates will be filed and paid when 
due in order to preserve the tax-exempt status of the outstanding debt. 
 

4. Fail to provide financial reports at least quarterly or any time there are significant changes in 
revenue or expenditures affecting the performance of the current budget and projected 
ending fund balance. Reports shall not fail to include a recap of changes between the current 
and previous report.  
Evidence of compliance: 
Interim financial reports are prepared quarterly by management and intended for internal use, 
including that of the board. The quarterly financial statements are designed to assist the board 
in their determination of management’s execution of financial policies and allows the board to 
monitor spending and to determine if revenues are being received as projected. All aspects of 
the organization’s financial performance, whether positive or negative, are fully disclosed.  The 
quarterly financial reports include a narrative recapping changes between the current and 
previous report and projected ending fund balance for the general fund operations sub fund.  

 
 
5. Fail to keep complete and accurate financial records by funds and accounts that conform to 

Generally Accepted Accounting Principles (GAAP) adopted by the Government Accounting and 
Standards Board (GASB), Oregon Department of Education’s Program Budgeting and 
Accounting Manual and Oregon budget law. 
Evidence of compliance: 
Management is responsible for adopting sound accounting policies, for maintaining an adequate 
and effective system of accounts, for the safeguarding of assets, and for devising a system of 
internal control that will, among other things, help assure the production of proper financial 
statements.  
 



Financial reports provide information about sources and uses of financial resources. The 
financial reports account for outflows by function and purpose, inflows by source and type, and 
the extent to which inflows meet outflows.  
 
The financial statements fairly present the financial position and results of operations of the 
District in accordance with legal provisions and in accordance with generally accepted 
accounting principles. Furthermore, the financial operations are carried out in accordance with 
appropriate legal provisions including federal and state laws, court orders, ordinances, 
resolutions, and rules and regulations issued by other governmental agencies. 
 
The District complies with Oregon budget law and Oregon Revised Statutes as specified in 
Oregon Administrative Rules 162-10-000 through 162-10-320.  

 
6. Fail to arrange for the annual independent audit in accordance with Oregon statute and in 

compliance with requirements related to the expenditure of federal funds. 
Evidence of compliance: 
 
The annual financial statements are accompanied by the report of an independent auditor, in 
order to provide users of the financial statements the assurance that the statements are 
prepared in conformity with accounting and financial reporting standards. SGA examines the 
District financial statements and internal control systems in order to issue its opinion on the 
financial statements, including comments and disclosures required by the Minimum Standards 
for Audits of Oregon Municipal Corporations. The auditors also test the District’s compliance 
with requirements described in the U.S. Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Compliance 
Supplement for the expenditure of federal funds.   
 
The District’s Annual Comprehensive Financial Reports (ACFR) are published within the 
timeframes by Oregon Revised Statutes. The CAFR is distributed to the School Board and posted 
to the District’s website. The CAFR is submitted to the Oregon Secretary of State’s office, ODE, 
Federal Audit Clearinghouse and disclosed on the Electronic Municipal Market Access (EMMA) 
website.  
 
The ACFR document is also submitted to the Government Finance Officers Association of United 
States and Canada (GFOA) “Certificate of Achievement of Excellence in Financial Reporting” 
program and the Association of School Business Officials International (ASBO) “Certificate of 
Excellence in Financial Reporting” program.  

 
 
 
 

Addendum: 
See linked documents above.  
 

https://www.bend.k12.or.us/district/organization/budget


 

 

 
 
 
 
  
REPORT: 2021 Compliance Report for Executive Limitation 11: Asset Protection 
 
PRESENTED BY:  Brad Henry, Chief Operations and Financial Officer 
 Leah Bibeau, Finance Director 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 
 
Major Accomplishments from 2020-21 

• Replaced the cast iron boilers at Buckingham with high efficiency Aerco boilers. The District 
should see some significant cost savings with the new boilers. 

• At La Pine High School we replaced outdated and aged lockers with refurbished lockers which 
was minimal cost to the District. 

• At Kenwood our Outside Services crew rebuilt the front ADA ramp on the north entrance to the 
building. 

• From January 2020 through December 2021, the District received Energy Trust of Oregon and 
SB1149 incentives in the amount of $1,284,455 with an additional $132,037 committed and to 
be paid in 2022. 

• District-wide, filters were upgraded to Merv-13. 

• All Fire-Smoke Dampers have been repaired and upgraded to meet current fire-code. They will 
be tested a minimum of every five years.  

• Outside Services crew completed 90% of the renovations to the outdoor courtyard area at 
Summit High School: Replacing the volleyball sand pit with two hard surface half basketball 
courts and a volleyball court as well as buddy benches. 

• According to SGA, our independent auditors, the FY2020-21 audited financial statements were 
free of significant deficiencies or material weaknesses.  

• The district’s FY2019-20 Comprehensive Annual Financial Report was awarded the Association of 
School Business Officials’ (ASBO) Certificate of Excellence in Financial Reporting and the 
Government Finance Officers Association’s (GFOA) Certificate of Achievement for Excellence in 
Financial Reporting 

 
Priorities for 2021-22 

• Outside Services crew to complete the renovating the outdoor courtyard area at Summit High 
School: Replacing the volleyball sand pit with two hard surface half basketball courts and a 
volleyball court as well as buddy benches. 

• The sites and facilities team met and reviewed District maintenance needs as part of the Sites 
and Facilities planning process that takes place every five years. The Phase 1 report will be 
submitted to the board by February 22nd. The final report will be completed and submitted to 
the Board in June or July. 

• The DDC retrofits are continuing District -wide with current upgrades being planned for 
Kenwood, Juniper, Rosland, Maintenance, High Desert MS, Three Rivers and La Pine MS. All other 
sites are currently in progress or have been completed. 

• The Outside Services crew continues to clean the catch basins and dry wells annually.  

• FY2020-21 CAFR has been submitted to ASBO and GFOA for financial reporting award programs 



Bend-La Pine Schools 
Superintendent Monitoring Report to Board of Directors 

February 22, 2022 
 

Executive Limitation 11 – Asset Protection  

 
Background/Discussion 
The School Board has created a set of policies that are used to help govern Bend-La Pine Schools. Each 
year, District staff will report to the Board regarding one group of these policies, the Executive 
Limitations. These reports are designed to provide the School Board with information regarding how 
the Superintendent is meeting the criteria established within the adopted Executive Limitations. 

Monitoring Report 

Asset Protection 

The Superintendent shall not allow assets to be unprotected, inadequately maintained, 
inappropriately used, or placed unnecessarily at risk. Accordingly, the Superintendent shall not: 

 
1. Fail to establish and maintain policies and procedures to ensure reasonable protection of the 

District's assets. 
Evidence of compliance: 
The District has established Administrative Policies and Regulations to ensure the reasonable 
protection of District’s assets. These include DFA-AP regarding our investments, DJD-AR for 
fixed assets, EC-AR regarding buildings and grounds, EDB-AR regarding maintenance and control 
of materials and equipment, EEACB-AR regarding school bus maintenance, and EHA-AP 
regarding appropriate use of tech equipment, infrastructure and services, to name a few. The 
District’s internal control document also documents controls over various asset types. With the 
change in governance structure to the use of executive limitations, the District has been 
reviewing all policies and regulations and making updates. 

 
 

2. Fail to reasonably and adequately insure against property and casualty losses, and against 
liability losses to Board members, staff and the organization. 
Evidence of compliance: 
The District is exposed to various risks of loss related to torts, theft of, damage to, and 
destruction of assets; errors and omissions; injuries to employees, and natural disasters. The 
District maintains insurance policies against liability for the organization, Board and staff, 
property, casualty losses and worker’s compensation. The coverage is based on size and 
contents - coverage for property losses is capped at exposure and based on a schedule that is 
agreed upon each year at renewal. District liability insurance covers staff and Board for actions 
taken in the normal course of their duties as a public official. Annual premiums for all renewals 
are subject to market terms and previous rate experience. The District coverage is $150,000,000 
per occurrence for property losses (excluding earthquake) with a $550,000,000 annual 
aggregate loss limit. For flood and earthquake combined we have $450,000,000 aggregate loss 
limit. Liability insurance is set at $20,000,000 per occurrence and for annual aggregate. Workers 
compensation is statutory. 

https://www.bend.k12.or.us/district/organization/policies-search/2008/08/dfa-ap-investments-portfolio-guidelines
https://www.bend.k12.or.us/district/organization/policies-search/2008/09/djd-ar-criteria-fixed-assets
https://www.bend.k12.or.us/district/organization/policies-search/2012/08/ec-ar-buildings-grounds-management-security
https://www.bend.k12.or.us/district/organization/policies-search/2007/01/edb-ar-maintenance-control-materials
https://www.bend.k12.or.us/district/organization/policies-search/2008/11/eeacb-ar-school-bus-maintenance
https://www.bend.k12.or.us/district/organization/policies-search/2016/06/eha-ap-appropriate-uses-technology-equipment-infrastructure-services


3. Allow unbonded personnel access to material amounts of funds. 
Evidence of compliance: 
The district maintains a blanket fidelity bond for all employees of the district in an amount not 
less than $100,000. In addition, the district maintains fidelity bonds in the amount of $100,000 
for those officials (Superintendent, Deputy Superintendent, Assistant Superintendent, Chief 
Operations and Financial Officer and Business Manager) designated with treasurer 
responsibilities. The District maintains written rules and procedures in the Accounting 
Handbook regarding managing and handling cash receipts. The accounting staff provide 
training to school personnel each year on these and other rules and procedures. In addition, 
our accounting staff audits these school transactions each year for compliance with the rules 
and procedures. 

 
4. Fail to maintain a maintenance plan for equipment and facilities. 

Evidence of compliance: 
Maintenance plans for equipment and facilities are integral to information technology, facilities 
and student transportation departments. 

 

Information technology staff inventories and actively monitors technology equipment. This 
includes enterprise systems and infrastructure, and client devices (computers, iPads, etc.). 
Enterprise level system purchases always include support, most often with negotiated 5-year 
support plans. Critical gear has specialty support options, with short lead-time service level 
agreements. Additionally, IT looks to leverage hardware that includes lifetime warranties and 
zero or low-cost replacement plans. Hardware and software life cycles are considered prior to 
purchase, and replacement timing/budgeting is addressed proactively. 

 

The facilities department established and updates every five years a twenty-year long range 
plan, as required by ORS 195.110. An important component of this plan is assessing equipment 
and facility needs at schools, including deferred maintenance. Input from school staff, 
consultants and maintenance personnel is an essential part of the process. The assessments 
provide a basis for creating projects that are evaluated and prioritized by the sites and facilities 
teams. All of the projects are included in the Sites and Facilities Report after phase one. For 
those projects classified as needs for the next five- to seven-year period, staff prepares cost 
estimates. The most current update of the long range plan resulted in our voters’ approval of a 
$268.3 million construction bond to provide funding for new schools, maintenance of existing 
buildings, additional classrooms, and safety and technology upgrades. Projects funded by this 
bond are underway. 

 

The maintenance department maintains a list of district maintenance vehicles and equipment. 
We have a mechanic on staff who is responsible for maintenance and repairs on the unlicensed 
equipment. He keeps detailed records of this work. Licensed vehicles are serviced by the 
transportation department. We are working toward and average 10-15 year rotation for all 
maintenance vehicles and equipment. In addition, our staff have been using dedicated 
sustainability funding to replace boilers with more efficient units and exterior lighting with 
more efficient LED lighting. 

https://www.bend.k12.or.us/district/organization/policies-search/2014/07/igdga-ar-student-body-fund-accounting-handbook
https://www.bend.k12.or.us/district/organization/policies-search/2014/07/igdga-ar-student-body-fund-accounting-handbook
https://www.bend.k12.or.us/application/files/9014/8167/3488/Sites_and_Facilities_2016_Final_report.pdf


In our transportation department, we have mechanics on staff to maintain all licensed vehicles 
in the District, including our bus fleet. Since 2009, we have replaced almost half of our bus fleet 
with propane-powered buses. This was accomplished mostly through bank loans repaid through 
the reimbursement of cost available through the State School Fund. Ideally, our buses would be 
on a 12-15 year replacement cycle. We have been working towards this replacement cycle by 
replacing on average 10 buses each year.  

 

5. Knowingly or recklessly expose the District, its Board or staff to legal liability. 
Evidence of compliance: 
The District utilizes various services available from PACE, our insurance pool, to mitigate risk. 
The risk management specialist coordinates districtwide efforts to educate staff and reduce 
risks. For Example, in 2016-17, our Risk Management Specialist collaborated with PACE to 
provide training regarding monitoring and maintaining our playground equipment. More 
recently, we have implemented a system to track chemicals used in our facilities, properly 
disposed of chemicals that were no longer needed, and are working with our science classroom 
staff regarding proper storage and clean-up of chemicals. Our HR staff have attended trainings 
related to new laws/regulations that could have an impact on personnel practices and our risk 
specialist continues to attend trainings regarding identifying and mitigating risk across the 
District. When issues arise, staff works closely with the District’s legal counsel to evaluate and 
address active and threatened litigation. 

 

6. Receive, process, or disburse funds under controls which are insufficient. 
Evidence of compliance: 
The District maintains a system of checks and balances to ensure the complete and accurate 
recording of transactions. This is more commonly referred to as internal controls. These internal 
controls provide assurance that assets are safeguarded, financial transactions are recorded 
correctly, and fraudulent activity is prevented and detected more effectively. Examples of these 
controls include reconciling bank accounts monthly, restricting use of District credit cards, 
verifying charges made to credit cards were for District business, using the bank’s positive pay 
process, maintaining written procedures for cash handling, and separating authorization, 
custody, and record keeping roles. Written rules and procedures are maintained in the 
Accounting Handbook  for managing cash receipts. 

 

Other internal controls focus on access to systems and modules, proper authorization, and 
validation. Internal controls are tested as part of the District’s annual financial audit. The 
auditors’ reports regarding internal controls may be found on pages 144-147 of the 2020-21 
Annual Comprehensive Financial Report. The Auditors did not identify any deficiencies in 
internal controls that would be considered a material weakness. 

 

7. Fail to provide the Board with any reports or audits related to financial conditions or risks and 
recommendations to address deficiencies. 
Evidence of compliance: 
The District’s Annual Comprehensive Financial Report includes the independent auditors’ report, 
independent auditors’ report required by Oregon state regulations, independent auditors’ 
report on internal control over financial reporting and compliance and other matters based on 
an audit of financial statements performed in accordance with Government Auditing Standards 
and the independent auditor’s report on compliance for each major program and on internal 
control over compliance required by the uniform guidance. 

https://www.bend.k12.or.us/district/organization/policies-search/2014/07/igdga-ar-student-body-fund-accounting-handbook
https://www.bend.k12.or.us/application/files/7516/4125/3997/2021_ACFR_Final-Web1.pdf
https://www.bend.k12.or.us/application/files/7516/4125/3997/2021_ACFR_Final-Web1.pdf
https://www.bend.k12.or.us/district/organization/budget


8. Fail to preserve and/or dispose of all records related to affairs or business of the District in 
accordance with state and federal law. 
Evidence of compliance: 
The District maintains a record retention schedule that complies with state and federal 
requirements. These schedules vary from three years for certain financial information to 
permanent retention on other items. Records past the retention requirement are purged and 
disposed of where appropriate and feasible, on an annual basis and in accordance with statute. 
For example, our annual accounting information, such as vendor invoices, are scanned each 
month. These images are maintained on our servers, and the paper version is destroyed 
through shredding. 

 
9. Fail to maintain a list of all District-owned real property. 

Evidence of compliance: 
The District maintains a list of real properties, including properties on which our schools are 
located. This list is available for review. 



 

 

 
 
 
 
  
REPORT: 2021 Compliance Report for EL 12: Legally Required Policies 
 
PRESENTED BY: Steve Cook, Superintendent 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 
 
Major Accomplishments from 2021-22 

• Executive Limitation 12 was revised in December 2021 to include the revised naming scheme and also 
explain the process in which policies and regulations are reviewed and adopted. 

• Board and District Leadership established a new naming scheme for policies and regulations to align 
with the parties who approve and adopt. The new scheme includes the following categories: 

o BP: Board Policy – policies that are required by law and must be adopted by formal action of 
the Board of Directors  

o AP: Administrative Policy – policies that are required by law, but do not require Board action 
o AR: Administrative Regulation – regulations reflect the district’s practices and compliance in 

accordance with local, state and federal law 

• An increased effort in transparency has been a major focus of the 2021-22 policy and regulation 
work. A process for public feedback and comment has been established which includes regular 
reporting at board meetings, detailed information on the district website on the Policies & 
Regulations in Review webpage, use of a Google form to allow for feedback and comment submission 
and review, and an adoption or action item at a board meeting to finalize the updated policy or 
regulation. So far, this effort is working well and the district has received helpful input about the 
process as well as feedback on policy and regulations being received through the form from staff and 
community members.  

• The district continues to translate policies and regulations. Spanish translation is the most common 
translation being done at this time; however, the district continues to translate frequently referenced 
documents into Simplified Chinese, Traditional Chinese and Vietnamese.  

 
Priorities for 2022-23 

• The district will continue to evaluate and update polices, regulations and corresponding forms to 
ensure they are consistent with practice and procedure as well as update the naming scheme as 
necessary.  

• As policies and regulations are updated a lens of equity will be applied.  

• The district will continue to translate policies, regulations and corresponding forms in an effort to 
ultimately have all policies and regulations translated. 

 
 
 



 

 

Bend-La Pine Schools 

Superintendent Monitoring Report to Board of Directors 

February 22, 2022 

 

Executive Limitation 12 - Legally Required Policies 
 

Background/Discussion 
The School Board has created a set of policies that are used to help govern Bend-La Pine Schools. Each 
year, District staff will report to the Board regarding one group of these policies, the Executive 
Limitations. These reports are designed to provide the School Board with information regarding how the 
Superintendent is meeting the criteria established within the adopted Executive Limitations. 

Executive Summary 
This monitoring report provides the Board with information to evaluate the Superintendent’s 
compliance with the directives of Executive Limitation 12 – Legally Required Policies. 

The work of updating the district’s policies and regulations has been, and will continue to be, an ongoing 
effort as new legislation and administrative rules are adopted, new policy guidance is issued by the 
Oregon School Board Association (OSBA), district practices change, and situations arise which prompt 
review and potential revisions. Staff will continue to rely on OSBA updates and support from legal 
counsel in this ongoing effort. With the transition to a policy governance model, the Superintendent and 
staff have established policy review and reporting systems to ensure compliance with Executive 
Limitation 12.  
 
Monitoring Report  

The superintendent shall not fail to take all necessary steps to assure that all previously approved 
Board policies, which are legally required, and are addressed by Board Policies, Administrative Policies 
and Administrative Regulations. Accordingly, the Superintendent shall not fail to:  

1. Amend Board Policies and Administrative Policies to comply with local, state and federal law.  
a) Proposed changes to Board Policies (BP) and Administrative Policies (AP) shall be 

presented to the board for review at a regularly scheduled board meeting.  
b) Following the meeting, the district shall provide time for public feedback on the proposed 

changes. 
c) After the period for public feedback has closed, the district shall provide the board with a 

summary of feedback received and new proposed changes, if any. 
d) Board Policies will be voted on and adopted by the school board.  
e) Administrative Policies will be presented to the school board and adopted by the district.  
 
Evidence of Compliance: 
The district has established a new workflow process for policy and regulation in an effort to 
increase transparency and board and community engagement. Policies in review are presented 
to the board through regular reports at school board meetings. After the board report, policies 
in review are posted to the district’s Policies & Regulations in Review website allowing for public 
comment and feedback on the proposed language. Once the feedback period closes, the policy 
is reviewed again and if necessary, additional amendments are made. Board Policies are 

https://www.bend.k12.or.us/district/home/school-board/policies-review


 

 

presented to the Board for action and adoption. While Administrative Policy updates do not 
require board action, the final adopted versions are presented through regular reports at school 
board meetings.   

 
2. Amend Administrative Regulations (AR) to reflect district practice in accordance with local, 

state and federal law.  
a) Proposed changes to Administrative Regulations (AR) shall be presented to the board for 

review at a regularly scheduled board meeting.  
b) Following the meeting, the district shall provide time for public feedback on the proposed 

changes.  
c) After the period for public feedback has closed, the district shall provide the board with a 

summary of feedback received and new proposed changes, if any. 
d) Administrative Regulations (AR) will be presented to the school board and adopted by the 

district.  
 
Evidence of Compliance: 
The district has established a new workflow process for policy and regulation in an effort to 
increase transparency and board and community engagement. Regulations in review are 
presented to the board through regular reports at school board meetings. After the board 
report, regulations in review are posted to the district’s Policies & Regulations in Review website 
allowing for public comment and feedback on the proposed language. Once the feedback period 
closes, the regulation is reviewed again and if necessary, additional amendments are made. 
Administrative Regulation updates do not require board action; however, the final adopted 
versions are presented through regular reports at school board meetings.   
 

3. Provide the School Board with information regarding any substantive changes made to Board 
Policies, Administrative Policies and Administrative Regulations consistent with new laws.  
Evidence of Compliance:  
District staff responsible for monitoring policy and regulation consistent with new legislation 
depend on several sources to keep informed and up to date. The Oregon Department of 
Education publishes a Summary of Enacted Legislation after each legislative session. The Oregon 
School Boards Association (OSBA) Policy Services Department provides quarterly policy updates, 
as well. Regulations are continually monitored to ensure the processes and practices of the 
district are accurately reflected. 

 
To ensure a methodical and efficient approach to review, revise and monitor board policies, 
administrative policies and administrative regulations, staff continues to maintain a master 
spreadsheet of all policies and regulations. The spreadsheet consolidates information about 
each board policy, administrative policy and administrative regulation including: 

• Summary of content to enable quick review of policies and regulations that may be 
impacted by legislative changes in district practices; 

• District review and approval dates to quickly identify policies and regulations that 
require review and revision; 

• OSBA policy update recommendations to ensure policies or regulations that are 
impacted by new legislation and ODE regulations are promptly identified and 
reviewed; 

• Date tracking to monitor updates and approval of information shared with the 
Board along with the status of translation. 

 

https://www.bend.k12.or.us/district/home/school-board/policies-review


 

 

All board policies, administrative policies and administrative regulations are organized in a 
scheme that groups similar categories of policies and regulations together. Review ensures each 
policy and regulation are in compliance with existing laws, reflect current district practices, and 
are consistent and compatible with the policy governance model.   

• A/B: Board – Cabinet  

• C: Administration – Cabinet  

• D: Fiscal – Fiscal Services Department  

• E: Support – Safety, Transportation and Nutrition Services Department  

• F: Facilities – Maintenance and Facilities Department  

• I: Instruction – Teaching and Learning and Special Programs Department  

• J: Students – Teaching and Learning and Special Programs Department  

• G: Personnel – Human Resources Department 

• K/L: Community – Communications and Teaching and Learning. 
 
As policies and regulations are updated, the district is now maintaining a list of approved and 
adopted policies and regulation on the Policies & Regulations in Review webpage. This summary 
page provides a link to the most recent version as well as a summary of the adopted changes. 
Tracking also continues on the master spreadsheet, along with annotation on the bottom of 
each policy and regulation that shows dates of review and approval. The Superintendent’s office 
keeps a paper record of all policies and regulations and tracks changes made. Records and 
tracking history are available to board members at any time.  
 

4. Create Board Policies, Administrative Policies and/or Administrative Regulations consistent 
with new laws.  
Evidence of Compliance: 
District staff responsible for creating policy and regulation consistent with new legislation 
depend on several sources to keep informed and up to date. The Oregon Department of 
Education publishes a Summary of Enacted Legislation after each legislative session. The Oregon 
School Boards Association (OSBA) Policy Services Department provides quarterly policy updates, 
as well.  

 
To ensure a methodical and efficient approach to policy and regulation creation, staff monitor 
noted resources and work with district legal counsel and district leadership to create and 
implement policy and regulation as required by law, or necessary due to an update in district 
practice and procedure. Newly created policies and regulations are presented to the board as 
described above.  
 

5.  Inform the School Board when the law necessitates the adoption of new Board Policies 
required of school boards.  
Evidence of Compliance: 
District staff responsible for monitoring policy work closely with the Superintendent, Board 
Chair and Board Clerk to ensure Board Policies are presented to the school board in a timely 
manner to allow for review, feedback and adoption as describe above, to comply with legal 
timelines and implementation.  
 
 

 
Addendum: 

https://www.bend.k12.or.us/district/home/school-board/policies-review


 

 

See attached quarterly policy and regulation summary report; note the quarterly reporting process 
ended in Fall 2021 with the implementation of new policy and regulation review and adoption reporting. 

A Policy & Regulation in Review webpage maintains a working list of policy and regulation under review 
as well as those that have been approved and adopted for the 2021-22 school year.  

All Board Policy, Administrative Policy, and Administrative Regulation are posted to the district’s website 
and are searchable by title or key word / term: 
https://www.bend.k12.or.us/district/organization/policies-search  

https://www.bend.k12.or.us/district/home/school-board/policies-review
https://www.bend.k12.or.us/district/organization/policies-search


Administrative Policy & Regulation 
2020-21 Summary (February 2021-August 2021) 
 
NEW 

Title Summary 

ACB-AP: All Students Belong In September 2020, the Oregon State Board of Education adopted 
temporary OAR 581-022-2312 – All Students Belong. The rule is aimed 
to protect some of our schools’ most marginalized students, staff and 
others. The rule requires that districts, ESDs, public charter schools and 
others receiving state funding for education adopt a policy prohibiting 
symbols of hate and addressing bias incidents by January 1, 2021. 

ACB-AR: Bias Incident Complaint Procedure OAR 581-022-2312 – All Students Belong, requires a process to address 
bias incident complaints.  

EBC / EBCA-AP: Emergency Procedures & 
Disaster Plans 

New policy makes reference to our Emergency Operations Plan which 
was completed in June 2020 and meets requirements set by the State 
Board of Education. 

GBEB-AP: Communicable Diseases – Staff Previously, GBEB and JHCC were combined. Per OSBA 
recommendation, the two have been separated. The policy aligns with 
OAR 333-019-1000 in which the Oregon Health Authority added COVID-
19 to the restrictable disease list and established criteria for returning 
staff to school. The update also aligns and meet the requirements of 
the district’s ODE Operational Blueprint Management Plan. 

JHCC-AP: Communicable Diseases – 
Students 

Previously, JHCC and GBEB were combined. Per OSBA 
recommendation, the two have been separated. The policy aligns with 
OAR 333-019-1000 in which the Oregon Health Authority added COVID-
19 to the restrictable disease list and established criteria for returning 
students to school. The update also aligns and meet the requirements 
of the district’s ODE Operational Blueprint Management Plan. 

JHH-AP: Student Suicide Prevention  
BLS Student Suicide Prevention Plan 

SB 52, also known as Adi’s Act, passed in the 2019 Legislature, directs 
districts to adopt a policy requiring a comprehensive plan on student 
suicide prevention for students grades K-12. Bend-La Pine Schools’ 
Suicide Prevention Protocol Plan meets the requirements set forth in 
JHH-AP.  

 
REVISED 

Title Summary 

EEACCA-AR: District Photo / Video 
Equipment Use 

Updated to include information on who can view and access camera 
footage, storage, retrieval and security processes. 

GBEB-AP: Communicable Diseases (Staff) Clarification of district and employee responsibilities. 

GBEB / JHCC-AR: Communicable Diseases 
(Students & Staff) 

Clarification on employee reporting, work attendance, and notification 
to align with district leave practices. 

GBEB / JHCC-AR: Communicable Diseases  Required updates per OAR 581-022-2220 have been made which 
address the updates established by the Oregon Health Authority on 
COVID-19. 

GCPC / GDPC-AR: Reemployment of PERS-
Retired Staff 

Updates include a more formalized process for employee request and 
district retire / rehire process. Requests will be considered on need and 
evaluation and rehired individuals shall not be re-employed beyond 
three, one-year contracts. 

https://www.bend.k12.or.us/district/organization/policies-search/2020/12/acb-ap-all-students-belong
https://www.bend.k12.or.us/district/organization/policies-search/2020/12/acb-ar-bias-incident-complaint-procedure
https://www.bend.k12.or.us/district/organization/policies-search/2020/08/ebc-ebca-ap-emergency-procedures-disaster-plans
https://www.bend.k12.or.us/district/organization/policies-search/2020/10/gbeb-ap-communicable-diseases-staff
https://www.bend.k12.or.us/district/organization/policies-search/2020/08/gbeb-jhcc-ap-communicable-diseases
https://www.bend.k12.or.us/district/organization/policies-search/2020/10/jhh-ap-student-suicide-prevention
https://www.bend.k12.or.us/application/files/5116/0288/6133/Bend-La_Pine_Schools_Suicide_Prevention_Plan_10.15.20.pdf
https://www.bend.k12.or.us/district/organization/policies-search/2020/10/eeacca-ar-video-surveillance
https://www.bend.k12.or.us/district/organization/policies-search/2020/10/eeacca-ar-video-surveillance
https://www.bend.k12.or.us/district/organization/policies-search/2020/10/gbeb-ap-communicable-diseases-staff
https://www.bend.k12.or.us/district/organization/policies-search/2020/10/gbeb-jhcc-ar-communicable-diseases-students-staff
https://www.bend.k12.or.us/district/organization/policies-search/2020/10/gbeb-jhcc-ar-communicable-diseases-students-staff
https://www.bend.k12.or.us/district/organization/policies-search/2020/10/gbeb-jhcc-ar-communicable-diseases-students-staff
https://www.bend.k12.or.us/district/organization/policies-search/2021/05/gcpc-gdpc-ar-retirement-staff
https://www.bend.k12.or.us/district/organization/policies-search/2021/05/gcpc-gdpc-ar-retirement-staff


IGBHAB-AR: Choice Option Schools & 
Programs 

Updated to include provision for the 2020-21 school year that a 
student’s spot in a Choice Option Program will be held for the full 
school year if a student is actively enrolled with Bend-La Pine Online. 

IKA-AR: Grades & Credit Updated to include Conditions for Alternative Learning Experiences to 
provide clarity on how the district will award credit for students in 
atypical situations (homelessness, foster care, hospitalization, etc.) Also 
includes provisions for 2020-21 middle and high school grading. 

JC-AR: Attendance Areas & In-District 
Transfers 

Updated to include provision for the 2020-21 school year that a 
student’s Attendance Area Change Request approval will be held for 
the full school year if a student is actively enrolled with Bend-La Pine 
Online. 

JEA-AR: Compulsory Attendance Updates include a new section “Exemptions from Compulsory School 
Attendance.” Exemptions are required per SB 802 and SB 905 (2019) 
and reflect information for students of military families and in foster 
care or other legal guardianship arrangements.  

JECB-AP: Admission of Non-Resident 
Students 

Open Enrollment transfer process, enacted by the Oregon Legislature 
through HB 3681 contained a sunset provision which has now passed. 
Updates include removal of the Open Enrollment process and notation 
that a student’s approval through Open Enrollment, prior to the sunset 
provision date, will be honored. 

JHFE-AP: Reporting Suspected Child Abuse Updates align with guidelines and laws set forth in SB 155. SB 155 aligns 
Oregon law with federal law, further changes Oregon law to address 
sexual misconduct by school employees towards students.  

JHFE-AR: Reporting Suspected Child Abuse Updates align with guidelines and laws set forth in SB 155. SB 155 aligns 
Oregon law with federal law, further changes Oregon law to address 
sexual misconduct by school employees towards students. 

JHFF / GBNAA-AP: Reporting Requirements 
for Suspected Sexual Conduct with Students 
 

Updates align with guidelines and laws set forth in SB 155. SB 155 aligns 
Oregon law with federal law, further changes Oregon law to address 
sexual misconduct by school employees towards students. 

 
RETIRED 

Title Summary 

GBEB / JHCC-AP: Communicable Diseases Separated into two policies; one for staff and one for students. See 
above. 

 

https://www.bend.k12.or.us/district/organization/policies-search/2020/08/igbhab-ar-magnet-school-guiding-principles-application-process
https://www.bend.k12.or.us/district/organization/policies-search/2020/11/ika-ar-grades-credit
https://www.bend.k12.or.us/district/organization/policies-search/2020/08/jc-ar-attendance-area-district-transfers
https://www.bend.k12.or.us/district/organization/policies-search/2020/08/jea-ar-cumpulsory-attendance
https://www.bend.k12.or.us/district/organization/policies-search/2021/03/jecb-ap-admission-non-resident-students
https://www.bend.k12.or.us/district/organization/policies-search/2021/03/jecb-ap-admission-non-resident-students
https://www.bend.k12.or.us/district/organization/policies-search/2021/05/jhfe-ap-reporting-suspected-child-abuse
https://www.bend.k12.or.us/district/organization/policies-search/2021/05/jhfe-ar-reporting-suspected-child-abuse
https://www.bend.k12.or.us/district/organization/policies-search/2021/05/jhff-gbnaa-ap-reporting-requirements-suspected-sexual-conduct-students
https://www.bend.k12.or.us/district/organization/policies-search/2021/05/jhff-gbnaa-ap-reporting-requirements-suspected-sexual-conduct-students


Title of Presentation
Name of Presenter

Accessing Policies In 
Review



“Main page 
of District 
website



“
Click on 

Policies - 
bottom right 

of page



“ Click on 
Policies in 

Review



“List of current Policies 
and Regulations in 

Review



“Bottom of the page:
List of Approved and 
Adopted Policies and 

Regulations
August 2021 - Present

Future update: This 
area of the webpage 
will include a link to 
all Approved and 
Adopted Policies and 
Regulations by school 
year.

Approved and Adopted
2021-2022



“
Select the policy you 
would you like to learn 

more about



“
From the policy page of a 
policy in review, click here 
to review the draft version



“ Draft version of 
the policy 

opens in a new 
window.



“
From the policy page of a 
policy in review, click here 
to submit feedback on the 

proposed draft version



“ Public Comment and 
Feedback Form



“Basic contact information is 
collected in the event District 
staff would like to follow up on 

feedback provided.

Feedback provided is 
included in the Board 

Packet.
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