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INTRODUCTION

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

The BiIll:

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

e Established the Assistance Board to oversee the program;

e Created the Assistance Fund to fund BEST projects;

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

e Required a statewide facility assessment;

e Provides funding from the Assistance Fund for capital construction projects
addressing health/safety, overcrowding, technology, and other;

e Provides technical assistance to schools.

The funding for the Assistance Fund (BEST Funds) consists of:
e State School Lands revenue from rental income, land surface leases, timber
sales, and mineral leases;
e Colorado Lottery spillover;
e Matching monies to grants;
e Interest from monies in the Assistance Fund

On March 4, 2011, the Division received 73 grant applications for BEST Funds. The
applications request $372.2 million and provide $181.6 million in matching funds. The
Assistance Board is responsible submitting a prioritized list of recommendations to the
State Board for final approval and award. This book summarizes the applications and
provides some data to assist with evaluating the applications. The Guidelines
established in rule by the Assistance Board are in this book and are to be used when
reviewing applications.

The Division staff has read each application thoroughly and if necessary obtained
clarification of information from the applicants.

Section 5.2 of the BEST Rules require the Assistance Board, taking into consideration
the Statewide Assessment, to prioritize and determine the type and amount of the grant
or matching grant for applications for projects deemed eligible for BEST funding based
on the following criteria, in descending order of importance:

e Projects that will address safety hazards or health concerns at existing public
school facilities, including concerns relating to public school facility security. In
prioritizing an application for a public school facility renovation project that will
address safety hazards or health concerns, the Assistance Board shall consider
the condition of the entire public school facility for which the project is proposed



and determine whether it would be more fiscally prudent to replace the entire
facility than to provide financial assistance for the renovation project;

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

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

e All other projects.

The review process for each application will be as follows (applicant’'s photos will be

shown while each project is being discussed):

Starting with the Cash Grant Applications first:
= Review each project in the order sorted. Review to include:
1) Director presentation of every project;
2) Applicant presentation (optional TBD by the applicant). Presentation limited to
2 minutes. No visual or audio aids are allowed.

= Next, start at the beginning of the sorted list and have 1 BEST staff member and up
to 2 applicant representatives (optional, TBD by the applicant) available:
1) Assistance Board will discuss the project and ask questions of BEST staff and
if available, the applicant (no time limit);
o During this time the Assistance Board may request Division staff to provide a
brief factual summary of what is known about the application project, this may
include, but is not limited to:

Information about the costs and scope of the project;

If the amount of planning is or isn’t adequate;

If the existing conditions are or aren’t as presented in the application;
Reasons for needing additional funding;

Supplemental information gathered after the summary book is published.
The proposed project’s compliance with the Guidelines;

If a waiver letter is submitted for partial or full waiver of the minimum
match, the adequacy of the letter;

The applicant’s willingness to maintain the project, including establishing a
Capital Renewal Fund;

If the project is for renovation of a recently purchased facility, the condition
of the facility at the time of purchase;

Where the matching funds are coming from, particularly if they are coming
from future bond efforts;

Any efforts to coordinate with local governments, agencies, or districts;
Financial status of applicant;

Cost per pupil;

Project life cycle;

The application’s conformance with the State Architect's High
Performance Certification Program as established in SB07-051.



2) The Assistance Board will then:
e Pass (no motion);
¢ Motion and vote to recommend an application to the State Board;

= If the Assistance Board recommends an application for partial funding or no funding,
then a reason must be agreed upon by the Assistance Board and the reason will be
provided to the applicant in writing;

= If funding is recommended, the application will be put on a prioritized list of projects
to be submitted to the State Board for final approval and award;

Lease-Purchase Grants to follow same process after Cash Grants have been selected.

The Assistance Board review will result in a prioritized list of projects to submit to the
State Board for final approval. The prioritized list shall include the Assistance Board's
recommendation as to the amount and type of financial assistance to be provided and a
statement of the source and amount of applicant matching moneys for each
recommended project, based upon information provided by the applicant. The
Assistance Board may recommend that any specific project, called a back-up project, to
only receive financial assistance if another higher priority project or group of projects
becomes ineligible for financial assistance, due to the inability of an applicant to raise
required matching moneys by a deadline prescribed by Assistance Board.

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

The forgoing is only intended to be a general outline of the process. The Assistance

Board’s recommendations will be made in accordance with applicable statutes and
rules.

For questions contact Ted Hughes, 303 866-6948, hughes t@cde.state.co.us

Attachments:

BEST Grant Program Rules

Public School Facility Construction Guidelines
Sort Table Schedule for BEST Cash Grants
Sorting Rubric for BEST Lease-Purchase Grants
Map of Participating School Districts



COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

DIVISION OF PUBLIC SCHOOL CAPITAL CONSTRUCTION ASSISTANCE

1 CCR 303-3

BUILDING EXCELLENT SCHOOLS TODAY GRANT PROGRAM FY 2008-09

Authority

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

Scope and Purpose

This regulation shall govern all Building Excellent Schools Today (BEST) Public School Capital
Construction Assistance Program pursuant to § 22-43.7-101 C.R.S.

1. Definitions

1.1.

1.2.

1.3.

1.4.

1.5.

1.6.

1.7.

1.8.

“Accounting District” means the School District within whose geographical boundaries an
Institute Charter School is located.

“Applicant” means an entity that submits an Application for Financial Assistance to the Board,
including:

1.2.1. A School District;

1.2.2. A District Charter School;

1.2.3. An Institute Charter School;

1.2.4. A Board of Cooperative Educational Services (BOCES);

1.2.5. The Colorado School for the Deaf and Blind.

“Application” means the Application for Financial Assistance submitted by an Applicant.

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

“Authorizer” means the School District that authorized the charter contract of a Charter School
or, in the case of an Institute Charter School, as defined in § 22-43.7-106(1) C.R.S., the State
Charter School Institute created and existing pursuant to § 22-30.5-503(1)(a) C.R.S.

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

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

“BEST Emergency Grant” means a request for Financial Assistance in connection with a Public
School Facility Emergency.
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1.9. “Board” means the Public School Capital Construction Assistance Board Created in § 22-43.7-
106 (1) C.R.S.

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

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

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

1.11.3. Site improvement or development;

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

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

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

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

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

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

1.15. “Financial Assistance” means BEST Cash Grants; BEST Lease-purchase Funding; BEST
Emergency Grants; funding provided as matching grants by the Board from the Assistance Fund
to an Applicant; or any other expenditure made from the Assistance Fund for the purpose of
financing Public School Facility Capital Construction as authorized by § 22-43.7-101 C.R.S.

1.16. “Grantee” means a School District, Charter School, Institute Charter School, BOCES or

the Colorado School for the Deaf and Blind that has applied for Financial Assistance and
received an award.
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1.17. “Institute Charter School” means a Charter School chartered by the Colorado State
Charter School Institute pursuant to § 22-30.5-507 C.R.S.

1.18. “Matching Moneys” means moneys required to be used directly to pay a portion of the
costs of a Public School Facility Capital Construction project by an Applicant as a condition of an
award of Financial Assistance to the Applicant pursuant to 8§ 22-43.7-109 (9) C.R.S and/or 22-
43.7-110(2) C.R.S.

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

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

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

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

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

1.24. “State Board” means the State Board of Education created and existing pursuant to
section 1 of article I1X of the State Constitution.

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

2. Eligibility
2.1. The following entities are eligible to apply for Financial Assistance:

2.1.1. A School District;

2.1.2. A District Charter School or individual school of a School District if the school applies
through the School District in which the school is located. The School District shall forward
the Application from a Charter School or individual school of a School District to the Division
with their comments;

2.1.3. An Institute Charter School;

2.1.4. A Board of Cooperative Educational Services (BOCES);
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2.1.5. The Colorado School for the Deaf and Blind.

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

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

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

3. Assistance Board
3.1. Conflict of Interest
3.1.1. Inregard to Board members’ providing information to potential BEST Grant Applicants:

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

3.1.2. Board members, and their firms, are not permitted to present their position on the Board
to school districts, charter schools, institute charter schools, BOCES, or the Colorado
School for the Deaf and Blind as an advantage for using their firm over other firms in a
competition.

3.1.3. Inregard to Board members’ avoiding potential conflicts of interest in evaluation of and
voting on Applications:

3.1.3.1. If a Board member’s firm has no prior contact regarding the project included in an
Applicant’s grant request, the Board member can appropriately vote on the
Application;

3.1.3.2. No Board members shall participate in the Board’s evaluation process, including
voting, for any Application when the Board member’s firm has had prior contact with
the applicant regarding the project or Application;

3.1.4. In cases where a Board member or a Board member’s firm has not consulted with an
Applicant prior to the evaluation and voting process, and a Board member votes on an
Application, if the application is approved by the State Board the Board member or Board
member’s firm may respond to a competitive RFP, RFQ or work on a BEST grant funded
project, but must exercise caution to avoid conflicts of interest and/or appearance of
impropriety, and he or she should inform the Board and Division staff of the situation:
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3.1.5. Statewide Assessments

3.1.5.1. The above items apply to the RFP process. Because of the Board's participation in
the RFP process, Board members or their firms shall not bid on the assessment.

3.1.6. Atall times Board members must exercise judgment and caution to avoid conflicts of
interest and/or appearance of impropriety, and should inform the Board and Division staff of
any questionable situation that may arise.

Matching Requirement

3.2. Except as provided below in section 4.2, Financial Assistance may be provided only if the
Applicant provides Matching Moneys in an amount equal to a percentage of the total financing
for the Project determined by the Board after consideration of the Applicant’s financial capacity,
based on the following factors:

3.2.1. With respect to a School District's Application for Financial Assistance:
3.2.1.1. The School District's assessed value per pupil relative to the state average;
3.2.1.2. The School District's median household income relative to the state average;

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

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

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

3.2.1.6. A School District shall not be required to provide any amount of Matching Moneys in
excess of the difference between the School District's limit of bonded indebtedness,
as calculated pursuant to section § 22-42-104 C.R.S., and the total amount of
outstanding bonded indebtedness already incurred by the School District.
3.2.2. With respect to a Board of Cooperative Services' Application for Financial Assistance:

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

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

3.2.2.3. The average bond redemption fund mill levy of all members of the Board of
Cooperative Services participating in the Project relative to the statewide average;
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3.2.2.4. The percentage of pupils enrolled in the member schools within the Board of
Cooperative Services that are participating in the Project who are eligible for free or
reduced-cost lunch; and

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

3.2.3. With respect to a Charter School's Application for Financial Assistance:

3.2.3.1. The amount of per pupil operating revenue that the Charter School has budgeted to
expend in order to meet its facilities obligations during the fiscal year for which an
Application is made relative to other Charter Schools in the state, measured both in
terms of total dollars and as a percentage of the Charter School's total per pupil
operating revenue;

3.2.3.2. The per pupil revenue received by the Charter School from the state that is required
by law to be credited to a Capital Construction reserve;

3.2.3.3. The per pupil revenue received by the Charter School from the state education fund
for Capital Construction pursuant to section § 22-30.5-112.3 C.R.S;

3.2.3.4. The percentage of children enrolled in the Charter School who are eligible for the
federal free and reduced lunch program; and

3.2.3.5. The amount of effort put forth by the Charter School during the ten years preceding
the year in which the Charter School submitted the Application to meet its facilities
needs by accessing vacant School District facilities or obtaining funding for Capital
Construction by having the Colorado educational and cultural facilities authority
created and existing pursuant to section § 23- 15-104(1)(a), C.R.S., issue bonds on its
behalf, seeking voter approval of a ballot question for bonded indebtedness or for a
special mill levy authorized by section § 22-30.5-405 C.R.S., or seeking inclusion of its
Capital Construction needs in a School District's ballot question seeking voter
approval for bonded indebtedness, which factor may be used only to reduce the
percentage of Matching Moneys required from a Charter School that has put forth
such effort and not to increase the amount of Matching Moneys required from any
Charter School.

3.3. Waiver or reduction of Matching Contribution

3.3.1. An Applicant may apply to the Board for a waiver or reduction of the Matching Moneys
requirement. The Board may grant a waiver or reduction if it determines:

3.3.1.1. That the waiver or reduction would significantly enhance educational opportunity and
quality within a School District, Board of Cooperative Services, or Applicant school,
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3.3.1.2. That the cost of complying with the Matching Moneys requirement would significantly
limit educational opportunities within a School District, Board of Cooperative Services,
or Applicant school, or

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

3.3.2. If a request for waiver for part or all of the matching contribution is submitted, it shall
discuss the following items and include additional issues or impacts that are inhibiting the
Applicant’s ability to make the financial commitment of a matching contribution to the
project:

3.3.2.1. The general fund and capital reserve fund balance and an explanation of why they
are at that level (do not include TABOR Reserves);

3.3.2.2. Commitments to the capital reserve fund, showing why the capital reserve fund can
not be used to fund the matching contribution;

3.3.2.3. Bond history including an explanation of factors contributing to the decision to pursue
or not pursue a bond issue, and factors contributing to past bond issue failures and
successes;

3.3.2.4. Changes in insurance costs;

3.3.2.5. Changes in salaries;

3.3.2.6. Other increased expenses;

3.3.2.7. Changes in enroliment;

3.3.2.8. Changes in revenues;

3.3.2.9. Additional projects undertaken or additional projects which are budgeted or are being
saved for;

3.3.2.10. Upgrades to technology, textbooks, faciliies or other upgrades being
contemplated or undertaken beyond the submitted projects;

3.3.2.11. Recent unexpected maintenance to facilities or equipment;
3.3.2.12.  Planned maintenance or equipment replacement;
3.3.2.13.  Busses and other capital purchases;

3.3.2.14. Additional circumstances that make it financially impractical or impossible to
provide the matching contribution.

4. Applications
4.1. Deadline for submission

4.1.1. Except as provided below, Applications shall be filed with the Board on or before a date
determined by the Board.
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4.1.2. An Application will not be accepted unless it is received in the Board office by 4:30 pm on
or before the deadline date determined by the Board. This does not apply to an Application
in connection with a Public School Facility Emergency;

4.1.3. For the fiscal year ending June 30, 2009, an Application shall be filed no later than on or
before a date determined by the Board;

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

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

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

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

4.2.3. The estimated amount of Financial Assistance needed for the Project and the form and
amount of Matching Moneys that the Applicant will provide for the project;

4.2.4. If the Project involves the construction of a new Public School Facility or a major
renovation of an existing Public School Facility, a demonstration of the ability and
willingness of the Applicant to maintain the project over time that includes, at a minimum,
the establishment of a capital renewal budget and a commitment to make annual
contributions to a Capital Renewal Reserve within a School District's capital reserve fund or
any functionally similar reserve fund separately maintained by an Applicant that is not a
School District;

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

4.2.6. A statement regarding the means by which the Applicant intends to provide Matching
Moneys required for the projects, including but not limited to voter-approved multiple-fiscal
year debt or other financial obligations, gifts, grants, donations, or any other means of
financing permitted by law, or the intent of the Applicant to seek a waiver of the Matching
Moneys requirement. If an Applicant that is a School District or a Board of Cooperative
Educational Services with a participating School District intends to raise Matching Moneys
by obtaining voter approval to enter into a sublease-purchase agreement that constitutes an
indebtedness of the district as pursuant to 8 22-32-127 C.R.S., it shall indicate whether it
has received the required voter approval or, if the election has not already been held, the
anticipated date of the election;

4.2.7. A description of any efforts by the Applicant to coordinate Capital Construction projects
with local governmental entities or community-based or other organizations that provide

facilities or services that benefit the community in order to more efficiently or effectively
provide such facilities or services, including but not limited to a description of any financial
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commitment received from any such entity or organization that will allow better leveraging of
any Financial Assistance awarded;

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

4.2.9. A signed declaration acknowledging the assurances and certifications; and
4.2.10. Any other information that the Board may require for the evaluation of the project;

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

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

4.2.13. An Application from an Institute Charter School must include signatures of the Charter
Schools Institute Director and the Institute Charter School Director;

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

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

4.3. BEST Lease-purchase Funding
4.3.1. In addition to the information required in Section 4.2 above, the Applicant shall agree
to provide any necessary documentation related to securing the lease-purchase
agreement.

4.4, BEST Emergency Grants

4.4.1.1. Applicant should contact the Division by phone, fax, or email. Appropriate follow up
documentation will be determined based on type and severity of emergency.

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

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

5. Application Review
5.1. Time for Review
5.1.1. The Board, with the support of the Division, will review the Applications;

5.1.2. The Board will submit the prioritized list of Projects to the State Board for which the Board
is recommending Financial Assistance within 75 days of the Application deadline;

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

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

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

5.2.1. For FY2008-09 only, priority consideration will be given to the following:

5.2.1.1.1. Previous Applicants that received awards in the previous program and that
require supplemental funding;

5.2.1.1.2. New BEST project sublease-purchase agreements for projects that have
matching funds not contingent on future elections and for which the Division has
worked with the Applicant on project planning prior to submission of the
Application.

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

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

Financial Assistance for the renovation project.
5.2.3. Projects that will relieve overcrowding in Public School Facilities, including but not limited
to projects that will allow students to move from temporary instructional facilities into

permanent facilities.

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

5.2.5. All other projects.
5.2.6. The following additional considerations may be used to review Applications:

5.2.6.1. The amount of the matching contribution being provided in excess or less than the
minimum;

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

5.2.6.3. Overall condition of the Applicant’s existing facilities;

5.2.6.4. The project cost per pupil based on number of pupils affected by the proposed
Project;

5.2.6.5. The project life cycle.
5.3. For Fiscal Year 08-09 Only

5.3.1. In addition to the factors considered in section 5.2 above, the Board shall consider:
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5.3.1.1. So much of the Statewide Assessment as has been completed.
5.4. Additional actions the Board can take when reviewing an Application:

5.4.1. The Board may modify the amount of Financial Assistance requested or modify the
amount of matching contribution required by the Applicant as necessary;

5.4.2. The Board may recommend funding a project in its entirety or recommend a partial award
to the project;

5.4.2.1. If a project is partially funded a written explanation will be provided.

5.5. The Board shall submit to the State Board the prioritized list of Capital Construction projects.
The prioritized list shall include:

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

5.6. In considering the amount of each recommended award of Financial Assistance, the Board shall
seek to be as equitable as practicable by considering the total financial capacity of each
Applicant.

6. BEST Lease-purchase Funding

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

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

6.2.1. The Applicant shall perform all the duties of the state to maintain and operate the
Public School Facility that are required by the lease-purchase agreement;

6.2.2. The Applicant shall make periodic rental payments to the state, which payments shall
be credited to the Assistance Fund as matching moneys of the Applicant;

6.2.3. Ownership of the Public School Facility shall be transferred by the state to the

Applicant upon fulfillment of both the state’s obligations under the lease-purchase
agreement and the Applicant’s obligations under the sublease-purchase agreement.

7. Payment and Oversight
7.1. Payment.

7.1.1. All Financial Assistance awarded is expressly conditioned on the availability of funds.
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7.1.2. Payment of Financial Assistance will be on a draw basis. As a Grantee expends
funds on an awarded grant project, the grantee may submit a request for funds to the
Division on a fund request form provided by the Division. The fund request must be
accompanied by copies of invoices from the vendors for which reimbursement is being
requested.

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

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

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

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

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

7.1.2.6. If the Grantee is a Colorado School for the Deaf and Blind, request for payment must
come from the Colorado School for the Deaf and Blind. Requests will not be accepted
from individual Colorado School for the Deaf and Blind schools.

7.1.3. Payment of COP grant funds will be determined by the terms of the lease-purchase
agreement and any subsequent sublease-purchase agreements.

7.2. Oversight

7.2.1. Grantees shall submit a written progress report to the Division by July 31 of each year on
a Division provided form for each grant they have received and have not closed out.

7.2.2. When a Grantee completes a grant project it must submit a final report to the Division in
the format required by the Division before final payment will be made. Once the final report
is submitted and final payment is made, the grant shall be considered closed.

7.2.3. If the Grantee has not used all of the awarded funding on a closed out grant project, the
unused balance will be returned to the fund,;

7.2.4. The Division may make site visits to review project progress or to review a completed
project;

7.2.5. The Division may require a Grantee receiving a grant to hire additional independent
professional construction management to represent the Applicant’s interests, if the Division

deems it necessary due to the size of the project, the complexity of the project, or the
Grantee’s ability to manage the project with Grantee personnel.
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7.2.6. A permanent sign will be fixed to the facility designating that the project was paid for in
whole or in part by earnings from the School Land Trust.

8. Technical Consultation

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

CAPITAL CONSTRUCTION ASSISTANCE PUBLIC SCHOOLS FACILITY

CONSTRUCTION GUIDELINES

Authority

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

Scope and Purpose

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

1. Preface

1.1.

1.2.

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

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

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

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

1.2.3. Building site requirements;
1.2.4. Building performance standards and guidelines for green building and energy efficiency;
1.2.5. Functionality of existing and planned public school facilities for core educational

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

1.2.7. Public school facility accessibility; and

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

2. Mission Statement

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

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

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

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

3.2.1. Low-slope roofing:
3.2.1.1. Built-up-Roofing (BUR);
3.2.1.2. Ethylene Propylene Diene Monomer (EPDM);
3.2.1.3. Poly Vinyl Chloride (PVC);
3.2.1.4. Co-Polymer Alloy (CPA);
3.2.1.5. Thermal Polyolefin (TPO);
3.2.1.6. Metal panel roof systems for low slope applications;
3.2.1.7. Polymer-modified bitumen sheet membranes;
3.2.1.8. Spray polyurethane foam based roofing systems (SPF) and applied coatings;

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

3.2.2.7. Restorative coatings.

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

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

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

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

3.7. Facilities equipped with closed circuit video and keycard or keypad building access.
3.8. An Event Alerting and Notification system (EAN) utilizing an intercom/phone system with
communication devices located in all classrooms and throughout the school to provide efficient

inter-school communications and communicate with local fire, police and medical agencies
during emergency situations.
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3.9. Secured facilities including a main entrance and signage directing visitors to the main entrance
door. The main entrance walking traffic should flow past the main office area and be visibly
monitored from the office either directly or via a video camera system. All other exterior
entrances shall be locked and have controlled access. Interior classroom doors shall have
locking hardware for lock downs and may have door sidelights or door vision glass that allow line
of sight into the corridors during emergencies.

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

3.10.1. The material herby incorporated by reference in these rules is the “RP-3-00,
Recommended Practice on Lighting for Educational Facilities” produced by The Illlumination
Engineering Society of North America (IESNA). 2005 Update.

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

3.10.3. The Director of the Division of Public School Capital Construction Assistance, 1525
Sherman St. Denver, Colorado will provide information regarding how the “RP-3-00,
Recommended Practice on Lighting for Educational Facilities” may be obtained or
examined.

3.10.4. A copy of “RP-3-00, Recommended Practice on Lighting for Educational Facilities” may
be examined at any state publications depository library.

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

3.11.1. The material herby incorporated by reference in these rules is the “Thermal
Environmental Conditions for Human Occupancy (ASHRAE Standard 55)” produced by the
American Society of Heating, Refrigeration and Air-Conditioning Engineers, Inc. 1995
Update.

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

3.11.3. The Director of the Division of Public School Capital Construction Assistance, 1525
Sherman St. Denver, Colorado will provide information regarding how the “Thermal
Environmental Conditions for Human Occupancy (ASHRAE Standard 55)” may be obtained
or examined.

3.11.4. A copy of “Thermal Environmental Conditions for Human Occupancy (ASHRAE Standard
55)" may be examined at any state publications depository library.

3.12. Healthy building indoor air quality (IAQ) through the use of the mechanical HVAC
systems or operable windows and by reducing outside air and water infiltration with a tight
building envelope.
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3.13. Sanitary school facilities that comply with Colorado Department of Public Health and
Environment, Consumer protection Division, 6 CCR 1010-6 “Rules and Regulations Governing
Schools.”

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

3.15. Safe laboratories, shops and other areas storing paints or chemicals that complying with
CDPHE 6CCR 1010-6 “Rules Governing Schools.”

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

3.18.3. Provide an adequate driveway zone for stacking cars on site for parent drop-off/pick-up
zones. Drop-off area design should not require backward movement by vehicles and be

one-way in a counterclockwise direction where students are loaded and unloaded directly to
the curb/sidewalk. Do not load or unload students where they have to cross a vehicle path
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before entering the building. It is recommended all loading areas have “No Parking” signs
posted;

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

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

3.18.6. Building service loading areas and docks should be independent from other traffic and
pedestrian crosswalks. If possible, loading areas shall be located away from school
pedestrian entries;

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

4.3.1. The material herby incorporated by reference in these rules is the “Telecommunications
Distribution Methods Manual (TDMM)” produced by Building Industry Consulting Services
International (BICSI). 11" edition.

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

4.3.3. The Director of the Division of Public School Capital Construction Assistance, 1525
Sherman St. Denver, Colorado will provide information regarding how the
“Telecommunications Distribution Methods Manual (TDMM)” may be obtained or examined.

4.3.4. A copy of “Telecommunications Distribution Methods Manual (TDMM)” may be
examined at any state publications depository library.

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

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

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

4.7. School sites that meet the recommended school facility site size guidelines below. New school

sites should take into consideration: topography, vehicle access, soil characteristics, site utilities,
site preparation, easements/rights of way, environmental restrictions, and aesthetic
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considerations. Site size guidelines may vary based on local requirements, athletic programming
or desired alternate planning models. Site requirements may differ for urban public schools with
limited space. Local school site size guidelines will be followed in acquiring and developing
school sites. If such guidelines are not provided in board policy and regulations, site criteria
provided in paragraphs 3.18 and 3.19 shall be considered;

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

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

4.10. Elementary schools (grades PK-5) shall provide exciting learning environments for
children along with associated teaching and administrative support areas. When possible,
daylight with views shall be incorporated in all learning areas to supplement well-designed task
oriented artificial lighting. Acoustical materials to reduce ambient noise levels and minimize
transfer of noise between classrooms, corridors, and other learning areas should be utilized to
create a learning environment that focuses the student’s attention. The following uses should be
incorporated in elementary educational facilities:

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

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

4.10.3. Special education classroom;

4.10.4. Special program room;

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

ADOPTED 10-07-09 10 of 20

27



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

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

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

4.11.9. Family Consumer Science Lab;

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

4.12.3. Special program room;

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

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

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

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

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

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

4.12.11. Art classroom with ample storage cabinets and counter sinks. At the high school
level a kiln/ceramic storage area shall be provided. Finish materials in art classrooms shall
be smooth, cleanable and nonabsorbent;

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

4.12.19. Weight training area with free weights, mirror walls, exercise machines, rubber
flooring and protective wainscoting;
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4.12.20. Men and women'’s locker rooms with independent bathrooms, showers, and
locking metal lockers;

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

4.12.22. Administrative offices, nursing area, bathrooms, conference, reception, and
building support areas to accommodate educational programming.

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

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

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

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

4.13.4. Special program room;

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

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

4.13.7. Family consumer science lab;

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

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

4,13.9.1. Art classroom with ample storage cabinets and counter sinks. A kiln/ceramic
storage area shall be provided. Finish materials in art classrooms shall be smooth,
cleanable and nonabsorbent;

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

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

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

4.13.13. Commercial kitchen with cooking and refrigeration equipment, dry storage and
ware washing area;

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

4.13.15. Gymnasium with two regulation basketball courts and dividing curtain. The
following equipment should accompany the gym: Glass adjustable basketball backstops,

volleyball sleeves and standards, safety wainscoting, chin-up bar, wrestling mat hoist,
telescoping bleachers and scorer table;
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4.13.16. Weight training area with free weights, mirror walls, exercise machines, rubber
flooring, and protective wainscoting;

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

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

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

5 (1) The material herby incorporated by reference in these rules is the “Leadership in Energy and
Environmental Design (LEED for Schools)” produced by The United States Green Building Council
version 2007 and the “Colorado Collaborative for High Performance Schools (CO_CHPS)” produced
by the Governors Energy Office version 2009.

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

5 (3) The Director of the Division of Public School Capital Construction Assistance, 1525 Sherman St.
Denver, Colorado will provide information regarding how the “Leadership in Energy and
Environmental Design (LEED for Schools)” and the “Colorado Collaborative for High Performance
Schools (CO_CHPS)” can be obtained or examined.

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

5.1.1. Establishing an integrated design team including school and community stakeholders,
architects, engineers, and facility managers. Include an experienced LEED or CO-CHPS
accredited professional as a member of the integrated design team to assist with the
evaluation of existing facilities and with design of new schools;

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

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

5.1.4. Reduced building footprints;

5.1.5. Minimizing parking to reduce heat island effect and discouraging use of individual
automobiles:

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

5.1.5.2. High schools — 2.5 spaces per classroom plus parking for 20 percent of students;

5.1.5.3. Elementary schools and middle schools —three spaces per classroom;
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5.1.5.4. Provide parking in open grassy areas to accommodate overflow parking when
required for large sporting events.

5.1.6. Facilities that utilize existing sites, buildings and municipal infrastructure;
5.1.7. Joint-use facilities;

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

5.1.9. Utilizing passive solar techniques such as;
5.1.9.1. Positive building solar orientation and building massing;
5.1.9.2. Sun-shading;
5.1.9.3. Natural ventilation;
5.1.9.4. Green roofs.
5.1.10. Utilize energy efficient and or renewable energy strategies;

5.1.11. Metering of all utilities with the ability to sub meter selected systems to manage utility
usage;

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

5.1.20. Landscape school sites optimizing drought tolerant trees and plantings that reduce heat
island effects. Place deciduous trees on the south side of buildings to shade the buildings
in the summer and allow sun to penetrate the buildings in the winter. Place coniferous trees
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on prevailing wind side of the building to block and redirect prevailing winds away from the
building. Utilize landscaping or a green roof to filter and manage onsite storm water
treatment. Replace turf with native grasses where ever practical. Well-designed
landscaping in conjunction with paved surfaces and school buildings will benefit the
reducing of “heat island” effects;

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

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

5.1.23. Providing a tight and well insulated building envelope with a minimum wall thermal value
of R-19 and roof thermal value of R-30. Repair exterior building cracks, caulk building joints,
and tuck-point masonry walls annually to maintain exterior shell in good condition;

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

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

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

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

5.3. A district-wide energy management plan.

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

5.5. Training to establish district wide preventative maintenance tasks for all building systems to
determine that systems are functioning as designed and clearly outline follow-up maintenance

procedures to keep equipment and materials functioning as intended, extend life of equipment,
and reduce operational costs.
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6. SECTION FOUR — Nothing in these rules affects the Department of Education’s
responsibilities pursuant to 24-80.1-101 through 108, C.R.S. Evaluate school facilities based
on rehabilitation costs verses replacement costs or discontinuation with consideration given
to historically significant facilities by determining:

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

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

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

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

6.5. Divide costs identified in items 2, 3 and 4 above “rehabilitation costs” by item 1 above
“replacement cost” taking into consideration population growth trends and historical significance.
When rehabilitation costs are more than 70% of replacement costs, with a shorter facility life
span and no historical significance, replacement of the facility should be considered. If
population trends do not support school facilities then discontinuation and consolidation of
facilities with neighboring districts should be considered;

6.6. Based on the above evaluation determine the viability of facilities for rehabilitation, replacement
or discontinuation. Apply evaluation to guide review of financial assistance grants for
recommendation of award to the State Board.

6.7. (Rehabilitation costs + Replacement costs = % of cost to rehabilitate).
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Division of Public School Capital Construction Assistance
BEST Project Sorting Guidelines for BEST Cash Grants
CRS 22-43.7-109(5)(a, b, ¢, and d):

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

descending order of importance:

(a)(I) Projects that will address safety hazards or health concerns at existing public school facilities, including concerns relating to public school facility

security;

(IN) In prioritizing an application for a public school facility renovation project that will address safety hazards or health concerns, the Assistance Board
shall consider the condition of the entire public school facility for which the project is proposed and determine whether it would be more fiscally prudent to

replace the entire facility than to provide financial assistance for the renovation project.

1.0

12
1.2
13
13
14
15
15
1.6
1.6
1.8
19
1.9
1.9
1.9
19
1.9
19
1.9

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

Supplemental (This score is not an indication of urgency or need, but places supplemental applications
applications at the beginning for discussion. Supplemental is defined as an application to a project awarder
awarded previously that has additional phases, requires additional funding, or needed additiona

time to obtain matching funds.

Molds and fungi abatement.

Major structural hazards.

Threatening electrical.

Threatening HVAC, boiler, plumbing, air quality hazards and potable water hazards.
Asbestos testing and abatement (friable) and being disturbed.

Roof repairs and replacement - with leaks causing damage to the facility.
Proper chemical storage.

Fire alarms.

Fire Sprinklers.

Lead batement.

Exterior door monitoring.

Master key and/or card systems for doors.

Equipment for surveillance and security.

Vehicle loading and unloading.

Underground fuel tank removal and replacement.

Radon remediation.

Exit and emergency lighting

Other.

instructional facilities into permanent facilities.

2.2
2.2
2.2
29
29

Accommodate growth.

Eliminate modulars.

Reduce existing overcrowding .

Reduce the number of students per classroom.
Other

(c) Projects that are designed to incorporate technology into the educational environment.

3.2
3.2
3.9
3.9

Provide new interactive technology facilities and hands on learning.
Upgrade technology infrastructure

Technology equipment.

Other

(d) All other projects.

4.1
4.1
4.1
4.2
4.2
4.2
4.2
4.2
4.2
4.4
4.4
45
4.6
4.7
4.8
4.8
4.8
4.8
4.9
4.9
4.9
4.9
4.9
4.9
4.9

5.0

Provide better temperature control and indoor air quality.

Air conditioning.

Additional space for new program(s).

HVAC repairs, replacement and new installation.

Boiler replacement.

Plumbing repairs.

Electrical repairs.

Upgrading the electrical systems to meet codes, reduce energy or increase service.
Provide proper acoustics to reduce noise.

Roof repairs or replacement - due to age or regular scheduled maintenance (no leak issues).
ADA upgrades.

Window and door replacement.

Insulation for temperature control.

Addition of energy saving windows to increase natural light and reduce lighting costs.
Asbestos abatement (friable), but non-disturbed.

Asbestos abatement (non-friable).

Caulking to reduce air infiltration.

Reduce energy costs.

Exterior entry vestibules for ice, snow and wind costs.

Minor structural hazards.

Grading to improve drainage.

Provide cheerful ceiling, wall and floor treatment.

Increase storage for better organization.

Lighting upgrades.

Other.

Non-qualifying
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Division of Capital Construction Assistance
Project Sorting Guidelines for Lease-Purchase Grants
CRS 22-43.7-109(5)(a, b, ¢, and d):

District: 0
Project No: Available  Score
Project Name: Points

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

(a)(l) Projects that will address safety hazards or health concerns at existing public school facilities, including concerns relating to public 100
school facility security;

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

(b) Projects that will relieve overcrowding in public school facilities, including but not limited to projects that will allow students to move

from temporary instructional facilities into permanent facilities. 40
(c) Projects that are designed to incorporate technology into the educational environment. 20
(d) All other projects. 0
Criteria
CFI: Colorado Facility Index is the ratio of condition + plus suitability + energy audit to the current replacement value as determined by the
Statewide Facility Assessment. Average of all schools affected by the application.
Greater than 85%. 5
50% to 85%. 2

Less than 50%. 0
FCI: Facility Condition Index is an industry-standard measurement of a facility's condition that is the ratio of the cost to correct a facility's
deficiencies to the Current Replacement Value of the facility. Average of all schools affected by the application.

Greater than 70%. 5

50% to 70%. 2

Less than 50%. 0
Match / Waiver:

Exceeds minimum match by more than 5%.
Meets minimum match including statutory waiver.
Statutory waiver means meeting maximum bonding capacity.

Less than minimum match with a waiver request. 0
Planning:

Demonstrated thorough planning with a written plan less than 5-years old. Demonstrated consideration of BEST Facility Master Plan 5

Guidelines.

Written plan older than 5-years old. 3

No written plan. 0

Facility Assessment
Pursuant to 22-43.7-109(5)C.R.S. the Assistance Board will use the Facility Assessment database when prioritizing grant
applications.

Facility Assessment supports the need of the project described in the application. 5

Facility Assessment does not support the need of the project described in the grant application 0
Previous BEST Grants from applicant:

No previous BEST grants 5

Less than $250,000 total BEST grant awards 2

1 to 5 total BEST grant awards 2

More than 5 grants, or $250,000 or more awarded 0
Ability to help themselves:

Less than $15 million available bonding capacity and all CS, BOCES and CSDB 5

$15 million or more bonding capacity 0
Priority: 2-5

Importance Urgency
High = Should be addressed
High = High Risk of Injury or Property Loss; Major impact on Instruction; Required or Highly Advisable Code Compliance within 12 months

Medium = Could probably be
put off 1 year, but should be
Medium = Possible Injury or Property Loss; Moderate impact on Instruction; Cost Savings; PR issue addressed within 3 years

Low = Could probably be put
off 3 years, but should be

Low = Low Risk of Injury or Property Loss; Low impact on Instruction; Minor Savings; Minor Morale or PR issue addressed within 5 years
F
U
r - Friority 5
g Priority 4
e //4.
n Priority 3
c Loww Mediu / Prionty 2
y o -Low
»
Importance
Red Flags:

High Cost per SF.

High SF per Pupil.

Minimal amount of communication and interaction with BEST staff.
Project doesn't fully comply with the BEST Canstruction Guidelines.
There is a waiver request to be reviewed.

Appropriateness of the scope is questionable.
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Building Excellent Schools Today (BEST) FY2011-12 Participating Districts
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BUILDING EXCELLENT SCHOOLS TODAY (BEST)
FY2011-12 APPLICATION SUMMARIES

APPLICATIONS SORTED BY COUNTY

DIVISION OF PUBLIC SCHOOL
CAPITAL CONSTRUCTION ASSISTANCE

MAY 2011
R
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All Applications Sorted By County

Page

85/8

28

89

93/8

32

97

428

174

76

729

105

102

108

299/

896

111/8
18

524

order County

1.5/ ADAMS
124

15 ADAMS
1.5/ ADAMS
124

1.5 ADAMS
184 ADAMS
1.9 ADAMS
1.4 ADAMS
129 ADAMS
1.5 ADAMS
15 ADAMS
1.5 ADAMS

4.2/ ARAPAHOE
26

1.5/ ARAPAHOE

125

163 ARAPAHOE

Applicant Name

ADAMS 14

ADAMS 14

ADAMS 14

BENNETT 29J

CORRIDOR COMMUNITY

ACADEMY

STRASBURG 31J

STRASBURG 31J

WESTMINSTER 50

WESTMINSTER 50

WESTMINSTER 50

WESTMINSTER 50

ADAMS-ARAPAHOE 28-J

BYERS 32J

ENGLEWOOD 1

Project Title

JrHS Roof Replacement

ES Roof Replacement

ES Roof Replacement

HS RTU and Roof

Replacement

New K-8 School

Replace Kitchen Floor

HS ACM Abatement &

Carpet Replacement

New ES

ES Roof Replacement

ES Roof Replacement

ES Roof Replacement

ES/MS HVAC Upgrades

PK-12 School Roof

Replacement

MS Renovation & Addn to
Convert to Alt HS

Amount of Grant
Request

$1,420,677.00

$767,026.92

$742,031.00

$246,180.88

$3,084,180.00

$13,206.00

$113,922.00

$18,953,434.00

$449,046.00

$528,766.68

$508,516.32

$1,693,831.00

$980,502.00

$9,220,857.00

43

Amount of
Applicant
Contribution

$175,589.00

$94,801.08

$91,711.00

$313,321.12

$2,423,284.00

$4,402.00

$37,974.00

$5,345,840.00

$126,654.00

$149,139.32

$143,427.68

$505,949.00

$905,078.00

$8,176,986.00

Total Project Cost

$1,596,266.00

$861,828.00

$833,742.00

$559,502.00

$5,507,464.00

$17,608.00

$151,896.00

$24,299,274.00

$575,700.00

$677,906.00

$651,944.00

$2,199,780.00

$1,885,580.00

$17,397,843.00

FCI %

39.07%

32.33%

36.44%

10.03%

5.98%

46.56%

39.07%

64.17%

68.42%

55.01%

68.36%

78.90%

28.92%

20.65%

CFl %

62.20%

55.00%

79.70%

25.70%

79.70%

56.90%

45.50%

90.25%

134.00%

81.00%

105.00%

94.50%

43.40%

43.00%

Cost )
Per Sq P_rlo
Ft ”;y
$14 1
$14 2
$13 3
$16 1
$262 1
$13 1
$10 2
$272 1
$16 2
$18 2
$17 4
$43 1
$15 1
$164 1



Page

836
479
81/8
64
178
538
116/
854
181
435
188/

733

226/

793

346

166

607

710

304

Sort
order County

123

174

1.4/

112

1.9

154

1.5/

121

1.9

182

1.9/

128

1.9/

126

190

1.6

147

130

4.2

ARAPAHOE

BOULDER

BOULDER

CLEAR CREEK

CONEJOS

COSTILLA

(o]

CSlI

DENVER

DENVER

EAGLE

EL PASO

EL PASO

EL PASO

EL PASO

Applicant Name

SHERIDAN 2

HORIZONS K-8
ALTERNATIVE CHARTER
SCHOOL

STVRAINRE 1]
GEORGETOWN COMMUNITY
SCHOOL

SANFORD 6J

SIERRA GRANDE R-30
COLORADO SPRINGS
CHARTER ACADEMY

ROSS MONTESSORI SCHOOL
DENVER 1

DENVER 1

EAGLE COUNTY CHARTER
ACADEMY

COLORADO SPRINGS 11
ELLICOTT 22

FALCON 49

HARRISON 2

Project Title
MS Renovation & New 3-8
School

K-8 CS Renovations and
Addition

HS ACM Abatement and
Partial Roof Replacement

Charter School Addition for
Security

Major PK-12 Renovations

Reroof a PK-12 School

Site Grading to Improve
Drainage

New PK-8 Charter School

Address Air and Water
Quiality in Multiple Schools

Address Site Traffic at
Multiple Schools

New K-8 School

Fire Alarm Replacement @ 2
ES

Replace Existing MS

MS Renovation and Addition

ES Boiler Replacement

Amount of Grant
Request

$21,534,235.00

$5,505,965.00

$731,505.00

$358,050.00

$20,927,472.00

$945,330.32

$173,045.09

$10,791,517.00

$927,134.00

$742,270.00

$9,302,653.00

$98,560.00

$15,885,491.00

$8,394,572.00

$181,565.16

44

Amount of
Applicant
Contribution

$6,800,284.00

$478,779.00

$702,817.00

$219,450.00

$1,101,445.00

$236,332.58

$5,351.91

$1,067,292.00

$758,564.00

$607,311.00

$2,937,679.00

$77,440.00

$2,373,694.00

$9,466,219.00

$34,583.84

Total Project Cost

$28,334,519.00

$5,984,744.00

$1,434,322.00

$577,500.00

$22,028,917.00

$1,181,662.90

$178,397.00

$11,858,809.00

$1,685,698.00

$1,349,581.00

$12,240,332.00

$176,000.00

$18,259,185.00

$17,860,791.00

$216,149.00

FCI %

34.84%

82.50%

45.18%

61.85%

72.56%

37.54%

66.50%

27.98%

60.65%

55.09%

47.42%

60.16%

66.96%

47.91%

20.37%

CFl %

65.30%

120.00%

64.80%

88.00%

76.90%

56.00%

83.60%

74.30%

83.56%

75.89%

116.00%

75.25%

99.10%

89.70%

32.30%

Cost

Per Sq

Ft

$230

$144

$18

$150

$237

$14

$135

$293

$4

$10

$259

$1

$233

$160

$3

Prio
rity



Page

308

312/

900

125

239

633

682

771

129

244

648

133

138

248/

884

255/
702

317

Sort
Order

4.2

4.2/

20

1.5

1.9

139

133

128

15

1.9

137

15

15

1.9/

70

1.9/
132

4.2

County

EL PASO

EL PASO

EL PASO

EL PASO

EL PASO

ELBERT

ELBERT

ELBERT

FREMONT

FREMONT

GARFIELD

HUERFANO

JEFFERSON

JEFFERSON

JEFFERSON

Applicant Name

HARRISON 2

HARRISON 2

LEWIS-PALMER 38

LEWIS-PALMER 38

PEYTON 23 JT

BIG SANDY 100J

ELBERT 200

KIOWA C-2

COTOPAXI RE-3

FLORENCE RE-2

ROARING FORK RE-1

LAVETARE-2

COMPASS MONTESSORI -
WHEAT RIDGE CHARTER
SCHOOL

FREE HORIZON
MONTESSORI CHARTER
SCHOOL

JEFFERSON ACADEMY
CHARTER SCHOOL

Project Title

ES Boiler Replacement

Replace Boilers at (3) ES

MS Roof Replacement

MS Interior Door Locks

Replacement

HS Addition

New PK-12 School

New PK-12 School

Site Work and Roof

Replacement

Plaza Reconstruction at PK-

12 School

ES Renovations and Addition

ES Roof Replacement

HS Roof Replacement

3-6 School Addition

PK-6 Renovations

ES Renovation

Amount of Grant
Request

$206,328.36

$1,113,816.48

$420,497.10

$45,542.70

$3,230,722.00

$20,520,581.00

$16,280,223.00

$459,754.68

$46,873.20

$12,321,373.00

$273,693.96

$52,329.81

$984,684.00

$2,440,297.00

$126,957.60

45

Amount of
Applicant
Contribution

$39,300.64

$212,155.52

$513,940.90

$55,663.30

$2,643,318.00

$3,066,293.00

$3,683,262.00

$634,899.32

$70,309.80

$648,493.00

$486,567.04

$81,849.19

$1,253,234.00

$2,440,296.00

$175,322.40

Total Project Cost

$245,629.00

$1,325,972.00

$934,438.00

$101,206.00

$5,874,040.00

$23,586,874.00

$19,963,485.00

$1,094,654.00

$117,183.00

$12,969,866.00

$760,261.00

$134,179.00

$2,237,918.00

$4,880,593.00

$302,280.00

FCI %

58.35%

55.63%

26.46%

26.46%

77.89%

58.56%

53.01%

34.34%

47.95%

76.20%

12.74%

20.31%

20.83%

40.20%

74.47%

CFl %

66.90%

72.43%

36.80%

36.80%

92.90%

106.00%

75.20%

49.30%

86.70%

96.00%

31.30%

36.90%

78.10%

98.70%

109.00%

Cost

Per Sq

Ft

$4

$7

$10

$0

$256

$269

$271

$13

$17

$168

$14

$5

$236

$97

$18

Prio
rity
#



Page

572

848

806

641

868

295

142/

789

146

169/

823

512

559

472

263/

873

719

274

Sort
order County

148

123

126

138

80

4.0

157

128

15

16/

125

166

149

176

1.9/

75

130

1.9

JEFFERSON

LAPLATA

LA PLATA

LAKE

LAKE

LAKE

LARIMER

LAS ANIMAS

LOGAN

MONTEZUMA

MONTEZUMA

MONTEZUMA

MONTROSE

MONTROSE

PHILLIPS

Applicant Name

ROCKY MOUNTAIN DEAF

SCHOOL

IGNACIO 11 JT

IGNACIO 11JT

LAKE R-1

LAKE R-1

LAKE R-1

THOMPSON R-2J

BRANSON 82

PLATEAU RE-5

DOLORES RE-4A

MONTEZUMA-CORTEZ RE-1

SOUTHWEST OPEN
CHARTER SCHOOL

PARADOX VALLEY CHARTER

SCHOOL

WEST END RE-2

HOLYOKE RE-1J

Project Title

New PK-12 Deaf School

Renovation/Addition of (e)
MS to Become K-8

Jr/SrHS Demolition,
Addition, Renovation

HS Renovation

ES Renovation

MS Renovation

HS Roof Replacement

PK-12 School Roof
Replacement

PK-12 Fire Alarm, HVAC,
and Security Project

PK-12
Health/Safety/Security
Imorovements

New HS, (2) New ES,
Renovate MS & ES

HS Improvements at CS
PK-8 CS Renovation and
Addition

New PK-12 School

ES & JrSr HS Renovations

Amount of Grant
Request

$13,197,042.00

$5,817,669.00

$2,277,132.00

$15,290,831.00

$3,687,454.00

$426,764.80

$496,650.00

$263,141.82

$439,549.00

$3,481,690.00

$39,218,257.00

$7,424,818.00

$2,465,319.00

$13,096,724.00

$537,665.80

46

Amount of
Applicant
Contribution

$221,404.00

$9,099,431.00

$3,561,668.00

$12,014,223.00

$2,897,285.00

$335,315.20

$658,350.00

$233,352.18

$687,499.00

$3,926,159.00

$44,224,841.00

$3,494,032.00

$304,702.00

$9,101,113.00

$389,344.20

Total Project Cost

$13,418,446.00

$14,917,100.00

$5,838,800.00

$27,305,054.00

$6,584,739.00

$762,080.00

$1,155,000.00

$496,494.00

$1,127,048.00

$7,407,849.00

$83,443,098.00

$10,918,850.00

$2,770,021.00

$22,197,837.00

$927,010.00

FCI %

29.64%

57.54%

69.61%

46.62%

58.63%

23.76%

52.12%

34.32%

34.85%

42.58%

52.25%

77.20%

63.62%

60.68%

63.78%

CFl %

108.00%

80.00%

102.00%

62.30%

63.50%

30.70%

63.00%

45.60%

57.20%

50.60%

81.03%

92.30%

109.00%

81.00%

81.35%

Cost

Per Sq

Ft

$277

$235

$75

$190

$156

$6

$8

$22

$15

$234

$182

$280

$175

$274

$5

Prio
rity



Page

280

155/

696

285

322/

891

669

291/

534

624

328

659

72

811

337

551

161

Sort
order County

1.9

157

133

1.9

4.2/

30

135

1.9/

161

143

4.2

136

1.3

126

194

151

15

PHILLIPS

PHILLIPS

PHILLIPS

PHILLIPS

PITKIN

PUEBLO

R10 GRANDE

TELLER

WASHINGTON

WELD

WELD

WELD

YUMA

YUMA

Applicant Name

HOLYOKE RE-1J

HOLYOKE RE-1J

HOLYOKE RE-1J

HOLYOKE RE-1J

ASPEN COMMUNITY

CHARTER SCHOOL

PUEBLO RURAL 70

DEL NORTE C-7

CRIPPLE CREEK-VICTOR RE-1

OTISR-3

EATON RE-2

FT. LUPTON RE-8

PRAIRIE RE-11

IDALIARJ-3

WRAY RD-2

Project Title
ES & JrSrHS Security
Upgrades

ES & JrSrHS Roof
Replacements

ES & JrSrHS Site Upgrades

ES & JrSrHS HVAC
Upgrades

New K-8 School

HS Addition

Consolidate (2) ES and Site

Improvements

ES HVAC Control Upgrade

Jr/SrHS Addition to ES

HS Domestic Water Piping
Replacement & ACM
Abatement

MS Renovation

New PK-12 School

Major PK-12
Renovations/Replacement

MS Partial Roof and Exhaust

Fan Replacement

Total

Amount of Grant
Request

$333,948.92

$982,606.00

$209,182.80

$765,760.00

$5,942,874.00

$2,111,255.00

$8,230,891.00

$37,976.00

$21,848,125.00

$149,688.00

$5,386,169.00

$13,023,289.00

$11,124,198.00

$66,603.90

$372,078,489.30

47

Amount of
Applicant
Contribution

$241,825.08

$711,541.00

$151,477.20

$554,515.00

$4,669,401.00

$1,467,143.00

$6,467,127.00

$56,964.00

$2,427,569.00

$266,112.00

$4,588,218.00

$3,455,628.00

$3,908,502.00

$54,494.10

$181,535,537.60

Total Project Cost

$575,774.00

$1,694,147.00

$360,660.00

$1,320,275.00

$10,612,275.00

$3,578,398.00

$14,698,018.00

$94,940.00

$24,275,694.00

$415,800.00

$9,974,387.00

$16,478,917.00

$15,032,700.00

$121,098.00

$553,614,026.90

FCI %

63.78%

63.78%

63.78%

63.78%

62.85%

7.09%

45.97%

22.04%

73.36%

41.82%

61.57%

66.93%

55.85%

46.98%

CFl %

81.35%

81.35%

81.35%

81.35%

129.00%

34.40%

57.60%

28.00%

94.25%

64.20%

71.70%

102.00%

68.70%

55.60%

Cost

Per Sq

Ft

$3

$13

$14

$7

$418

$199

$227

$0

$233

$11

$68

$271

$265

$8

Prio
rity
#
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BUILDING EXCELLENT SCHOOLS TODAY (BEST)
FY2011-12 APPLICATION SUMMARIES

CHARTER SCHOOL APPLICATIONS SORTED BY COUNTY

DIVISION OF PUBLIC SCHOOL
CAPITAL CONSTRUCTION ASSISTANCE

MAY 2011
R
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Charter School Applications Sorted By County

Sort

Page
#
428 184
479 174
178 19
181 19
435 182
346 190
248/ 19/

884 70

255/ 1.9/
702 132

317 4.2
572

148

472 176

order County

ADAMS

BOULDER

CLEAR CREEK

(0]

CSlI

EAGLE

JEFFERSON

JEFFERSON

JEFFERSON

JEFFERSON

MONTEZUMA

Applicant Name

CORRIDOR COMMUNITY
ACADEMY

HORIZONS K-8
ALTERNATIVE CHARTER
SCHOOL

GEORGETOWN
COMMUNITY SCHOOL

COLORADO SPRINGS
CHARTER ACADEMY

ROSS MONTESSORI
SCHOOL

EAGLE COUNTY
CHARTER ACADEMY

COMPASS MONTESSORI -
WHEAT RIDGE CHARTER
SCHOOL

FREE HORIZON
MONTESSORI CHARTER
SCHOOL

JEFFERSON ACADEMY
CHARTER SCHOOL

ROCKY MOUNTAIN DEAF
SCHOOL

SOUTHWEST OPEN
CHARTER SCHOOL

Project Title

New K-8 School
K-8 CS Renovations and

Addition

Charter School Addition for
Security

Site Grading to Improve

Drainage

New PK-8 Charter School

New K-8 School

3-6 School Addition

PK-6 Renovations

ES Renovation

New PK-12 Deaf School

HS Improvements at CS

Amount of Grant
Request

$3,084,180.00

$5,505,965.00

$358,050.00

$173,045.09

$10,791,517.00

$9,302,653.00

$984,684.00

$2,440,297.00

$126,957.60

$13,197,042.00

$7,424,818.00

51

Amount of
Applicant
Contribution

$2,423,284.00

$478,779.00

$219,450.00

$5,351.91

$1,067,292.00

$2,937,679.00

$1,253,234.00

$2,440,296.00

$175,322.40

$221,404.00

$3,494,032.00

Total Project Cost

$5,507,464.00

$5,984,744.00

$577,500.00

$178,397.00

$11,858,809.00

$12,240,332.00

$2,237,918.00

$4,880,593.00

$302,280.00

$13,418,446.00

$10,918,850.00

FCI %

5.98%

82.50%

61.85%

66.50%

27.98%

47.42%

20.83%

40.20%

74.47%

29.64%

77.20%

CFI %

79.70%

120.00%

88.00%

83.60%

74.30%

116.00%

78.10%

98.70%

109.00%

108.00%

92.30%

Cost
Per Sq
Ft

$262

$144

$150

$135

$293

$259

$236

$97

$18

$277

$280

Prio
rity
#



Amount of Cost Prio

Page ¢, Amount of Grant Applicant Per Sq rity
# order County Applicant Name Project Title Request Contribution Total Project Cost FCI % CFl % Ft #
263/ 1.9/ MONTROSE PARADOX VALLEY PK-8 CS Renovation and $2,465,319.00 $304,702.00 $2,770,021.00 63.62% 109.00% $175 1
873 75 CHARTER SCHOOL Addition
669 135 PITKIN ASPEN COMMUNITY New K-8 School $5,942,874.00 $4,669,401.00 $10,612,275.00 62.85% 129.00% $418 1
CHARTER SCHOOL
Total $61,797,401.69  $19,690,227.31 $81,487,629.00
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BUILDING EXCELLENT SCHOOLS TODAY (BEST)
FY2011-12 APPLICATION SUMMARIES

LIST OF APPLICATIONS WITH MATCHING FUNDS FROM 2010 BOND
ELECTIONS OR PROPOSED 2011 BOND ELECTIONS

DIVISION OF PUBLIC SCHOOL
CAPITAL CONSTRUCTION ASSISTANCE

MAY 2011
R
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List of Applications with Matching Funds from 2010 Bond Proceeds or Proposed 2011 Bond Elections

Page

428

524

836

538

116/

854

607

710

633

682

771

648

848

order County

184

163

123

154

157

121

147

130

139

133

128

137

123

ADAMS

ARAPAHOE

ARAPAHOE

CONEJOS

COSTILLA

EL PASO

EL PASO

EL PASO

ELBERT

ELBERT

FREMONT

LA PLATA

Applicant Name

CORRIDOR
COMMUNITY
ACADEMY

ENGLEWOOD 1

SHERIDAN 2

SANFORD 6J

SIERRA GRANDE R-30

ELLICOTT 22

FALCON 49

PEYTON 23 JT

BIG SANDY 100J

ELBERT 200

FLORENCE RE-2

IGNACIO 11JT

Project Title

New K-8 School
MS Renovation & Addn to

Convert to Alt HS

MS Renovation & New 3-8

School

Major PK-12 Renovations

Reroof a PK-12 School

Replace Existing MS

MS Renovation and Addition

HS Addition

New PK-12 School

New PK-12 School

ES Renovations and Addition

Renovation/Addition of (e) MS
to Become K-8

Amount of Grant
Request

$3,084,180.00

$9,220,857.00

$21,534,235.00

$20,927,472.00

$945,330.32

$15,885,491.00

$8,394,572.00

$3,230,722.00

$20,520,581.00

$16,280,223.00

$12,321,373.00

$5,817,669.00

55

Amount of
Applicant
Contribution

$2,423,284.00

$8,176,986.00

$6,800,284.00

$1,101,445.00

$236,332.58

$2,373,694.00

$9,466,219.00

$2,643,318.00

$3,066,293.00

$3,683,262.00

$648,493.00

$9,099,431.00

Total Project Cost

$5,507,464.00

$17,397,843.00

$28,334,519.00

$22,028,917.00

$1,181,662.90

$18,259,185.00

$17,860,791.00

$5,874,040.00

$23,586,874.00

$19,963,485.00

$12,969,866.00

$14,917,100.00

FCI %

5.98%

20.65%

34.84%

72.56%

37.54%

66.96%

47.91%

77.89%

58.56%

53.01%

76.20%

57.54%

CFI %

79.70%

43.00%

65.30%

76.90%

56.00%

99.10%

89.70%

92.90%

106.00%

75.20%

96.00%

80.00%

Cost
Per Sq
Ft

$262

$164

$230

$237

$14

$233

$160

$256

$269

$271

$168

$235

Prio
rity
#



Page
#
806
641
868
295
512
559
472
719
291/
534
624
659
811

337

551

Sort
order County

126 LA PLATA

138 LAKE
80 LAKE
4.0 LAKE

166 MONTEZUMA

149 MONTEZUMA

176 MONTEZUMA

130

MONTROSE

1.9/
161

PUEBLO

143 RIO GRANDE

136 WASHINGTON

126 WELD

194 WELD

151  YUMA

Applicant Name

IGNACIO 11JT

LAKE R-1

LAKE R-1

LAKE R-1

DOLORES RE-4A

MONTEZUMA-

CORTEZ RE-1

SOUTHWEST OPEN

CHARTER SCHOOL

WEST END RE-2

PUEBLO RURAL 70

DEL NORTE C-7

OTISR-3

FT. LUPTON RE-8

PRAIRIE RE-11

IDALIA RJ-3

Project Title

Jr/SrHS Demolition, Addition,
Renovation

HS Renovation

ES Renovation

MS Renovation

PK-12 Health/Safety/Security

Improvements

New HS, (2) New ES, Renovate

MS & ES

HS Improvements at CS

New PK-12 School

HS Addition

Consolidate (2) ES and Site

Improvements

Jr/SrHS Addition to ES

MS Renovation

New PK-12 School

Major PK-12
Renovations/Replacement

Total

Amount of Grant
Request

$2,277,132.00

$15,290,831.00

$3,687,454.00

$426,764.80

$3,481,690.00

$39,218,257.00

$7,424,818.00

$13,096,724.00

$2,111,255.00

$8,230,891.00

$21,848,125.00

$5,386,169.00

$13,023,289.00

$11,124,198.00

$284,790,303.12

56

Amount of
Applicant
Contribution

$3,561,668.00

$12,014,223.00

$2,897,285.00

$335,315.20

$3,926,159.00

$44,224,841.00

$3,494,032.00

$9,101,113.00

$1,467,143.00

$6,467,127.00

$2,427,569.00

$4,588,218.00

$3,455,628.00

$3,908,502.00

$151,587,864.78

Total Project Cost

$5,838,800.00

$27,305,054.00

$6,584,739.00

$762,080.00

$7,407,849.00

$83,443,098.00

$10,918,850.00

$22,197,837.00

$3,578,398.00

$14,698,018.00

$24,275,694.00

$9,974,387.00

$16,478,917.00

$15,032,700.00

$436,378,167.90

FCI %

69.61%

46.62%

58.63%

23.76%

42.58%

52.25%

77.20%

60.68%

7.09%

45.97%

73.36%

61.57%

66.93%

55.85%

CFl %

102.00%

62.30%

63.50%

30.70%

50.60%

81.03%

92.30%

81.00%

34.40%

57.60%

94.25%

71.70%

102.00%

68.70%

Cost
Per Sq
Ft

$75

$190

$156

$6

$234

$182

$280

$274

$199

$227

$233

$68

$271

$265

Prio
rity
#



BUILDING EXCELLENT SCHOOLS TODAY (BEST)
FY2011-12 APPLICATION SUMMARIES

LIST OF APPLICATIONS WITH WAIVER LETTERS OR STATUTORY WAIVERS

DIVISION OF PUBLIC SCHOOL
CAPITAL CONSTRUCTION ASSISTANCE

MAY 2011
R
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List of Applications Providing Either A Waiver Letter Or A Statutory Waiver

Amount of Cost  Prio
Page Sort Amount of Grant Applicant Per Sq rity Staut
# Spger County Applicant Name Project Title Request Contribution Total Project Cost FCI % CFI % Ft # autory
rder Waiver
174 1.9 ADAMS STRASBURG 31J Replace Kitchen Floor $13,206.00 $4,402.00 $17,608.00 46.56% 56.90% $13 1
76 1.4 ADAMS STRASBURG 31J HS ACM Abatement & Carpet $113,922.00 $37,974.00 $151,896.00 39.07% 45.50% $10 2
Replacement
479 174 BOULDER HORIZONS K-8 K-8 CS Renovations and $5,505,965.00 $478,779.00 $5,984,744.00 82.50% 120.00%  $144 1
ALTERNATIVE Addition
CHARTER SCHOOL
538 154 CONEJOS SANFORD 6J Major PK-12 Renovations $20,927,472.00 $1,101,445.00 $22,028,917.00 72.56% 76.90% $237 1 Yes
116/8 1.5 COSTILLA SIERRA GRANDE R-30 Reroof a PK-12 School $945,330.32 $236,332.58 $1,181,662.90 37.54% 56.00% $14 1
54 /
121
181 1.9 csli COLORADO SPRINGS Site Grading to Improve $173,045.09 $5,351.91 $178,397.00 66.50%  83.60% $135 1
CHARTER ACADEMY Drainage
435 182 CsSlI ROSS MONTESSORI New PK-8 Charter School $10,791,517.00 $1,067,292.00 $11,858,809.00 27.98% 74.30% $293 1
SCHOOL
346 190 EAGLE EAGLE COUNTY New K-8 School $9,302,653.00 $2,937,679.00 $12,240,332.00 47.42%  116.00%  $259 1
CHARTER ACADEMY
682 133 ELBERT BIG SANDY 100J New PK-12 School $20,520,581.00 $3,066,293.00 $23,586,874.00 58.56%  106.00%  $269 1 Yes
771 128 ELBERT ELBERT 200 New PK-12 School $16,280,223.00 $3,683,262.00 $19,963,485.00 53.01% 75.20% $271 1 Yes
648 137 FREMONT FLORENCE RE-2 ES Renovations and Addition $12,321,373.00 $648,493.00 $12,969,866.00 76.20%  96.00%  $168 1
572 148 JEFFERSON ROCKY MOUNTAIN New PK-12 Deaf School $13,197,042.00 $221,404.00 $13,418,446.00 29.64% 108.00%  $277 1

DEAF SCHOOL
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Page

146

719

659

337

551

Sort

Order County

1.5 LASANIMAS

130 MONTROSE

136 WASHINGTON

194 WELD

151 YUMA

Applicant Name

BRANSON 82

WEST END RE-2

OTISR-3

PRAIRIE RE-11

IDALIA RJ-3

Project Title

PK-12 School Roof Replacement

New PK-12 School

Jr/SrHS Addition to ES

New PK-12 School

Major PK-12
Renovations/Replacement

Total

Amount of Grant
Request

$263,141.82

$13,096,724.00

$21,848,125.00

$13,023,289.00

$11,124,198.00

$169,447,807.23

60

Amount of
Applicant
Contribution

$233,352.18

$9,101,113.00

$2,427,569.00

$3,455,628.00

$3,908,502.00

$32,614,871.67

Total Project Cost

$496,494.00

$22,197,837.00

$24,275,694.00

$16,478,917.00

$15,032,700.00

$202,062,678.90

FCl %

34.32%

60.68%

73.36%

66.93%

55.85%

CFI %

45.60%

81.00%

94.25%

102.00%

68.70%

Cost
Per Sq
Ft

$22

$274

$233

$271

$265

Prio
rity
#

Stautory
Waiver

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes



BUILDING EXCELLENT SCHOOLS TODAY (BEST)
FY2011-12 APPLICATION SUMMARIES

LIST OF APPLICATIONS WHICH QUALIFY FOR
BEST CASH & LEASE-PURCHASE GRANTS

DIVISION OF PUBLIC SCHOOL
CAPITAL CONSTRUCTION ASSISTANCE

MAY 2011

61



62



List of Applications Being Considered for Either A Cash Grant or A Lease Purchase Grant

Page Sort

Order

85/8 15/
28 124

93/8 15/
32 124

299/ 4.2
896 /26

111/ 15/
818 125

81/8 14/
64 112

116/ 15/
854 121

188/
733

19/
128

226/ 1.9/
793 126

312/ 4.2
900 /20

248/ 19/
884 70

255/ 1.9/
702 132

142/
789

1.5/
128

County

ADAMS

ADAMS

ARAPAHOE

ARAPAHOE

BOULDER

COSTILLA

DENVER

DENVER

EL PASO

JEFFERSON

JEFFERSON

LARIMER

Applicant Name

ADAMS 14

ADAMS 14

ADAMS-ARAPAHOE 28-J

BYERS 32J

ST VRAIN RE 1J

SIERRA GRANDE R-30

DENVER 1

DENVER 1

HARRISON 2

COMPASS MONTESSORI -
WHEAT RIDGE CHARTER
SCHOOL

FREE HORIZON
MONTESSORI CHARTER
SCHOOL

THOMPSON R-2J

Project Title

JrHS Roof Replacement

ES Roof Replacement

ES/MS HVAC Upgrades

PK-12 School Roof Replacement

HS ACM Abatement and Partial

Roof Replacement

Reroof a PK-12 School

Address Air and Water Quality in

Multiple Schools

Address Site Traffic at Multiple

Schools

Replace Boilers at (3) ES

3-6 School Addition

PK-6 Renovations

HS Roof Replacement

Amount of Grant

Request

$1,420,677.00

$742,031.00

$1,693,831.00

$980,502.00

$731,505.00

$945,330.32

$927,134.00

$742,270.00

$1,113,816.48

$984,684.00

$2,440,297.00

$496,650.00

63

Amount of
Applicant
Contribution

$175,589.00

$91,711.00

$505,949.00

$905,078.00

$702,817.00

$236,332.58

$758,564.00

$607,311.00

$212,155.52

$1,253,234.00

$2,440,296.00

$658,350.00

Total Project Cost

$1,596,266.00

$833,742.00

$2,199,780.00

$1,885,580.00

$1,434,322.00

$1,181,662.90

$1,685,698.00

$1,349,581.00

$1,325,972.00

$2,237,918.00

$4,880,593.00

$1,155,000.00

FCI1 %

39.07%

36.44%

78.90%

28.92%

45.18%

37.54%

60.65%

55.09%

55.63%

20.83%

40.20%

52.12%

CFI %

62.20%

79.70%

94.50%

43.40%

64.80%

56.00%

83.56%

75.89%

72.43%

78.10%

98.70%

63.00%

Cost
Per Sq
Ft

$14

$13

$43

$15

$18

$14

$4

$10

$7

$236

$97

$8

Prio
rity
#



Page
#

169/
823

263/
873

155/
696

322/
891

291/
534

Sort

order County

16/
125

LOGAN

1.9/
75

1.5/
133

PHILLIPS

4.2 PHILLIPS
/30

19/
161

PUEBLO

MONTROSE

Applicant Name

PLATEAU RE-5

PARADOX VALLEY

CHARTER SCHOOL

HOLYOKE RE-1J

HOLYOKE RE-1J

PUEBLO RURAL 70

Amount of Grant

Project Title Request

PK-12 Fire Alarm, HVAC, and
Security Project

$439,549.00

PK-8 CS Renovation and $2,465,319.00

Addition
ES & JrSrHS Roof Replacements $982,606.00
ES & JrSrHS HVAC Upgrades $765,760.00

HS Addition $2,111,255.00

Total $19,983,216.80

64

Amount of
Applicant

Contribution Total Project Cost

$687,499.00 $1,127,048.00
$304,702.00 $2,770,021.00
$711,541.00 $1,694,147.00
$554,515.00 $1,320,275.00
$1,467,143.00 $3,578,398.00

$12,272,787.10 $32,256,003.90

FCI %

34.85%

63.62%

63.78%

63.78%

7.09%

CFl %

57.20%

109.00%

81.35%

81.35%

34.40%

Cost
Per Sq
Ft

$15

$175

$13

$7

$199

Prio
rity
#



BUILDING EXCELLENT SCHOOLS TODAY (BEST)
FY2011-12 BEST CASH GRANT APPLICATIONS

DIVISION OF PUBLIC SCHOOL
CAPITAL CONSTRUCTION ASSISTANCE

MAY 2011
_______
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All Applications For BEST Cash Grants in Cash Grant Sort Order

Page

#

72

76

81/8
64

85/
828

89

93/

832

97

102

105

108

111/

818

116/
854

Sort

order County

1.3

1.4

14/
112

1.5/
124

15

157

124

15

1.5

1.5

1.5

15/

125

1.5/
121

WELD

ADAMS

BOULDER

ADAMS

ADAMS

ADAMS

ADAMS

ADAMS

ADAMS

ADAMS

ARAPAHOE

COSTILLA

Applicant Name

EATON RE-2

STRASBURG 31J

ST VRAIN RE 1J

ADAMS 14

ADAMS 14

ADAMS 14

BENNETT 29J

WESTMINSTER 50

WESTMINSTER 50

WESTMINSTER 50

BYERS 32J

SIERRA GRANDE R-30

Project Title

HS Domestic Water Piping
Replacement & ACM
Abatement

HS ACM Abatement & Carpet
Replacement

HS ACM Abatement and

Partial Roof Replacement

JrHS Roof Replacement

ES Roof Replacement

ES Roof Replacement

HS RTU and Roof

Replacement

ES Roof Replacement

ES Roof Replacement

ES Roof Replacement

PK-12 School Roof

Replacement

Reroof a PK-12 School

Amount of Grant

67

Request

$149,688.00

$113,922.00

$731,505.00

$1,420,677.00

$767,026.92

$742,031.00

$246,180.88

$528,766.68

$449,046.00

$508,516.32

$980,502.00

$945,330.32

Amount of
Applicant
Contribution

$266,112.00

$37,974.00

$702,817.00

$175,589.00

$94,801.08

$91,711.00

$313,321.12

$149,139.32

$126,654.00

$143,427.68

$905,078.00

$236,332.58

Total Project Cost

$415,800.00

$151,896.00

$1,434,322.00

$1,596,266.00

$861,828.00

$833,742.00

$559,502.00

$677,906.00

$575,700.00

$651,944.00

$1,885,580.00

$1,181,662.90

FCI %

41.82%

39.07%

45.18%

39.07%

32.33%

36.44%

10.03%

55.01%

68.42%

68.36%

28.92%

37.54%

CFl %

64.20%

45.50%

64.80%

62.20%

55.00%

79.70%

25.70%

81.00%

134.00%

105.00%

43.40%

56.00%

Cost
Per Sq
Ft

$11

$10

$18

$14

$14

$13

$16

$18

$16

$17

$15

$14

Prio
rity
#



Page

#

125

129

133

138

142/

789

146

155/

696

161

166

169/

823

174

178

181

Sort
order County

1.5 ELPASO

15 ELBERT

15 GARFIELD

1.5 HUERFANO

157
128

LARIMER

15 LAS ANIMAS

1.5/ PHILLIPS
133

1.5 YUMA

1.6 ELPASO
1.6/ LOGAN
125

1.9 ADAMS

1.9 CLEAR CREEK

1.9 Csli

Applicant Name

LEWIS-PALMER 38

KIOWA C-2

ROARING FORK RE-1

LA VETA RE-2

THOMPSON R-2J

BRANSON 82

HOLYOKE RE-1J

WRAY RD-2

COLORADO SPRINGS 11

PLATEAU RE-5

STRASBURG 31J

GEORGETOWN

COMMUNITY SCHOOL

COLORADO SPRINGS
CHARTER ACADEMY

Project Title

MS Roof Replacement

Site Work and Roof
Replacement

ES Roof Replacement

HS Roof Replacement

HS Roof Replacement

PK-12 School Roof
Replacement

ES & JrSrHS Roof
Replacements

MS Partial Roof and Exhaust
Fan Replacement

Fire Alarm Replacement @ 2
ES

PK-12 Fire Alarm, HVAC, and
Security Project

Replace Kitchen Floor

Charter School Addition for
Security

Site Grading to Improve
Drainage

Amount of Grant
Request

$420,497.10

$459,754.68

$273,693.96

$52,329.81

$496,650.00

$263,141.82

$982,606.00

$66,603.90

$98,560.00

$439,549.00

$13,206.00

$358,050.00

$173,045.09

68

Amount of
Applicant
Contribution

$513,940.90

$634,899.32

$486,567.04

$81,849.19

$658,350.00

$233,352.18

$711,541.00

$54,494.10

$77,440.00

$687,499.00

$4,402.00

$219,450.00

$5,351.91

Total Project Cost

$934,438.00

$1,094,654.00

$760,261.00

$134,179.00

$1,155,000.00

$496,494.00

$1,694,147.00

$121,098.00

$176,000.00

$1,127,048.00

$17,608.00

$577,500.00

$178,397.00

FCI %

26.46%

34.34%

12.74%

20.31%

52.12%

34.32%

63.78%

46.98%

60.16%

34.85%

46.56%

61.85%

66.50%

CFl %

36.80%

49.30%

31.30%

36.90%

63.00%

45.60%

81.35%

55.60%

75.25%

57.20%

56.90%

88.00%

83.60%

Cost

Per Sq

Ft

$10

$13

$14

$5

$8

$22

$13

$8

$1

$15

$13

$150

$135

Prio
rity

#



Page

188/
733

226/
793

239

244

248
/88

255/
702

263/
873

274

280

285

291/

534

295

299/
896

Sort
order County

1.9/ DENVER
128

1.9/ DENVER
126

1.9 ELPASO
1.9 FREMONT

1.9/
70

1.9/
132

1.9/

75

1.9  PHILLIPS

1.9  PHILLIPS

1.9  PHILLIPS

19/
161

PUEBLO

40 LAKE

4.2/
26

JEFFERSON

JEFFERSON

MONTROSE

ARAPAHOE

Applicant Name

DENVER 1

DENVER 1

LEWIS-PALMER 38

COTOPAXI RE-3

COMPASS MONTESSORI -
WHEAT RIDGE CHARTER
SCHOOL

FREE HORIZON
MONTESSORI CHARTER
SCHOOL

PARADOX VALLEY

CHARTER SCHOOL

HOLYOKE RE-1J

HOLYOKE RE-1J

HOLYOKE RE-1J

PUEBLO RURAL 70

LAKE R-1

ADAMS-ARAPAHOE 28-J

Project Title

Address Air and Water
Quality in Multiple Schools

Address Site Traffic at
Multiple Schools

MS Interior Door Locks
Replacement

Plaza Reconstruction at PK-12

School

3-6 School Addition

PK-6 Renovations

PK-8 CS Renovation and

Addition

ES & JrSr HS Renovations

ES & JrSrHS Security

Upgrades

ES & JrSrHS Site Upgrades

HS Addition

MS Renovation

ES/MS HVAC Upgrades

Amount of Grant
Request

$927,134.00

$742,270.00

$45,542.70

$46,873.20

$984,684.00

$2,440,297.00

$2,465,319.00

$537,665.80

$333,948.92

$209,182.80

$2,111,255.00

$426,764.80

$1,693,831.00

69

Amount of
Applicant
Contribution

$758,564.00

$607,311.00

$55,663.30

$70,309.80

$1,253,234.00

$2,440,296.00

$304,702.00

$389,344.20

$241,825.08

$151,477.20

$1,467,143.00

$335,315.20

$505,949.00

Total Project Cost

$1,685,698.00

$1,349,581.00

$101,206.00

$117,183.00

$2,237,918.00

$4,880,593.00

$2,770,021.00

$927,010.00

$575,774.00

$360,660.00

$3,578,398.00

$762,080.00

$2,199,780.00

FCI %

60.65%

55.09%

26.46%

47.95%

20.83%

40.20%

63.62%

63.78%

63.78%

63.78%

7.09%

23.76%

78.90%

CFl %

83.56%

75.89%

36.80%

86.70%

78.10%

98.70%

109.00%

81.35%

81.35%

81.35%

34.40%

30.70%

94.50%

Cost
Per Sq
Ft

$4

$10

$0

$17

$236

$97

$175

$5

$3

$14

$199

$6

$43

Prio
rity
#



Page Sort

# order County

304 4.2

308 4.2

312/ 4.2/
900 20

317 4.2

322/ 4.2/
891 30

328 4.2

EL PASO

EL PASO

EL PASO

JEFFERSON

PHILLIPS

TELLER

Applicant Name

HARRISON 2

HARRISON 2

HARRISON 2

JEFFERSON ACADEMY

CHARTER SCHOOL

HOLYOKE RE-1J

CRIPPLE CREEK-VICTOR
RE-1

Project Title

ES Boiler Replacement

ES Boiler Replacement

Replace Boilers at (3) ES

ES Renovation

ES & JrSrHS HVAC Upgrades

ES HVAC Control Upgrade

Total

Amount of Grant

70

Request

$181,565.16

$206,328.36

$1,113,816.48

$126,957.60

$765,760.00

$37,976.00

$27,078,051.30

Amount of
Applicant
Contribution

$34,583.84

$39,300.64

$212,155.52

$175,322.40

$554,515.00

$56,964.00

$17,266,068.60 $44,344,119.90

Total Project Cost

$216,149.00

$245,629.00

$1,325,972.00

$302,280.00

$1,320,275.00

$94,940.00

FCI %

20.37%

58.35%

55.63%

74.47%

63.78%

22.04%

CFl %

32.30%

66.90%

72.43%

109.00%

81.35%

28.00%

Cost
Per Sq
Ft

$3

$4

$7

$18

$7

$0

Prio
rity
#



CDE GRANT APPLICATION SUMMARIES

-Glossary of Terms Used-

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

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

Condition Budget

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

Facility Condition Index (FCI)

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

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

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

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

Colorado Facility Index (CFI)
CFl is the ratio of condition needs plus suitability needs plus energy audit needs to Current Replacement Value (CRV).

Condition Score*

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

Energy Score*

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

Suitability Score*

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

School Score*

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

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

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

See Condition, Suitability and Energy Score.

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

Qtxxx
This Q# references a condition criteria question from the assessment and what comment made on that specific condition.
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CDE GRANT APPLICATION SUMMARIES

-Facilities Affected By This Grant Application-

EATON RE-2 - Eaton HS - HS Domestic Water Piping Replacement & ACM
Abatement
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Applicant Name: EATON RE-2 Sort Order #: 1.3
County: WELD Applicant Priority # 1
Project Title: HS Domestic Water Piping Replacement & ACM Abatement

] Addition LI Fire Alarm ] Roof | water Systems
Asbestos Abatement L] Lighting L1 school Replacement L] Window Replacement
(] Boiler Replacement L] ADA LI security I New School

(] Electrical Upgrade L] HvAC LI Facility Sitework I LandPurchase

] Energy Savings ] Renovation Project Other Explain:  Replace Heating Water &

Domestic Hot Water Piping

General Background Information and Reasons for Pursuing a BEST Grant:

Eaton High School was built in 1928 with additions to the original structure in 1962, 1988, and 2002. The facility currently has 492
students in grades 9 to 12. The high school acts as the hub for student academics and extracurricular activities and is also used
extensively by the Town of Eaton community.

The District has identified asbestos containing material (ACM) in the tunnels of both the 1962 and 1928 building. Air is forced
through the tunnels into classrooms over coils to heat the rooms. Friable ACM is located in the air-cell insulation and pipe fittings
located within the tunnels which are also used as air plenum systems for the High School.

Friable ACM is also found in the attic of the 1928 building. The insulation is identified as Chrysotile with an 80% asbestos content.
The attic area’s access is secured, but the potential exists that a roof leak (one has been identified) could affect the contained
asbestos causing a disruption in the use of this building. The District is very concerned of a potential Major Spill Response as
defined by CDPHE regulations due to a roof leak and causing the plaster ceiling and friable insulation to dislodge into classrooms
and hallways. The District is unable to enter the space to inspect the condition of the roof and complete any repairs of the plaster
ceiling.

The BEST School Assessment Report dated July 10, 2010, identifies the asbestos problems along with the domestic water and steam
water pipe deficiencies.

As a result of decreases in state per pupil funding this past year and anticipated reductions for the 2011-12 fiscal year, maintenance
and improvement budgets are being stretched further than warranted. This asbestos issue creates an ongoing and serious risk to
the air quality within Eaton High School if not abated. Eaton School District is requesting BEST Grant funding to assist in the
abatement of asbestos containing material and replace piping lines that are well beyond useful life expectancy.

Issue: Other
Deficiencies Associated with this Issue:

Replace Heating Water and Domestic Hot Water Piping - The District has corroded steel piping in the 1928 building that supplies
steam from the boiler system to heat the building and galvanized piping that is used for the domestic water supply. As discovered
in a repair to the galvanized piping last fall, the pipes are extremely corroded and have exceeded their expected life. When looking
at replacement of the pipes the ACM insulation on the piping led to the decision to seek grant matching funds in order to lessen
the increased district cost of this project since both the abatement and pipe replacement are a combined project issue.

Since the corroded steel piping supplies steam for heat, a failure during cold winter months could impact the ability to heat and
utilize the building until replacement or repairs are completed.

Proposed Solution to Address the Deficiencies Listed Above:

A faster and more cost effective way to remove the piping is to remove it along with the ACM insulation under component
abatement by a certified abatement contractor. Once the piping and ACM are removed, schedule 40 and 80 welded pipe will be
used for the steam system and copper pipe will be installed for the domestic water. This will eliminate the potential for piping
failure and the abatement issue is also eliminated.

How Urgent is this Project:

Since the piping replacement is so closely tied into the ACM abatement removal, this project is extremely urgent in order to
eliminate the high risk that additional steel or galvanized piping will fail and along with the failure contaminate the tunnels which
provide air for the majority of classrooms within the high school.
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What is the Cost Associated with this Issue: $99,000.00
Issue: Asbestos Abatement

Deficiencies Associated with this Issue:

The heating system for the 1928 building has steam pipes that run through tunnels and up through supply air chases to classroom
unit heaters. Fresh air is supplied to the tunnel from a large shaft coming down from the roof. Air is forced through the tunnels
into classrooms over coils to heat the rooms. Asbestos Containing Material (ACM) is located in the air-cell insulation and pipe
fittings located within the tunnels.

Recently, a section of the corroded galvanized piping for domestic water failed. A portion of the damaged pipe had to be replaced.
Although there was no contamination from the leak, the potential problem readily exists.

Also, as you can see by the attached photographs, pipes with ACM are approximately 2 to 4% feet off the ground and could be

easily disturbed by bumping into them no matter how careful staff or contractors might be. Maintenance within these tunnels,
whether it is to maintain the air handler, motors, electric panels/conduit, technology cables, or to address the piping issues is a
common occurrence and the more times people enter these ACM areas, the higher the potential for a disturbance occurs.

If the insulation is damaged, friable airborne particles would be released into the supply air that would endanger students, staff
and community. Per AHERA requirements, the District would need to complete a spill response action depending upon the
amount, less than 3 SF requires a small spill response action, but more than 3 SF of friable material becomes a Major Spill and
would require a project design, containment, final visual inspection, and final air clearances per section Il T1 of CDPHE Regulation
8. A Major Spill response would be very costly and require a greater amount of time to complete with the building not being able
to be used during the abatement period.

The 1962 building addition acts in a similar way whereby air is forced through the tunnels and up through baseboard heat coils in
each classroom. The hydronic heat pipe has asbestos wrapped fittings.

The attic of the 1928 building contains Chrysotile with an 80% asbestos content per lab tests. Part of this area has a flat roof and a
roof leak nearby has been discovered. Although the attic is secured and the insulation is contained, the potential for damage is
significant. If a roof leak occurs (water stains are noticeable in the hallway), the non-asbestos plaster ceiling will dislodge with the
friable asbestos containing insulation and contaminate classrooms and hallways.

Proposed Solution to Address the Deficiencies Listed Above:

The District will need to contract with a certified abatement contractor to remove the asbestos in the tunnels and attic. The
abatement will be less costly to remove if the corroded piping for both steam and domestic systems is removed along with the
insulation under component abatement.

The friable attic insulation will be removed by a certified abatement contractor in a full enclosure containment. Once that is
successfully completed replacement of the attic insulation to an R-38 value will be installed. This project not only eliminates a
potential hazard it also gives the district an opportunity to increase the energy efficiency in an 83 year old building.

How Urgent is this Project:

This project is extremely urgent because of the high risk that additional steel or galvanized piping will fail and along with the failure
contaminate the tunnels which provide air for the majority of classrooms within the high school. Also, maintenance of items
within these tunnels requires staff and contractors to enter areas where damage can easily occur and the potential for a
disturbance increases. Friable airborne particles would be released in the supply air if there is damage to the insulation.

The District would like to remove the attic friable insulation in order to safely access the space and complete maintenance
activities, and avoid any future concerns of a possible ceiling collapse which could cause a disruption to the student’s learning
environment.

As addressed in the deficiency section above, a major spill response would make the building unusable until a contamination is
cleaned up.

What is the Cost Associated with this Issue: $279,000

How Does this Project Conform with the Construction Guidelines:

Section 1 - Promote safe and healthy facilities that protect all building occupants against life safety and health threats:

3.6 The District maintains an AHERA asbestos management plan and is currently not in compliance with the 3 year re-inspection.
The re-inspection requirement is a priority and the District is currently in the process of updating the 3 year re-inspection with an
anticipated completion date of April 15, 2011.

3.12 The District would like to maintain healthy building indoor air quality and can accomplish this by eliminating the risk of friable
asbestos in the air supply system.
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Section 3 - Promote school design that implements energy efficiency and reduces operations and maintenance efforts:

5.1.23 The District will provide a roof thermal value of R-38 after new attic insulation is installed.

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

A good portion of this project cost is one-time abatement of asbestos containing materials. As such, a capital renewal budget will
not be needed for that portion. The replacement piping and insulation will be maintained through normal district preventative
maintenance programs that may occur on either a monthly or annual schedule. The district has an automated work order system
that may be used at any time should repairs/maintenance be needed that does not correspond with the monthly or annual
preventative maintenance schedule.

Based on a 30 year life expectancy per the CDE School Assessment Report, the piping and insulation would reflect a $2900 per year

budget plus inflation.

If This Application is for the Renovation, Reconstruction, Expansion, or Replacement of an Existing Public School Facility,
Describe the Condition of that Facility at the Time it was Purchased or Constructed and if the Facility Was Not Adequate as a
Public School at that Time, Provide the Rational for Purchasing or Constructing it in the Manner in Which You Did:

Both the original building and addition were constructed by the District in 1928 and 1962, respectively.

What is the Amount the Applicant is willing to Commitment to a Yearly Capital Renewal Reserve for this Project:

NA

CDE Comments:

APPLICATION INDICATED DISTRICT WAS OUT OF COMPLIANCE WITH AHERA 3-YEAR RE-INSPECTION. RE-INSPECTION HAS SINCE

BEEN COMPLETED.

Funded FTE Count:
Assessed Valuation:
PPAV:

Bonded Debt:

Total Bonding Capacity:

1,644.00
192200760
$116,946.00
$8,970,000.00
$38,440,152.00

% of Bonding Capacity Used: 23.00%

Bond Capacity Remaining: $29,470,152.00
Existing Bond Mill Levy: 3.49

Who Owns the Facility: District

If it's a 3rd Party Explain:

Is the Facility in a Lease Purchase Agreement: Yes

If a Charter School, Where will the Facility Revert To:

NA

Current Grant Request:
Current Applicant Match:
Current Total Project Cost:
Previous Grant Awards:
Previous Matches:
Future Grant Requests:
Future Matches:

Total for all Phases:

Cost Per Pupil:

Cost Per Sq Ft:

Red Flags for Discussion:
Red Flags Explain:

$149,688.00
$266,112.00
$415,800.00
0

0

0

0
$378,000.00
$845.00
$11.00

None

Bonded Debt Approved:
Year Bond Election Passed:
Bonded Debt Failed:

Year Bond Election Failed:
2010 Bond Election Results:
Median Household Income:
Free or Reduced Lunch %:
State Financial Watch:

Charter School Fund Balance:

Charter Authorizer Letter:
Charter 3 Month Notice:

Charter Chartered for 5 Yrs:
Year Built:

Affected Sq Ft:

Master Plan Completed:
CDE Minimum Match %:
Actual Match % Provided:
Was a Waiver Required:
Stautory Waiver:

FCl:

CFl:

Inflation:

Historical Significance:
Does this Qualify For HPCP:
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$10,000,000.00
01

NA
$22,424.00

30.97%

No

NA

No

No

No
1928

36,112.00
Yes

64

64

N/A

41.82%

64.20%

5

Yes-Deemed Significant
Not Required



CDE GRANT APPLICATION SUMMARIES

-Facilities Affected By This Grant Application-

STRASBURG 31J - Strasburg HS - HS ACM Abatement & Carpet Replacement

Q#161 - The interior flooring is worn and has cosmetic deficiencies with visible damage in some areas. Score: 2
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February 23, 2011

Members of the State Board of Education and BEST Board

Dear Members of the Boards:

&

G G

Strasburg Schooil District No. 31-J
56729 E. Colorado Avenue

P.O. Box 207

Strasburg, Colorado 80136

303-422-9211 (Administration)
303-622-9224 (District Fox)

303-622-9211 (High Schooly

303-622-6921 (High School Fax)
303-622-9213 (Hemphil Middle School)
303-622-2613 (Hemphilt Micidle School Fax)
303-622-9215 (Elementory)

303-622-4891 {Elementary Fax)

Strasburg School District is requesting that our match in the BEST grant be lowered from 46% to 25%.

There are several reasons for this request. As with all districts across the state we are faced with cuts to
our budget due to the economic situation that the state is facing and the looming reductions in the K-12
school finance act. Based upon the Governot’s budget proposal, which will be taken up by the General

Assembly, we are facing a $455,000 reduction in our total program.

Also, tike other school districts in the state, we are facing increases in our insurances and contributions
to PERA. This will be the third year in a row that salaries have been frozen for all district employees,

Several years ago, a new middle school was opened in Strasburg. We are still having problems with
water leaking into the building during rain storms through the bricks. We have decided to take care of
this problem at the district level, and concentrate our efforts for BEST grants on our two highest health

and safety issues,

Since our BEST project requests are not extremely large, we believe we can provide the 25% matich even

with the looming budget issues.

Your consideration is greatly appreciated and we hope you will grant this request.

Respectfully,
o / -

{ iAoy i

Ed VanderTook

Strasburg School District 31

Digtrict Misston: Develop res
and productive members o
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Applicant Name: STRASBURG 31J Sort Order #: 1.4

County: ADAMS Applicant Priority # 2
Project Title: HS ACM Abatement & Carpet Replacement

| Addition "] Fire Alarm | Roof "] water Systems
Asbestos Abatement L] Lighting L1 school Replacement L] Window Replacement
(] Boiler Replacement L] ADA LI security I New School

(] Electrical Upgrade L] HvAC LI Facility Sitework I LandPurchase

Energy Savings [ ] Renovation Project Other Explain: Carpet replacement

General Background Information and Reasons for Pursuing a BEST Grant:

This area was constructed in three phases 1948,1957,1972 and which consists of seven classrooms, one computer lab, three
support offices, and hallways.This represents approximately one third of our instructional area of our high school.With art,
health,civics,geography,US history,and psychology being taught,this wing is used by a majority of our student population.We do
not have adequate funding in our maintenance budget to cover the cost of these projects.

Issue: Energy Savings
Deficiencies Associated with this Issue:

Four classrooms in this wing have one wall consisting of approximately 60 percent window area, although the windows are of a
dual glazed construction there is still a transfer of heat both for heating or cooling taking place in these rooms causing the HVAC
systems to work overtime keeping the occupants comfortable. Several rooms do not have blinds therefore craft type paper has
been applied to the glass to serve as temporary blinds.

Proposed Solution to Address the Deficiencies Listed Above:

We propose to install commercial grade venetian blinds that we will purchase and install with in house labor.We realize only the
cost of the blinds will be considered when applying for the grant not the labor. Three other rooms in this wing have already had
blinds installed with a noticeable improvement being observed.the blinds will also give the occupants opportunity to let outside
light in when the sun is not so overbearing.

How Urgent is this Project:

As stated with the asbestos abatement we asked to have this funded this summer.With rooms being emptied of there contents
installation would be that much easier.An energy savings associated with the HVAC not having to work as hard would be seen
starting this fall semester giving us useful cut in our utility bill.

What is the Cost Associated with this Issue:$4,200.00

Issue: Other
Deficiencies Associated with this Issue:

Carpet in the classrooms is ripped, tattered, non-maintainable has become a tripping hazard and is exposing VAT. We have
shampooed these rooms only to realize it makes the situation worse. The overall aesthetics in these rooms with the carpet and
blinds are not conducive to a productive learning environment.

Proposed Solution to Address the Deficiencies Listed Above:

After abatement contractors have been cleared,Strasburg will have a installer lay a C&A commercial flooring product down.This
along with a new coat of paint and blinds will give these rooms a remodeled look. A side benifit to this work is that with future
projects in this wing there will be no cost of VAT abatment.

How Urgent is this Project:

As stated previously we ask that you consider immediate funding to this project. Strasburg would like to start the bidding process
with work being completed by the fall semester.Not only is there a concern about the VAT but with the custodial staff not able to
clean the carpet properly we see a potential problem with the overall health of these rooms.

What is the Cost Associated with this Issue: $38,804.00
Issue: Asbestos Abatement

Deficiencies Associated with this Issue:

This wing of our high school was originally floored with vinyl asbestos floor tile (VAT) over the years carpet has been glued down
over the VAT with some areas having two layers of carpet. The carpet has now deteriorated to the point that VAT is exposed and
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duct tape has been applied to several areas to cover tears and protect VAT.

Proposed Solution to Address the Deficiencies Listed Above:
We propose to moving all the contents of the rooms into rented con-ex boxes, then having an abatement contractor remove the
carpet and VAT, disposing the waste properly, and supplying the District with a waste manifest. The abatement contractor's work

will be over-seen by a state certified industrial hygienist insuring all OSHA and EPA guidelines are followed.The budget numbers do
include environmental fees and moving expenses.

How Urgent is this Project:

The need is immediate do to the fact the carpet is deteriorating exponentially.Our concern is that as the areas of taped down
carpet will become greater and the duct tape will start damaging the VAT releasing fibers. This has also become a tripping hazard
when the tape starts to delaminate away do to normal class room activities.

What is the Cost Associated with this Issue: $89,300.00

How Does this Project Conform with the Construction Guidelines:

When looking at the Public Schools Construction Guidelines they appear to be geared around new construction or a major
renovation of an existing facility. It is our intention to follow all the guidelines concerning this project. On review of this document
there are a few applicable sections such as 3.3 unobstructed path of egress,3.12 healthy building indoor air quality,4.1 High quality,
durable, easily maintainable materials,4.12 provide an learning environment, and 5.1.9.2 sun shading.

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

Normal and routine maintenance such as daily vacuuming, spot cleaning and yearly shampooing of the carpet should insure a full
life expectancy of fifteen to twenty years. These costs are already built into our operating budget and will remain. It is also are
intent to not reintroduce asbestos into our school by means of MSDS submittals and lab analysis of building material.

If This Application is for the Renovation, Reconstruction, Expansion, or Replacement of an Existing Public School Facility,
Describe the Condition of that Facility at the Time it was Purchased or Constructed and if the Facility Was Not Adequate as a
Public School at that Time, Provide the Rational for Purchasing or Constructing it in the Manner in Which You Did:

Facility is in fair condition and has been part of the School District since originally constructed

What is the Amount the Applicant is willing to Commitment to a Yearly Capital Renewal Reserve for this Project:
na

CDE Comments:

Funded FTE Count: 981.00 Bonded Debt Approved: $6,700,000.00
Assessed Valuation: 74559270 Year Bond Election Passed: 05
PPAV: $75,972.00 Bonded Debt Failed:
Bonded Debt: $10,797,603.00 Year Bond Election Failed:
Total Bonding Capacity: $14,911,854.00 2010 Bond Election Results: NA
% of Bonding Capacity Used: 72.00% Median Household Income: $20,066.00
Bond Capacity Remaining: $4,114,251.00 Free or Reduced Lunch %: 21.53%
Existing Bond Mill Levy: 16.377 State Financial Watch: No
Who Owns the Facility: District Charter School Fund Balance: NA
If it's a 3rd Party Explain: Charter Authorizer Letter: No
Charter 3 Month Notice: No
Is the Facility in a Lease Purchase Agreement: No Charter Chartered for 5 Yrs: No
If a Charter School, Where will the Facility Revert To: Year Built: 1976
NA

79



Current Grant Request:
Current Applicant Match:

Current Total Project Cost:

Previous Grant Awards:
Previous Matches:
Future Grant Requests:
Future Matches:

Total for all Phases:

Cost Per Pupil:

Cost Per Sq Ft:

Red Flags for Discussion:

Red Flags Explain:  Waiver Request and scope

$113,922.00
$37,974.00
$151,896.00
0

0

0

0
$138,087.00
$413.00
$10.00
Multiple

Affected Sq Ft:

Master Plan Completed:
CDE Minimum Match %:
Actual Match % Provided:
Was a Waiver Required:
Stautory Waiver:

FCl:

CFl:

Inflation:

Historical Significance:

Does this Qualify For HPCP:

80

12,800.00
Yes

46

25

Yes

39.07%
45.50%

0

NA

Not Required



CDE GRANT APPLICATION SUMMARIES

-Facilities Affected By This Grant Application-

ST VRAIN RE 1J - Frederick HS - HS ACM Abatement and Partial Roof Replacement

Q#110.4 - The roof covering is in poor condition with reported leaks. Score: 2
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Applicant Name: ST VRAIN RE 1) Sort Order #: 1.4
County: BOULDER Applicant Priority # 1
Project Title: HS ACM Abatement and Partial Roof Replacement

| Addition "] Fire Alarm Roof "] water Systems
Asbestos Abatement L] Lighting L1 school Replacement L] Window Replacement
(] Boiler Replacement L] ADA LI security I New School

(] Electrical Upgrade L] HvAC LI Facility Sitework I LandPurchase

(] Energy Savings (] Renovation Project Other Explain: New Tennant Finishes due to

ACM removal.

General Background Information and Reasons for Pursuing a BEST Grant:

The statewide BEST Audit of 2009 identified Frederick HS as needing a roof replacment in 2009. The District was able to afford
about half of the replacement costs at that time. Other school facilities needed roof replacements as well and half of Frederick was
deferred until 2012. The roof is leaking water into the school. The ceiling tiles in that area contain Asbestos. If one tile falls down
the district will be forced to close the school for a day and report to AHERA that a major fiber release occurred. The clean up cost
will be betwen 5k-10K per incident. The roofs' condition seriously impacts life safety concerns for the schools students and staff
with the possibility of an ACM release looming.

Saint Vrain Valley School District has never had the abilty to fund roof repacements out of Capital monies. The district has had to
rely on Bond Dollars to accomplish this important maintenance need. The borrowed money takes 30 years to repay and triples the
final project cost. The worst outcome from this funding method is that the roof's expected life is 20 years. The district will pay 10
years beyond that to pay off the original debt.

The BEST Program's Cash Grant offers the District the opportunity to pay the debt off in approximately 15 years instead of 30 years.
This will save the district approximately 50% in intrest savings.

Issue: Asbestos Abatement
Deficiencies Associated with this Issue:

The major area of concern is the ACM ceiling tiles. If a tile falls or is accidentally moved by staff the district may face an AHERA
major asbestos release. There are other materials that would be removed at the same time due to the economy already in place
once the containment is constructed. Vinyl Asbestos floor tiles, fire doors, transite panels, sinks and fume hoods.

Proposed Solution to Address the Deficiencies Listed Above:

There are large and diverse quantities of asbestos containing materials inside Frederick High School. An up to date and through
AHERA management plan is in place for Frederick High School. That plan allows the district to identify scope, quantities and cost.
The solution is to remove 85-90 percent of the materials identified in our Management Plan. (Attached)

How Urgent is this Project:

The inability of District maintenance staff to access the infrastructure located above the ACM ceiling tiles is a major concern. Simple
tasks off of a preventative maintenance schedule cannot be accomplished until the asbestos is removed. The ACM needs to be
removed on an urgent basis before the district can properly maintain a portion of this facility.

What is the Cost Associated with this Issue:$297,563.00
Issue: Roof

Deficiencies Associated with this Issue:

The facility has forty one thousand square feet of roofing that is beyond its manufacturer’s suggested useful life of twenty years
that needs to be replaced. Water leaks are an ongoing maintenance problem. The potential to close school is a real concern due to
the water leaking on to the ACM ceiling tiles.

Proposed Solution to Address the Deficiencies Listed Above:

The first step is to design the bid documents and work scope. The project will then be hard bid. The work will be awarded to the
lowest qualified bidder. The failed roof areas will need to be torn off and replaced with new materials and metal flashings.

How Urgent is this Project:

Leaking roofs cause many health issues. One example would be the growth of mold. In this facility the roof leaks have the potential
to cause a major asbestos fiber release as the acoustic grid ceiling tiles contain asbestos materials. Our maintenance staff cannot
conduct any repairs above that ACM drop ceiling.

82



What is the Cost Associated with this Issue: $504.500.00
Issue: Other

Deficiencies Associated with this Issue:

When removing asbestos containing materials from a school facility the removal often contaminates contiguous materials during
the abatement process. The Frederick High School abatement will impact ceiling grid, ceiling lights, ceiling tiles, painted drywall
surfaces and floor coverings. All of those finishes will need to be replaced do to there being contaminated during abatement.

Proposed Solution to Address the Deficiencies Listed Above:

After the asbestos containing materials have been removed the contractor will start the "put back" stage of this abatement project.
The contractor will restore the facility to its existing condition or better. An example would be installing a new suspended ceiling
system with the appropriate number of light fixtures.

How Urgent is this Project:

This Grant application can be divided into 3 phases within a total project. The urgency is that they are all co-dependent on one
another. The put back after abatement is required by both the division of Fire Safety and the Local Fire Marshall. The finishes need
to be in place before a Certificate of Occupancy will be issued. Without a CO in hand the district cannot occupy the facility for the
start of fall classes.

What is the Cost Associated with this Issue: $501,865.77

How Does this Project Conform with the Construction Guidelines:

3.2. A weather-tight roof that drains water positively off the roof and discharges the water off and
away from the building. All roofs shall be installed by a qualified contractor approved by the
roofing manufacturer to install the specified roof system and shall receive the specified warranty
upon completion of the roof. The National Roofing Contractors Association (NRCA) divides

roofing into two generic classifications: low-slope roofing and steep-slope roofing. Low-slope
roofing includes water impermeable, or weatherproof types of roof membranes installed on

slopes of less than or equal to 3:12 (fourteen degrees). Steep slope roofing includes watershedding
types of roof coverings installed on slopes exceeding 3:12 (fourteen degrees);

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

The district has a preventative maintenance plan in place funded through the General Fund. The materials used in this grant will be
inspected on a biannual basis. Minor repairs will be done at the time the PM inspection takes place. SVVSD’s maintenance
department is funded at approximately $0.32 cents per square foot. That amount will generate approximately $32,275.00 dollars
for needed labor and materials at Frederick HS.

The roof will carry a 10 year warranty. The architectural "put back" materials have a manufacturers life span ranging from 20-30
years.

If This Application is for the Renovation, Reconstruction, Expansion, or Replacement of an Existing Public School Facility,
Describe the Condition of that Facility at the Time it was Purchased or Constructed and if the Facility Was Not Adequate as a
Public School at that Time, Provide the Rational for Purchasing or Constructing it in the Manner in Which You Did:

A new school was constructed in 1970. The original facility was 45,860 square feet. In 1979 another addition was built. Its size was
41,544 square feet. The funding source was the 1974 Bond. In 1982 a third addition was added bringing a gym and more
classrooms. Last an auditorium and new administration addition was built in 1999. The funding source was the 1997 Bond.

What is the Amount the Applicant is willing to Commitment to a Yearly Capital Renewal Reserve for this Project:
NA

CDE Comments:

THE DISTRICT HAS INCLUDED VAT REMOVAL NOT IMPACTED BY THE LEAKING ROOF. THE COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH THIS WORK
HAVE BEEN IDENTIFIED AND ARE $47,369.
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Funded FTE Count:

Assessed Valuation:

PPAV:

Bonded Debt:

Total Bonding Capacity:

% of Bonding Capacity Used:
Bond Capacity Remaining:

25,557.00
2338789583
$91,513.00
$391,990,000.00
$467,757,917.00
84.00%
$75,767,917.00

Existing Bond Mill Levy: 13.87

Who Owns the Facility: District

If it's a 3rd Party Explain:

Is the Facility in a Lease Purchase Agreement: No

If a Charter School, Where will the Facility Revert To:

NA

Current Grant Request:
Current Applicant Match:
Current Total Project Cost:
Previous Grant Awards:
Previous Matches:
Future Grant Requests:
Future Matches:

Total for all Phases:

Cost Per Pupil:

Cost Per Sq Ft:

Red Flags for Discussion:
Red Flags Explain:

$731,505.00
$702,817.00
$1,434,322.00
0

0

0

0
$1,303,929.00
$1,507.00
$18.00

None

Bonded Debt Approved:
Year Bond Election Passed:
Bonded Debt Failed:

Year Bond Election Failed:
2010 Bond Election Results:
Median Household Income:
Free or Reduced Lunch %:
State Financial Watch:

Charter School Fund Balance:

Charter Authorizer Letter:
Charter 3 Month Notice:

Charter Chartered for 5 Yrs:
Year Built:

Affected Sq Ft:

Master Plan Completed:
CDE Minimum Match %:
Actual Match % Provided:
Was a Waiver Required:
Stautory Waiver:

FCl:

CFl:

Inflation:

Historical Significance:
Does this Qualify For HPCP:

84

$401,900,000.00
02,08
$353,075,000.00
01
NA
$26,128.00
33.44%
No
NA
No
No

No
1970

70,043.00
No

49

49

N/A

45.18%
64.80%

0

NA

Not Required



CDE GRANT APPLICATION SUMMARIES

-Facilities Affected By This Grant Application-

ADAMS 14 - Adams City MS - JrHS Roof Replacement

Q#110.4 - The roof covering is in poor condition with reported leaks. Score: 2
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Applicant Name: ADAMS 14 Sort Order #: 1.5

County: ADAMS Applicant Priority # 1
Project Title: JrHS Roof Replacement

| Addition "] Fire Alarm Roof "] water Systems

L] Asbestos Abatement L] Lighting L1 school Replacement L] Window Replacement
] Boiler Replacement L] ADA LI security I New School

] Electrical Upgrade L] HvAC LI Facility Sitework I LandPurchase

[] Energy Savings L] Renovation L] Project Other Explain:

General Background Information and Reasons for Pursuing a BEST Grant:

Bisected by industry and busy roadways, Commerce City is an industrialized, working-class community that often struggles to
obtain basic necessities. Nestled within Commerce City, Adams County School District 14 (Adams 14) is a high-poverty school
district that serves more than 7,500 students annually, from families with incomes 25 percent below the poverty line. Eligibility for
free and reduced lunches includes 83.6 percent of students, and 81.73 percent of students are Hispanic, with 55.09 percent
identifying Spanish or another language as their primary language. There is also a 32.6 percent mobility rate amongst students, and
nearly 10 percent of the students in the District are classified as homeless.

The students in Adams 14 have incredible obstacles in place that serve as barriers to their success. Home/life situations are not
typically ideal in Adams 14 — thus resulting in school being students’ consistent home away from home. The schools in the District
provide many consistencies that are often absent at home — including free breakfast in the classroom each day for all students,
before and after school tutoring and enrichment opportunities, caring teachers and safe buildings in which to learn and thrive.

However, the majority of school buildings in Adams 14 were built more than 50 years ago — and because of lean budgets and
ongoing cuts, the District has had to resort to structural “quick fixes” that clearly won’t stand the test of time.

Student safety is the first and foremost goal of the District — yet budget restraints won’t accommodate the execution of
considerable projects like roof replacements.

Adams City Middle School (ACMS) was built in 1956 and nearly 700 students access it each day to learn and grow. The assessment
report by the Colorado Department of Education (CDE) reveals that the ACMS roofing system has aged beyond expected life, and is
not meeting its intended performance under the guidelines. While the system is in place, it is recommended to be replaced due to
probable increased conditions, high costs associated with repairs and the potential for failure of its components. What this means
to the children at ACMS is that there are undeniable, potential dangers associated with the current roof.

Due to budgetary reasons, the roofing systems at ACMS (wings) were all installed at different times — one wing in 1977, two in
1979, one in 1982, two in 1983, one in 1986, one in 1991 and one in 1995. Each of the roof installations at ACMS has a 20-year life
expectancy, with the most recent installation expiring this year. Adams 14 has been forced to stretch the life of every dollar and
resource, but doesn’t want to take a chance with the health and well-being of its students. The District fully concurs with CDE’s
recommendation to replace the roofing system.

Per the CDE’s assessment report, there are several additional deficiency repairs that need to be addressed in addition to the roof.
However, the roofing takes up the largest percentage of need, and any additional deficiency repairs would be damaged in the
event of a roof failure. The ACMS building envelope — exterior walls, doors, windows and roofing — must be repaired first, or all
cosmetic and interior repairs would be a waste of BEST funds and community tax dollars.

Issue: Roof
Deficiencies Associated with this Issue:

ACMS is 96,900 square feet, and the roofing system is constantly in need of repair. The District is stuck in a very ineffective cycle in
terms of roofing repairs — as soon as a repair is made to a specific part of the ACMS roof, the water moves to another area where
the system is compromised. The walls and ceiling tiles suffer from continued water damage, and are replaced as roof leaks are
repaired. There is constant, Districtwide anxiety around wet ceiling tiles falling and causing serious injury to a student.

Additionally, there has been damage to vital equipment when new leaks appear and staff is not present to report the damage.
Once the damage is identified, ACMS staff will remove the equipment and replace it with a bucket or trash can to collect water
from the leak. This is an obtrusive and disruptive option for teachers at ACMS, one which creates distractions from classroom
instruction.
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With each day, the roof at ACMS assumes increased moisture damage, which infiltrates the school structure — thus creating
unavoidable, future mold and air quality issues.

Proposed Solution to Address the Deficiencies Listed Above:

The solution to the problem described above is clear — but certainly out of the District’s reach without financial support. ACMS
needs a replaced roofing system with a new white, fully adhered TPO and /or PVC R30 system, including:

*FMobilization

e[@IDemolition

¢[2" ISO. Foam Installation. BD.
*(2.5" ISO. Foam Installation BD.
elTapered Insulation (15%)
*(1/2" Wood Fiber Insulation
*60 MIL TPO Membrane
*FAdhesives

*@EWall Base Flashing

*[ICoping Cap/Counterflash
ePlExpansion Joints
e@Mechanical Curbs

*BIAC Flashings

*RIScupper Flashings

*[@Drain Flashing

eBSmall Flashing
eRUnderlayment Felt

*[@ISheet Metal Roofing

*BRoof Flashing

*[20+ year warranty

The project will be overseen by Roofing Constants/Owner representative.

*[IProject design and scope

*(0il and Public safety permitting
e(Construction documents

eRFIConstruction administration

*[lAssist with competitive bidding process
*RlAssist with bid evaluation

*[Assist with punch list and warranty issues

How Urgent is this Project:

There is clearly tangible evidence that speaks to the urgency of the replacement of the ACMS roofing system. As noted above, the
roof has already served far beyond its service life — and the ongoing “quick fixes” are not sustainable strategies to protect the
District’s most valued resource — its students. With funding through BEST, the District could replace the roof system at ACMS,
which would free up current funds (used to complete quick fix repairs) that could be used to increase the annual Districtwide roof
replacement budget. BEST funding would enhance the District’s roofing replacement program cycle, and allow for accelerated
replacement programs.

What is the Cost Associated with this Issue: $1,296,000

How Does this Project Conform with the Construction Guidelines:

The Colorado Public School Facility Construction Guidelines clearly identify ACMS as a top selection for capital construction needs
and financial assistance. ACMS does not meet the guidelines outlined under the assessment. There are several guidelines not
currently being met in Adams 14 — including the promotion of safe and healthy facilities, which includes protecting students from
life, safety and health threats. The roofing system is antiquated, leaking and has serviced Adams 14 far past its life expectancy.

ACMS does not meet guideline 3.1 — Sound Building structure system. Each building should be constructed and maintained with a
sound structure foundation, floor, wall and roof system. Local snow, wind, exposure, seismic, along with pertaining importance
factors shall be considered. ACMS also does not meet guideline 3.2 — A weather tight roof that drains water positively off the roof,
and discharges the water off and away from the building.

The asphalt BUR systems are old and oxidation deterioration is evident across all of the deck areas. This has led to some flashing
splitting at the perimeter and general deterioration of the base flashing systems. The modified bitumen and EPDM roofs are also
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showing signs of nearing the ends of their service lives.

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

Adams 14 is committed to the allocation of funds for support of the District’s roofing replacement cycle. The Board of Education
and District administration recognize that keeping school roofs safe and free from water damage is mandatory. They understand
that a leaky roof is not just a structural issue, it’s an issue that affects classrooms as well as students’ ability to learn uninterrupted.
This is why Adams 14 budgets $270,000 annually for the District’s roofing replacement program. Another $35,000 is allocated
annually for emergency roof repair, and for the District’s preventative roofing maintenance program that consists of weekly roof
inspections by custodial staff, and monthly inspections by maintenance technicians.

BEST funding would support the enhancement of Adams 14’s current programs, and serve as the catalyst to accelerate its
replacement cycle. Most District roofs were replaced around the same time, and have life cycles of around 20 to 30 years. By
replacing roofs more strategically through BEST funding, the District will reduce its chances of having to replace every single roof in
Adams 14 at once. Adams 14 has also analyzed its Districtwide roof plan, and cross-referenced roof conditions and ages against the
facility master plan. Adams 14 has diligently prepared to ensure that not a single dime of BEST funds and tax dollars would be
wasted — as the District has not requested funding for roofing at the school slated for future replacement. Adams 14 is committed
to funding the District’s 11 percent match, and will not ask the taxpayers for additional funding.

If This Application is for the Renovation, Reconstruction, Expansion, or Replacement of an Existing Public School Facility,
Describe the Condition of that Facility at the Time it was Purchased or Constructed and if the Facility Was Not Adequate as a
Public School at that Time, Provide the Rational for Purchasing or Constructing it in the Manner in Which You Did:

Adams City Middle School was constructed new at the time of purchase in 1956.

What is the Amount the Applicant is willing to Commitment to a Yearly Capital Renewal Reserve for this Project:

$270,000 annual capital reserve allocations and $35,00

CDE Comments:

Funded FTE Count:

Assessed Valuation:

PPAV:

Bonded Debt:

Total Bonding Capacity:

% of Bonding Capacity Used:
Bond Capacity Remaining:
Existing Bond Mill Levy:

6,744.00
562682490
$83,432.00
$91,130,000.00
$112,536,498.00
81.00%
$21,406,498.00
11.475

Who Owns the Facility: District
If it's a 3rd Party Explain:
Is the Facility in a Lease Purchase Agreement: No

If a Charter School, Where will the Facility Revert To:

N/A

Current Grant Request:
Current Applicant Match:
Current Total Project Cost:
Previous Grant Awards:
Previous Matches:
Future Grant Requests:
Future Matches:

Total for all Phases:

Cost Per Pupil:

Cost Per Sq Ft:

Red Flags for Discussion:
Red Flags Explain:

$1,420,677.00
$175,589.00
$1,596,266.00
0

0

0

0
$1,451,151.00
$2,037.00
$14.00

None

Bonded Debt Approved:
Year Bond Election Passed:
Bonded Debt Failed:

Year Bond Election Failed:
2010 Bond Election Results:
Median Household Income:
Free or Reduced Lunch %:
State Financial Watch:

Charter School Fund Balance:

Charter Authorizer Letter:
Charter 3 Month Notice:

Charter Chartered for 5 Yrs:
Year Built:

Affected Sq Ft:

Master Plan Completed:
CDE Minimum Match %:
Actual Match % Provided:
Was a Waiver Required:
Stautory Waiver:

FCI:

CFl:

Inflation:

Historical Significance:
Does this Qualify For HPCP:
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$78,000,000.00
06
$98,610,000.00
02,03
NA
$14,008.00
83.25%
No
NA
No
No

No
1959

96,900.00
Yes

11

11

N/A

39.07%

62.20%

5

Yes-Granted Exemption
Not Required



CDE GRANT APPLICATION SUMMARIES

-Facilities Affected By This Grant Application-

ADAMS 14 - Rose Hill ES - ES Roof Replacement

Q#110.4 - The roof covering has no reported leaks but is showing signs of age. Score: 3
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Applicant Name: ADAMS 14 Sort Order #: 1.5

County: ADAMS Applicant Priority # 2
Project Title: ES Roof Replacement

| Addition "] Fire Alarm Roof "] water Systems

L] Asbestos Abatement L] Lighting L1 school Replacement L] Window Replacement
] Boiler Replacement L] ADA LI security I New School

] Electrical Upgrade L] HvAC LI Facility Sitework I LandPurchase

[] Energy Savings L] Renovation L] Project Other Explain:

General Background Information and Reasons for Pursuing a BEST Grant:

Bisected by industry and busy roadways, Commerce City is an industrialized, working-class community that often struggles to
obtain basic necessities. Nestled within Commerce City, Adams County School District 14 (Adams 14) is a high-poverty school
district that serves more than 7,500 students annually, from families with incomes 25 percent below the poverty line. Eligibility for
free and reduced lunches includes 83.6 percent of students, and 81.73 percent of students are Hispanic, with 55.09 percent
identifying Spanish or another language as their primary language. There is also a 32.6 percent mobility rate amongst students, and
nearly 10 percent of the students in the District are classified as homeless.

The students in Adams 14 have incredible obstacles in place that serve as barriers to their success. Home/life situations are not
typically ideal in Adams 14 — thus resulting in school being students’ consistent home away from home. The schools in the District
provide many consistencies that are often absent at home — including free breakfast in the classroom each day for all students,
before and after school tutoring and enrichment opportunities, caring teachers and safe buildings in which to learn and thrive.
However, the majority of school buildings in Adams 14 were built more than 50 years ago — and because of lean budgets and
ongoing cuts, the District has had to resort to structural “quick fixes” that clearly won’t stand the test of time.

Student safety is the first and foremost goal of the District — yet budget restraints won’t accommodate the execution of
considerable projects like roof replacements.

Rose Hill Elementary was built in 1952 and nearly 600 students access it each day to learn and grow. The assessment report by the
Colorado Department of Education (CDE) originally reported that the roof at Rose Hill was nearly 100 years old, and did not need to
be replaced until 2052. However, after further inspection, it was revealed that this information was incorrect and was looked over
during the program review.

The Rose Hill roofing system has in fact aged beyond expected life, and is not meeting its intended performance under the
guidelines. While the system is in place, it is recommended to be replaced due to probable increased conditions, high costs
associated with repairs and the potential for failure of its components.

Due to budgetary reasons, the six roofing systems at Rose Hill (wings) were all installed at different times — one in 1977, three in
1982, one in 1985 and one in 1991. Each of the roof installations at Rose Hill have a 20-year service life expectancy, which has
expired. Adams 14 has been forced to stretch the life of every dollar and resource, but doesn’t want to take a chance with the
health and well-being of its students. The District fully concurs with CDE’s recommendation to replace the roofing system.

Per the CDE’s assessment report, there are several additional deficiency repairs that need to be addressed in addition to the roof.
However, the roofing takes up the largest percentage of need, and any additional deficiency repairs would be damaged in the
event of a roof failure. The Rose Hill building envelope — exterior walls, doors, windows and roofing — must be repaired first, or all
cosmetic and interior repairs would be a waste of BEST funds and community tax dollars.

Issue: Roof
Deficiencies Associated with this Issue:

Rose Hill is 56,542 square feet, and the roofing system is constantly in need of repair. The Rose Hill roofing system has now
exceeded its life expectancy, and is starting to take a toll on the District’s emergency roofing repair budget.

The District is stuck in a very ineffective cycle in terms of roofing repairs — as soon as a repair is made to a specific part of the Rose
Hill roof, the water moves to another area where the system is compromised. The walls and ceiling tiles suffer from continued
water damage, and are replaced as roof leaks are repaired. There is constant, Districtwide anxiety around wet ceiling tiles falling

and causing serious injury to a student.

Additionally, there has been damage to vital equipment when new leaks appear and staff is not present to report the damage.
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Once the damage is identified, Rose Hill staff will remove the equipment and replace it with a bucket or trash can to collect water
from the leak. This is an obtrusive and disruptive option for teachers at Rose Hill, one which creates distractions from classroom
instruction.

With each day, the roof at Rose Hill assumes increased moisture damage, which infiltrates the school structure — thus creating
unavoidable, future mold and air quality issues.

Proposed Solution to Address the Deficiencies Listed Above:

The solution to the problem described above is clear — but certainly out of the District’s reach without financial support. Rose Hill
needs a replaced roofing system with a new white, fully adhered TPO and /or PVC R30 system, including:

eFMobilization

eDemolition

¢[2" ISO. Foam Insulation BD.
*(2.5" ISO. Foam Insulation. BD.
elTapered Insulation (15%)
*(1/2" Wood Fiber Insulation
#2160 MIL TPO Membrane
*FAdhesives

*EWall Base Flashing
*(Coping Cap/Counterflash
eBMechanical Curbing

*RIAC Flashings

eBScupper Flashings

*BDrain Flashing

e[@Small Flashing
eBlUnderlayment Felt
e[@Sheet Metal Roofing
*FRoof Flashing

*[20+ year warranty

Project will be overseen by Roofing Constants/Owner representative.

*RIProject design and scope

*0il and Public safety permitting
e@IConstruction documents

eRIConstruction administration

*RlAssist with competitive bidding process
*[Assist with bid evaluation

*RlAssist with punch list and warranty issues

How Urgent is this Project:

There is clearly tangible evidence that speaks to the urgency of the replacement of the Rose Hill roofing system. As noted above,
the roof has already served between five and nine years beyond its service life — and the ongoing “quick fixes” are not sustainable
strategies to protect the District’s most valued resource — its students. With funding through BEST, the District could replace the
roof system at Rose Hill, which would free up current funds (used to complete quick fix repairs) that could be used to increase the
annual Districtwide roof replacement budget. BEST funding would enhance the District’s roofing replacement program cycle, and
allow for accelerated replacement

What is the Cost Associated with this Issue: $667,000

How Does this Project Conform with the Construction Guidelines:

The Colorado Public School Facility Construction Guidelines clearly identify Rose Hill as a top selection for capital construction
needs and financial assistance. Rose Hill does not meet the guidelines outlined under the assessment. There are several guidelines
not currently being met in Adams 14 —including the promotion of safe and healthy facilities, which includes protecting students
from life, safety and health threats. The roofing system is antiquated, leaking and has serviced Adams 14 far past its life expectancy.

Rose Hill does not meet guideline 3.1 — Sound Building structure system. Each building should be constructed and maintained with
a sound structure foundation, floor, wall and roof system. Local snow, wind, exposure, seismic, along with pertaining importance
factors shall be considered. Rose Hill also does not meet guideline 3.2 — A weather tight roof that drains water positively off the
roof, and discharges the water off and away from the building.
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The asphalt BUR systems are old and oxidation deterioration is evident across all of the deck areas. This has led to some flashing
splitting at the perimeter and general deterioration of the base flashing systems. The modified bitumen and EPDM roofs are also
showing signs of nearing the ends of their service lives.

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

Adams 14 is committed to the allocation of funds for support of the District’s roofing replacement cycle. The Board of Education
and District administration recognize that keeping school roofs safe and free from water damage is mandatory. They understand
that a leaky roof is not just a structural issue, it’s an issue that affects classrooms as well as students’ ability to learn uninterrupted.
This is why Adams 14 budgets $270,000 annually for the District’s roofing replacement program. Another $35,000 is allocated
annually for emergency roof repair, and for the District’s preventative roofing maintenance program that consists of weekly roof
inspections by custodial staff, and monthly inspections by maintenance technicians.

BEST funding would support the enhancement of Adams 14’s current programs, and serve as the catalyst to accelerate its
replacement cycle. Most District roofs were replaced around the same time, and have life cycles of around 20 to 30 years. By
replacing roofs more strategically through BEST funding, the District will reduce its chances of having to replace every single roof in
Adams 14 at once. Adams 14 has also analyzed its Districtwide roof plan, and cross-referenced roof conditions and ages against the
facility master plan. Adams 14 has diligently prepared to ensure that not a single dime of BEST funds and tax dollars would be
wasted — as the District has not requested funding for roofing at the school slated for future replacement. Adams 14 is committed
to funding the District’s 11 percent match, and will not ask the taxpayers for additional funding.

If This Application is for the Renovation, Reconstruction, Expansion, or Replacement of an Existing Public School Facility,
Describe the Condition of that Facility at the Time it was Purchased or Constructed and if the Facility Was Not Adequate as a
Public School at that Time, Provide the Rational for Purchasing or Constructing it in the Manner in Which You Did:

Rose Hill was constructed new at the time of purchase in 1952.

What is the Amount the Applicant is willing to Commitment to a Yearly Capital Renewal Reserve for this Project:

$270,000 annual capital reserve allocations and $35,00

CDE Comments:

Funded FTE Count:

Assessed Valuation:

PPAV:

Bonded Debt:

Total Bonding Capacity:

% of Bonding Capacity Used:
Bond Capacity Remaining:

6,744.00
562682490
$83,432.00
$91,130,000.00
$112,536,498.00
81.00%
$21,406,498.00

Existing Bond Mill Levy: 11.475

Who Owns the Facility: District

If it's a 3rd Party Explain:

Is the Facility in a Lease Purchase Agreement: No

If a Charter School, Where will the Facility Revert To:

N/A

Current Grant Request:
Current Applicant Match:
Current Total Project Cost:
Previous Grant Awards:
Previous Matches:
Future Grant Requests:
Future Matches:

Total for all Phases:

Cost Per Pupil:

Cost Per Sq Ft:

Red Flags for Discussion:
Red Flags Explain:

$767,026.92
$94,801.08
$861,828.00
0

0

0

0
$783,480.00
$1,223.00
$14.00
None

Bonded Debt Approved:
Year Bond Election Passed:
Bonded Debt Failed:

Year Bond Election Failed:
2010 Bond Election Results:
Median Household Income:
Free or Reduced Lunch %:
State Financial Watch:

Charter School Fund Balance:

Charter Authorizer Letter:
Charter 3 Month Notice:

Charter Chartered for 5 Yrs:
Year Built:

Affected Sq Ft:

Master Plan Completed:
CDE Minimum Match %:
Actual Match % Provided:
Was a Waiver Required:
Stautory Waiver:

FCl:

CFl:

Inflation:

Historical Significance:
Does this Qualify For HPCP:
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$78,000,000.00
06
$98,610,000.00
02,03
NA
$14,008.00
83.25%
No
NA
No
No

No
1952

56,542.00
Yes

11

11

N/A

32.33%

55.00%

5

Yes-Granted Exemption
Not Required



CDE GRANT APPLICATION SUMMARIES

-Facilities Affected By This Grant Application-

ADAMS 14 - Central ES - ES Roof Replacement

Q#110.4 - The roof covering has no reported leaks but is showing signs of age. Score: 3
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Applicant Name: ADAMS 14 Sort Order #: 1.5

County: ADAMS Applicant Priority # 3
Project Title: ES Roof Replacement

| Addition "] Fire Alarm Roof "] water Systems

L] Asbestos Abatement L] Lighting L1 school Replacement L] Window Replacement
] Boiler Replacement L] ADA LI security I New School

] Electrical Upgrade L] HvAC LI Facility Sitework I LandPurchase

[] Energy Savings L] Renovation L] Project Other Explain:

General Background Information and Reasons for Pursuing a BEST Grant:

Bisected by industry and busy roadways, Commerce City is an industrialized, working-class community that often struggles to
obtain basic necessities. Nestled within Commerce City, Adams County School District 14 (Adams 14) is a high-poverty school
district that serves more than 7,500 students annually, from families with incomes 25 percent below the poverty line. Eligibility for
free and reduced lunches includes 83.6 percent of students, and 81.73 percent of students are Hispanic, with 55.09 percent
identifying Spanish or another language as their primary language. There is also a 32.6 percent mobility rate amongst students, and
nearly 10 percent of the students in the District are classified as homeless.

The students in Adams 14 have incredible obstacles in place that serve as barriers to their success. Home/life situations are not
typically ideal in Adams 14 — thus resulting in school being students’ consistent home away from home. The schools in the District
provide many consistencies that are often absent at home — including free breakfast in the classroom each day for all students,
before and after school tutoring and enrichment opportunities, caring teachers and safe buildings in which to learn and thrive.
However, the majority of school buildings in Adams 14 were built more than 50 years ago — and because of lean budgets and
ongoing cuts, the District has had to resort to structural “quick fixes” that clearly won’t stand the test of time.

Student safety is the first and foremost goal of the District — yet budget restraints won’t accommodate the execution of
considerable projects like roof replacements.

Central Elementary was built in 1954 and approximately 600 students access it each day to learn and grow. The assessment report
by the Colorado Department of Education (CDE) reveals that the Central roofing system has aged beyond expected life, and is not
meeting its intended performance under the guidelines. While the system is in place, it is recommended to be replaced due to
probable increased conditions, high costs associated with repairs and the potential for failure of its components. Clearly, there are
obvious risks in maintaining the current roofing system — risks that affect the safety of the children who attend Central.

The roofing system at Central was installed in 1982 — and has 20-year service life expectancy, which expired in 2002. The CDE’s
assessment report recommended replacement of the Central roofing system.

Per the CDE’s assessment report, there are several additional deficiency repairs that need to be addressed in addition to the roof.
However, the roofing takes up the largest percentage of need, and any additional deficiency repairs would be damaged in the
event of a roof failure. The Central building envelope — exterior walls, doors, windows and roofing — must be repaired first, or all
cosmetic and interior repairs would be a waste of BEST funds and community tax dollars.

Issue: Roof
Deficiencies Associated with this Issue:

Central is 54,790 square feet, and the roofing system is constantly in need of repair. It was replaced in 1982, and has now exceeded
its life expectancy, which is starting to take a toll on the District’s emergency roofing repair budget. The District is stuck in a very
ineffective cycle in terms of roofing repairs — as soon as a repair is made to a specific part of the Central roof, the water moves to
another area where the system is compromised.

The walls and ceiling tiles suffer from continued water damage, and are replaced as roof leaks are repaired. There is constant,
Districtwide anxiety around wet ceiling tiles falling and causing serious injury to a student.

Additionally, there has been damage to vital equipment when new leaks appear and staff is not present to report the damage.
Once the damage is identified, Central staff will remove the equipment and replace it with a bucket or trash can to collect water
from the leak. This is an obtrusive and disruptive option for teachers at Central, one which creates distractions from classroom
instruction.
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With each day, the roof at Central assumes increased moisture damage, which infiltrates the school structure — thus creating
unavoidable, future mold and air quality issues.

Proposed Solution to Address the Deficiencies Listed Above:

The solution to the problem described above is clear — but certainly out of the District’s reach without financial support. Central
needs a replaced roofing system with a new white, fully adhered PVC R30 system, including:

*[@Mobilization

eFDemolition

*[@2" ISO. Foam Insulation Bd.
¢[2.5" ISO. Foam Insulation Bd.
elTapered Insulation (15%)
*[1/2" Wood Fiber Insulation
*60 MIL TPO Membrane
eRAdhesives

eBWall Base Flashing
*[ICoping Cap/Counterflash
e@Mechanical curbing

*BIAC Flashing

eRScupper Flashing

*@Drain Flashing

eRSmall Flashing
e@Underlayment Felt
e[ISheet Metal Roofing
*BRoof Flashing

*[20+ year warranty

Project will be overseen by Roofing Constants/Owner representative.

*[Project design and scope

*0il and Public safety permitting
eConstruction documents

eFIConstruction administration

*[lAssist with competitive bidding process
*RlAssist with bid evaluation

*BlAssist with punch list and warranty issues

How Urgent is this Project:

There is clearly tangible evidence that speaks to the urgency of the replacement of the Central Elementary roofing system. The roof
has already served nine years beyond its service life — and the ongoing “quick fixes” are not sustainable strategies to protect the
District’s most valued resource — its students. With funding through BEST, the District could replace the roof system at Central,
which would free up current funds (used to complete quick fix repairs) that could be used to increase the annual Districtwide roof
replacement budget. BEST funding would enhance the District’s roofing replacement program cycle, and allow for accelerated
replacement programs.

What is the Cost Associated with this Issue: $974,000

How Does this Project Conform with the Construction Guidelines:

The Colorado Public School Facility Construction Guidelines clearly identify Central as a top selection for capital construction needs
and financial assistance. Central does not meet the guidelines outlined under the assessment. There are several guidelines not
currently being met in Adams 14 — including the promotion of safe and healthy facilities, which includes protecting students from
life, safety and health threats. The roofing system is antiquated, leaking and has serviced Adams 14 far past its life expectancy.

Central does not meet guideline 3.1 — Sound Building structure system. Each building should be constructed and maintained with a
sound structure foundation, floor, wall and roof system. Local snow, wind, exposure, seismic, along with pertaining importance
factors shall be considered. Central also does not meet guideline 3.2 — A weather tight roof that drains water positively off the roof,
and discharges the water off and away from the building.

The asphalt BUR systems are old and oxidation deterioration is evident across all of the deck areas. This has led to some flashing

splitting at the perimeter and general deterioration of the base flashing systems. The modified bitumen and EPDM roofs are also
showing signs of nearing the ends of their service lives.
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How Does the Applicant Plan to Maintain this Project if it is Awarded:

Adams 14 is committed to the allocation of funds for support of the District’s roofing replacement cycle. The Board of Education
and District administration recognize that keeping school roofs safe and free from water damage is mandatory. They understand
that a leaky roof is not just a structural issue, it’s an issue that affects classrooms as well as students’ ability to learn uninterrupted.
This is why Adams 14 budgets $270,000 annually for the District’s roofing replacement program. Another $35,000 is allocated
annually for emergency roof repair, and for the District’s preventative roofing maintenance program that consists of weekly roof
inspections by custodial staff, and monthly inspections by maintenance technicians.

BEST funding would support the enhancement of Adams 14’s current programs, and serve as the catalyst to accelerate its
replacement cycle. Most District roofs were replaced around the same time, and have life cycles of around 20 to 30 years. By
replacing roofs more strategically through BEST funding, the District will reduce its chances of having to replace every single roof in
Adams 14 at once. Adams 14 has also analyzed its Districtwide roof plan, and cross-referenced roof conditions and ages against the
facility master plan. Adams 14 has diligently prepared to ensure that not a single dime of BEST funds and tax dollars would be
wasted — as the District has not requested funding for roofing at the school slated for future replacement. Adams 14 is committed
to funding the District’s 11 percent match, and will not ask the taxpayers for additional funding.

If This Application is for the Renovation, Reconstruction, Expansion, or Replacement of an Existing Public School Facility,
Describe the Condition of that Facility at the Time it was Purchased or Constructed and if the Facility Was Not Adequate as a
Public School at that Time, Provide the Rational for Purchasing or Constructing it in the Manner in Which You Did:

Central was constructed new at the time of purchase in 1954.

What is the Amount the Applicant is willing to Commitment to a Yearly Capital Renewal Reserve for this Project:

$270,000 annual capital reserve allocations and $35,00

CDE Comments:

Funded FTE Count:

Assessed Valuation:

PPAV:

Bonded Debt:

Total Bonding Capacity:

% of Bonding Capacity Used:
Bond Capacity Remaining:
Existing Bond Mill Levy:

6,744.00
562682490
$83,432.00
$91,130,000.00
$112,536,498.00
81.00%
$21,406,498.00
11.475

Who Owns the Facility: District
If it's a 3rd Party Explain:
Is the Facility in a Lease Purchase Agreement: No

If a Charter School, Where will the Facility Revert To:

N/A

Current Grant Request:
Current Applicant Match:
Current Total Project Cost:
Previous Grant Awards:
Previous Matches:
Future Grant Requests:
Future Matches:

Total for all Phases:

Cost Per Pupil:

Cost Per Sq Ft:

Red Flags for Discussion:
Red Flags Explain:

$742,031.00
$91,711.00
$833,742.00
0

0

0

0
$757,947.00
$1,785.00
$13.00

None

Bonded Debt Approved:
Year Bond Election Passed:
Bonded Debt Failed:

Year Bond Election Failed:
2010 Bond Election Results:
Median Household Income:
Free or Reduced Lunch %:
State Financial Watch:

Charter School Fund Balance:

Charter Authorizer Letter:
Charter 3 Month Notice:

Charter Chartered for 5 Yrs:
Year Built:

Affected Sq Ft:

Master Plan Completed:
CDE Minimum Match %:
Actual Match % Provided:
Was a Waiver Required:
Stautory Waiver:

FCl:

CFl:

Inflation:

Historical Significance:
Does this Qualify For HPCP:
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$78,000,000.00
06
$98,610,000.00
02,03
NA
$14,008.00
83.25%
No
NA
No
No

No
1954

54,790.00
Yes

11

11

N/A

36.44%

79.70%
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Yes-Granted Exemption
Not Required



CDE GRANT APPLICATION SUMMARIES

-Facilities Affected By This Grant Application-

BENNETT 29J - Bennett HS - HS RTU and Roof Replacement

Q#110.4 - The roof covering is in good condition. Score: 4
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Applicant Name: BENNETT 29J Sort Order #: 1.5

County: ADAMS Applicant Priority # 1
Project Title: HS RTU and Roof Replacement

| Addition "] Fire Alarm Roof "] water Systems

L] Asbestos Abatement L] Lighting L1 school Replacement L] Window Replacement
] Boiler Replacement L] ADA LI security I New School

] Electrical Upgrade HVAC LI Facility Sitework I LandPurchase

[] Energy Savings L] Renovation L] Project Other Explain: N/A

General Background Information and Reasons for Pursuing a BEST Grant:

The affected facilities within this application include the Bennett High School and Middle School. The High School's current roof
was originally installed back in 1986 and is well beyond its useful life. Even more impressive are the thirty-six year old packaged
roof-top units (RTU's) located on the roof of the High School and Middle School. Five of the six units scheduled to be replaced are
located on the roof of the High School, with one unit located atop the Middle School (the replacement of this single RTU is the only
proposed work at the Middle School facility within this application.) The maintenance staff has done a tremendous job maintaining
and repairing this equipment over the years but unfortunately the District can no longer ignore the need for a new roof and HVAC
systems. The 31,488 square foot roof is allowing moisture to infiltrate the High School facility and damage surrounding
infrastructure. The tonnage of these rooftop units total 44.5 tons and are essential if the District is to ensure a proper learning
environment. These packaged units are simply out-dated and no longer supported by their original manufacturer, making it
impossible to locate and procure the necessary replacement parts.

The District is already struggling given our current economic situation and news of a 7-8% reduction in State funding next year is
making necessary capital improvement projects impossible to fund without assistance from CDE. The District has maintained their
current equipment impeccably and will continue to do so with any new equipment or materials secured through this application.

Issue: HVAC
Deficiencies Associated with this Issue:

There are five rooftop units located on the roof of Bennett High School and one located above the Middle School that are well
beyond their useful life. These units were manufactured in 1975, making them thirty-six years old. ASHRAE (American Society of
Heating, Refrigerating

and Air-Conditioning Engineers) estimates a packaged rooftop unit to have a useful life of fifteen years, depending on tonnage.
Parts are no longer available to repair these units; energy inefficiencies have also driven the District’s operational costs to increase
annually. Compressors have already failed in two of the units, leaving the units incapable of supplying necessary cooling to
classrooms. The current condition of the HVAC systems are also believed to be contributing to poor indoor air quality (IAQ)
throughout the High School. The District fears prolonging the replacement of these units will result in the possibility of losing the
ability to heat classrooms this upcoming winter.

Proposed Solution to Address the Deficiencies Listed Above:

The District proposes to replace the old inefficient rooftop units with new Energy Star qualified units of like size. The units will be
in compliance with the Capital Construction Assistance Public Schools Facility Construction Guidelines preface 3.11. All units will be
equipped with hail guards to prolong the useful life and efficiency against frequent hail storms of the eastern slope. Installing these
units in conjunction with replacing the roof will ensure the longevity and warranty of the roof as well. This solution will provide the
District’s facilities with reliable heating and cooling while improving indoor air quality to students and staff.

How Urgent is this Project:

There are numerous factors that demonstrate the urgency for this project being funded. Health and Safety: Current indoor air
quality is creating an unsafe environment for students and staff. Units are incapable of providing the necessary heating/cooling
needs given the wide range of temperatures experienced in this area of Colorado; causing classes to be intolerable unless canceled.
Age of Equipment: The units have been maintained extremely well by the District staff but the equipment are more than twice the
recommended useful life according to ASHRAE. These units can no longer be band-aided or fixed due to the lack of replacement
parts. These units currently use R-22 refrigerant that has is currently being phased out of production. This refrigerant is getting
more difficult to procure and unsafe for the environment.

Efficiency: Units of this age are grossly inefficient and beginning to take their toll on the District’s operating budget. Utility
escalation rates are constantly on the rise. Last year alone Xcel raised their electricity rates by 13%. This increase in utility rates
paired with the lack of equipment efficiency is hindering the District ability to survive in today’s challenging economy.

What is the Cost Associated with this Issue:$57,378.37
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Issue: Roof
Deficiencies Associated with this Issue:

The roof of the High School is in much need of replacement. The current roof was installed in 1986, making it a twenty-five year
old low-slope Poly Vinyl Chloride (PVC) roof that has failed and beginning to cause subsequent damage to surrounding structures.
In 2010 alone, three hail events were recorded in the Town of Bennett which resulted in hail stones of 1-3/4 inch in diameter.
There is no warranty remaining on the roof and its age is beginning to reflect within it’s performance. A core sample was taken of
the roof. The core produced the following composition top to bottom:

*(Single Ply Sarnafil PVC Roofing Membrane

*[1.5" Poly-Iso (R-9)

*BFlood & Gravel Coating

o[3-Felt Plies in Hot 3/4"

*(ISoft Fiberglass Insulation 3/4" (R-2.0)

e@IMetal Roof Decking

It was also discovered that mechanical fasteners used to attach the second roof penetrated the roof deck. The original roof
(applied directly atop the roof deck) leaked; the fasteners only contributed to additional water intrusion. The core also revealed a
lack of insulation to be in compliance with CDE guidelines. The combination of water intrusion and multiple layers of roofing
materials sets the stage for mold and mildew to grow and spread throughout adjacent structures. The roof deck is also believed to
be in risk of needing repair and/or replacement is select areas. The District has had little precipitation this winter but what little
precipitation has occurred has resulted in ponding throughout the roof. There are currently seventeen leaks the maintenance staff
is addressing. The leaks have already damaged roof decking, stained ceiling tiles and dry walls within the classrooms and common
areas.

Proposed Solution to Address the Deficiencies Listed Above:

The proposed solution is to remove the existing membrane and roofing materials to the metal roof deck. Once all material has
been removed the roof decking would be assessed and repaired/replaced as necessary. Existing insulation will be reapplied and
replaced where need be, due to moisture intrusion. An additional two inches of iso insulation will be mechanically fastened to the
roof. This will provide additional R-value and also increase the slope across the roof to eliminate ponding in areas. This will be an
iso-tapered system that will drain to the existing scuppers with a 60 mill GENFLEX fully adhered roofing system with a 20 year NDL
warranty. The following will also be replaced/installed: 1) New wood blocking on parapet walls; 2) New 24 gauge prefinished metal
coping caps through walls and downspouts; 3) New metal wall panels between roof elevations. All drains, gutter, and downspouts
will also be inspected and cleared of debris. Post installation the roof will be inspected twice a year and after every major storm.
District will comply and follow all policy’s and procedures per the manufacturer to maintain the full warranty. The District shall
also follow the manufacturer’s recommended preventative maintenance plan to ensure the longevity of the new roof.

A copy of the GENFLEX EPDM Specifications for Fully Adhered Roofing Systems has been included for your review. The warranty
section referenced within the proposed maintenance plan can be found in section 1.06 of the included specifications.

How Urgent is this Project:

When you have precipitation making its way into a facility through the roof and showing up in the ceiling tiles and drywall you
obviously have an urgent situation. Having moisture penetrate as deeply as it has in the case of the Bennett High School,
immediate action needs to be taken to ensure mold and mildew doesn’t spread into the adjacent classrooms. The potential
development of mold and mildew should never be tolerated within a learning environment. Ignoring these necessary capital
improvement projects will only further deteriorate the facility infrastructure and envelope; only making improvements more
expensive in the future. The current roof has survived twenty-five years of hail, snow, and heat and needs to be replaced to ensure
the integrity of the facility.

What is the Cost Associated with this Issue:$312,804.63

How Does this Project Conform with the Construction Guidelines:

As stated above in the "HVAC Solution" section, all HVAC systems installed on the roof of the High School and Middle School will be
in compliance with the Capital Construction Assistance Public Schools Facility Construction Guidelines preface 3.11.

While there was no High Performance Design taken into consideration for this project, ConEdison Solutions, an Energy Services
Company (ESCO), did complete an energy assessment for the entire District. It is the Distirct’s understanding that replacement of
the old inefficient packaged rooftop units will greatly increase the efficiency of the facility and lower operating costs. This falls in
compliance with Capital Construction Assistance Public Schools Facility Construction Guidelines preface 5.1, and 5.1.17.

The previously referenced prefaces are below:
3.11. A safe and efficient mechanical system that provides proper ventilation, and maintains

the building temperature and relative humidity in accordance with the most current version of
ASHRAE 55. The mechanical system shall be designed, maintained and installed utilizing
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current State and Federal building codes.

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

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

The proposed roofing system shall be an Ethylene Propylene Diene Monomer (EPDM) application in full compliance with Capital
Construction Assistance Public Schools Facility Construction prefaces 3.2 and 3.2.1.2. This will be a low-slope roofing system that
will be installed by a qualified roofing contractor in good standing with the manufacturer of the product being installed.

The previously referenced prefaces are below:

3.2. A weather-tight roof that drains water positively off the roof and discharges the water off and
away from the building. All roofs shall be installed by a qualified contractor approved by the
roofing manufacturer to install the specified roof system and shall receive the specified warranty
upon completion of the roof. The National Roofing Contractors Association (NRCA) divides

roofing into two generic classifications: low-slope roofing and steep-slope roofing. Low-slope
roofing includes water impermeable, or weatherproof types of roof membranes installed on

slopes of less than or equal to 3:12 (fourteen degrees). Steep slope roofing includes watershedding
types of roof coverings installed on slopes exceeding 3:12 (fourteen degrees);

3.2.1.2. Ethylene Propylene Diene Monomer (EPDM);

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

Clearly the District has already done an impressive job of maintaining the existing roof and rooftop units being applied for within
this application. It would be the intention of the District to preserve the roof and HVAC systems installed in hopes of elongating
the life expectancy of their facilities.

Bennett School District current budgets $225,000 from their Capital Reserve for annual facility upgrades. In the past improvements
have been: 1) Repairing landscaping; 2) Asbestos abatements; 3) New asphalt; 4) Install irrigation; etc. It would be the intention of
the School District to budget funds from this $225,000 to ensure funds are available replace the equipment at the end of its useful
life.

ASHRAE estimates the life expectancy of a packaged rooftop unit to be approximately fifteen years. Assuming an escalation rate of
4%, the District will budget $6,000 annually for replacement of the requested rooftop units. The proposed EPDM roof will come
with a twenty year NDL warrant; for this reason we have assumed the life expectancy to be a minimum of twenty years. Assuming
the same escalation rate of 4%, the District will budget $24,000 annual for replacement of the proposed EPDM roof at the High
School.

The District plans to follow the preventative maintenance plans recommended by the manufacturer (GENFLEX) of the proposed
EPDM roof. All specifications of the manufacturer’s warranty will also be followed to ensure the full compliance of the twenty year
NDL warranty. A copy of the GENFLEX EPDM Specifications for Fully Adhered Roofing Systems has been included for your review.
The warranty section referenced within the proposed maintenance plan can be found in section 1.06 of the included

specifications.

A specific manufacturer has yet to be determined in regards to replacement of the packaged rooftop units. Once a manufacturer is
specified then a preventative maintenance plan will be developed between the District and their Owner’s Representative. At a
minimum, the units will be serviced twice a year and the District’s maintenance staff will receive proper training on all new HVAC
systems installed. Training will be administered by either the mechanical contractor or Owner’s Representative.

If This Application is for the Renovation, Reconstruction, Expansion, or Replacement of an Existing Public School Facility,
Describe the Condition of that Facility at the Time it was Purchased or Constructed and if the Facility Was Not Adequate as a
Public School at that Time, Provide the Rational for Purchasing or Constructing it in the Manner in Which You Did:

Both the High School and Middle School buildings were constructed specifically for the District. The buildings have been well
maintained since their construction. Aside from a handful of smaller capital construction projects there are no plans for any major
remodels, additions, expansion, or replacement of either facility.
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What is the Amount the Applicant is willing to Commitment to a Yearly Capital Renewal Reserve for this Project:

N/A

CDE Comments:

DISTRICT IS PROVIDING A 56% MATCH; 5% GREATER THAN MINIMUM.

Funded FTE Count:

Assessed Valuation:

PPAV:

Bonded Debt:

Total Bonding Capacity:

% of Bonding Capacity Used:
Bond Capacity Remaining:
Existing Bond Mill Levy:
Who Owns the Facility:

If it's a 3rd Party Explain:

1,030.00
86884700
$84,379.00
$10,208,425.00
$17,376,940.00
59.00%
$7,168,515.00
10.971

District

Is the Facility in a Lease Purchase Agreement:

If a Charter School, Where will the Facility Revert To:

N/A

Current Grant Request:
Current Applicant Match:
Current Total Project Cost:
Previous Grant Awards:
Previous Matches:
Future Grant Requests:
Future Matches:

Total for all Phases:

Cost Per Pupil:

Cost Per Sq Ft:

Red Flags for Discussion:
Red Flags Explain:

$246,180.88
$313,321.12
$559,502.00
0

0

0

0
$508,638.00
$527.00
$16.00
None

Bonded Debt Approved:
Year Bond Election Passed:
Bonded Debt Failed:

Year Bond Election Failed:
2010 Bond Election Results:
Median Household Income:
Free or Reduced Lunch %:
State Financial Watch:

Charter School Fund Balance:

Charter Authorizer Letter:
Charter 3 Month Notice:

Charter Chartered for 5 Yrs:
Year Built:

Affected Sq Ft:

Master Plan Completed:
CDE Minimum Match %:
Actual Match % Provided:
Was a Waiver Required:
Stautory Waiver:

FCI:

CFl:

Inflation:

Historical Significance:
Does this Qualify For HPCP:
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$9,875,000.00
04

NA
$23,377.00

29.59%

No

NA

No

No

No
1950

31,488.00
Yes

51

56

N/A

10.03%
25.70%

3

NA

Not Required



CDE GRANT APPLICATION SUMMARIES

-Facilities Affected By This Grant Application-

WESTMINSTER 50 - F. M. Day ES - ES Roof Replacement

Q#110.4 - The roof covering has no reported leaks but is showing signs of age. Score: 3
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Applicant Name: WESTMINSTER 50 Sort Order #: 1.5

County: ADAMS Applicant Priority # 2
Project Title: ES Roof Replacement

| Addition "] Fire Alarm Roof "] water Systems

L] Asbestos Abatement L] Lighting L1 school Replacement L] Window Replacement
] Boiler Replacement L] ADA LI security I New School

] Electrical Upgrade L] HvAC LI Facility Sitework I LandPurchase

[] Energy Savings L] Renovation L] Project Other Explain: N/A

General Background Information and Reasons for Pursuing a BEST Grant:

F. M. Day Elementary is home to approximately 364 students, and 47 staff members. This school is included in the district's master
plan. Adams County School District 50 is experiencing budget cuts in funding for both operating budgets and Capital Reserve
budgets. Operating budgets have been cut approximately 50 percent since 2004. The district is also at it's bonding capacity. Our
successful 2006 bond election for $98 million was the maximum allowed. Due to these restrictions we will not have the
opportunity to fund major projects such as roof replacement for many years.

Issue: Roof
Deficiencies Associated with this Issue:

The system was installed in 1980. It has a 20 year service life, which expired in 2000. Per the CDE school assessment report: The
system is recommended to be replaced due to probable increased condition budget needs, the potential failure of its components
or in order to meet the performance guidelines for this system. The current system has a roof slope of 1/4" or greater. The deck
varies throughout the school to include gypsum, tectum, and metal. The insualtion is expanded polystyrene and perlite insulation.
The roofing membrane is EPDM.

Proposed Solution to Address the Deficiencies Listed Above:

Replace the roof of the main building and cover all aluminum roofs of additional buildings on the site with new white EPDM fully
adhered roofing to include:

- Rough carpentry at curbs and perimeter

-372 squares of 90 mil EPDM roofing

- Setup

- Tear off of membrane and insulation

- Low rise bonding adhesive

- 2 layers 2.5" insulation/crickets, attached with mechanical fastners and/or adhesive
- Minimum 1/4" tapered insulation to establish slope

-1/2" dense-deck coverboard insulation

- Pavers and walkpads

- Single-ply membrane

- New roof hatches

- Sheet metal flashing

- Painting of misc. surfaces

- New overflow scuppers

- New roof drains

- 30 year warranty. Cost is included in the project

Project to be overseen by Roofing Consultant/Owners Representative to include:
- Schematic desing/desing development

- Construction documents

- Construction administration

- Assist with competitive bid process

- Assist with bid evaluation

- Assist with "punch list" and warranty issues

How Urgent is this Project:

The system is deemed as somewhat urgent because the roof will continue to deteriorate each year we wait to replace it. The
situation will only get worse. An adequate roof provides proper protection of the district's fixed assets and provides improved
space conditions for all learning spaces within the building.
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What is the Cost Associated with this Issue:$616,278

How Does this Project Conform with the Construction Guidelines:

This project will meet the specification in 3.2 of the Construction Guidelines. It meets 3.2.1.2 criteria for low sloping roofing
material- Ethylene Propylene Diene Monomer. Don Ciancio and the consultants with SR & DK Consulting have reviewed the
guidelines, think they are reasonable, and the district will comply.

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

The district allocated $50,000 to $100,000 to roof repairs and preventive maintenance annually. The district will require a 30-year
warranty on the roof and will require the contractor to repair any problems during the warranty period. The roof will be inspected
quarterly. The district contracts out roof repairs as needed for all roofs in the district.

If This Application is for the Renovation, Reconstruction, Expansion, or Replacement of an Existing Public School Facility,
Describe the Condition of that Facility at the Time it was Purchased or Constructed and if the Facility Was Not Adequate as a
Public School at that Time, Provide the Rational for Purchasing or Constructing it in the Manner in Which You Did:

The facility was construct new in 1957 and was adequate for the district at that time. This building is included in the district's
master plan. The CDE school assessment report gives this school a condition score of 52.57.

What is the Amount the Applicant is willing to Commitment to a Yearly Capital Renewal Reserve for this Project:

$20,000

CDE Comments:

PICTURES WHICH SHOW THE DAMAGE FROM THE LEAKING ROOFS HAVE BEEN PROVIDED.

Funded FTE Count:

Assessed Valuation:

PPAV:

Bonded Debt:

Total Bonding Capacity:

% of Bonding Capacity Used:
Bond Capacity Remaining:
Existing Bond Mill Levy:
Who Owns the Facility:

If it's a 3rd Party Explain:

N/A

9,018.00
518806580
$57,529.00
$102,290,000.00
$103,761,316.00
99.00%
$1,471,316.00
16.465

District

Is the Facility in a Lease Purchase Agreement:

If a Charter School, Where will the Facility Revert To:

N/A

Current Grant Request:
Current Applicant Match:
Current Total Project Cost:
Previous Grant Awards:
Previous Matches:
Future Grant Requests:
Future Matches:

Total for all Phases:

Cost Per Pupil:

Cost Per Sq Ft:

Red Flags for Discussion:
Red Flags Explain:

$528,766.68
$149,139.32
$677,906.00
0

0

0

0
$616,278.00
$1,693.00
$18.00

None

Bonded Debt Approved:
Year Bond Election Passed:
Bonded Debt Failed:

Year Bond Election Failed:
2010 Bond Election Results:
Median Household Income:
Free or Reduced Lunch %:
State Financial Watch:

Charter School Fund Balance:

Charter Authorizer Letter:
Charter 3 Month Notice:

Charter Chartered for 5 Yrs:
Year Built:

Affected Sq Ft:

Master Plan Completed:
CDE Minimum Match %:
Actual Match % Provided:
Was a Waiver Required:
Stautory Waiver:

FCl:

CFl:

Inflation:

Historical Significance:
Does this Qualify For HPCP:
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$98,600,000.00
06

NA
$19,552.00

75.69%

No

NA

No

No

No
1955

33,890.00
Yes

22

22

N/A

55.01%

81.00%

10

Yes-Granted Exemption
Not Required



CDE GRANT APPLICATION SUMMARIES

-Facilities Affected By This Grant Application-

WESTMINSTER 50 - Sunset Ridge ES - ES Roof Replacement

Q#110.4 - The roof covering is in poor condition with reported leaks. Score: 2
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Applicant Name: WESTMINSTER 50 Sort Order #: 1.5

County: ADAMS Applicant Priority # 2
Project Title: ES Roof Replacement

| Addition "] Fire Alarm Roof "] water Systems

L] Asbestos Abatement L] Lighting L1 school Replacement L] Window Replacement
] Boiler Replacement L] ADA LI security I New School

] Electrical Upgrade L] HvAC LI Facility Sitework I LandPurchase

[] Energy Savings L] Renovation L] Project Other Explain: N/A

General Background Information and Reasons for Pursuing a BEST Grant:

Sunset Ridge Elementary is home to approximately 370 students, and 40 staff members. This school is included in the district's
master plan. Adams County School District 50 is experiencing budget cuts in funding for both operating budgets and capital reserve
budgets. Operating budgets have been cut approximately 50 percent since 2004. The district is also at its bonding capacity. Our
successful 2006 bond election for $98 million was the maximum allowed. Due to these restrictions we will not have the
opportunity to fund major projects such as roof replacement for many years.

Issue: Roof
Deficiencies Associated with this Issue:

The system was installed in 1980. It has a 20 year service life, which expired in 2000. Per the CDE school assessment report: The
system is recommended to be replaced due to probable increased condition budget needs, the potential failure of its components
or in order to meet the performance guidelines for this system. The current system has a roof slope of 1/4" or greater. The deck
varies throughout the school to include gypsum, tectum, and metal. The insualtion is expanded polystyrene and perlite insulation.
The roofing membrane is EPDM.

Proposed Solution to Address the Deficiencies Listed Above:

Replace the roof of the main building and all metal roofs of additional buildings on the site with new white EPDM fully adhered
roofing to include:

- Rough carpentry at curbs and perimeter

-316 squares of 90 mil EPDM roofing

- Setup

- Tear off of membrane and insulation

- Low rise bonding adhesive

- 2 layers 2.5" insulation/crickets, attached with mechanical fastners and/or adhesive
- Minimum 1/4" tapered insulation to establish slope

- 1/2" dense-deck coverboard insulation

- Pavers and walkpads

- Single-ply membrane

- New roof hatches

- Sheet metal flashing

- Painting of misc. surfaces

- New overflow scuppers

- New roof drains

- 30 year warranty. Cost is included in the project

Project to be overseen by Roofing Consultant/Owners Representative to include:
- Schematic desing/desing development

- Construction documents

- Construction administration

- Assist with competitive bid process

- Assist with bid evaluation

- Assist with "punch list" and warranty issues

How Urgent is this Project:

The system is deemed as somewhat urgent because the roof will continue to deteriorate each year we wait to replace it. The
situation will only get worse. An adequate roof provides proper protection of the district's fixed assets and provides improved
space conditions for all learning spaces within the building.
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What is the Cost Associated with this Issue:$523,364

How Does this Project Conform with the Construction Guidelines:

This project will meet the specification in 3.2 of the Construction Guidelines. It meets 3.2.1.2 criteria for low sloping roofing
material- Ethylene Propylene Diene Monomer. Don Ciancio and the consultants with SR & DK Consulting have reviewed the
guidelines, think they are reasonable, and the district will comply.

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

The district allocates $50,000-$100,000 annually for roof repairs and preventive maintenance projects. The district will require a
30-year warranty on the roof and will require the contractor to repair any problems during the warranty period. The roof will be
inspected quarterly. The district contracts out roof repairs as needed for all roofs in the district.

If This Application is for the Renovation, Reconstruction, Expansion, or Replacement of an Existing Public School Facility,
Describe the Condition of that Facility at the Time it was Purchased or Constructed and if the Facility Was Not Adequate as a

Public School at that Time, Provide the Rational for Purchasing or Constructing it in the Manner in Which You Did:

The facility was construct new in 1964 and was adequate for the district at that time. This building is included in the district's
master plan. The CDE school assessment report gives this school a condition score of 1.79.

What is the Amount the Applicant is willing to Commitment to a Yearly Capital Renewal Reserve for this Project:

$20,000

CDE Comments:

PICTURES WHICH SHOW THE DAMAGE FROM THE LEAKING ROOFS HAVE BEEN PROVIDED.

Funded FTE Count:

Assessed Valuation:

PPAV:

Bonded Debt:

Total Bonding Capacity:

% of Bonding Capacity Used:
Bond Capacity Remaining:
Existing Bond Mill Levy:
Who Owns the Facility:

If it's a 3rd Party Explain:

9,018.00
518806580
$57,529.00

$102,290,000.00
$103,761,316.00

99.00%
$1,471,316.00
16.465

District

Is the Facility in a Lease Purchase Agreement:

If a Charter School, Where will the Facility Revert To:

N/A

Current Grant Request:
Current Applicant Match:
Current Total Project Cost:
Previous Grant Awards:
Previous Matches:
Future Grant Requests:
Future Matches:

Total for all Phases:

Cost Per Pupil:

Cost Per Sq Ft:

Red Flags for Discussion:
Red Flags Explain:

$449,046.00
$126,654.00
$575,700.00
0

0

0

0
$523,364.00
$1,414.00
$16.00

None

Bonded Debt Approved:
Year Bond Election Passed:
Bonded Debt Failed:

Year Bond Election Failed:
2010 Bond Election Results:
Median Household Income:
Free or Reduced Lunch %:
State Financial Watch:

Charter School Fund Balance:

Charter Authorizer Letter:
Charter 3 Month Notice:

Charter Chartered for 5 Yrs:
Year Built:

Affected Sq Ft:

Master Plan Completed:
CDE Minimum Match %:
Actual Match % Provided:
Was a Waiver Required:
Stautory Waiver:

FCl:

CFl:

Inflation:

Historical Significance:
Does this Qualify For HPCP:
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$98,600,000.00

06

NA
$19,552.00

75.69%

No

NA

No

No

No
1964

32,591.00
Yes

22

22

N/A

68.42%
134.00%

10

NA

Not Required



CDE GRANT APPLICATION SUMMARIES

-Facilities Affected By This Grant Application-

WESTMINSTER 50 - Tennyson Knolls ES - ES Roof Replacement

Q#110.4 - The roof covering is in poor condition with reported leaks. Score: 2
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Applicant Name: WESTMINSTER 50 Sort Order #: 1.5

County: ADAMS Applicant Priority # 4
Project Title: ES Roof Replacement

| Addition "] Fire Alarm Roof "] water Systems

L] Asbestos Abatement L] Lighting L1 school Replacement L] Window Replacement
] Boiler Replacement L] ADA LI security I New School

] Electrical Upgrade L] HvAC LI Facility Sitework I LandPurchase

[] Energy Savings L] Renovation L] Project Other Explain: N/A

General Background Information and Reasons for Pursuing a BEST Grant:

Tennyson Knolls Elementary is home to approximately 409 students, and 40 staff members. This school is included in the district's
master plan. Adams County School District 50 is experiencing budget cuts in funding for both operating budgets and Capital
Reserve budgets. Operating budgets have been cut approximately 50 percent since 2004. The district is also at it's bonding
capacity. Our successful 2006 bond election for $98 million was the maximum allowed. Due to these restrictions we will not have
the opportunity to fund major projects such as roof replacement for many years.

Issue: Roof
Deficiencies Associated with this Issue:

The system was installed in 1980. It has a 20 year service life, which expired in 2000. Per the CDE school assessment report: The
system is recommended to be replaced due to probable increased condition budget needs, the potential failure of its components
or in order to meet the performance guidelines for this system. The current system has a roof slope of 1/4" or greater. The deck
varies throughout the school to include gypsum and tectum. The insualtion is expanded polytyrene and perlite insulation. The
roofing membrane is EPDM.

Proposed Solution to Address the Deficiencies Listed Above:

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

- 367 squares of 90 mil EPDM roofing

- Setup

- Tear off of membrane and insulation

- Low rise bonding adhesive

- 2 layers 2.5" insulation/crickets, attached with mechanical fastners and/or adhesive
- Minimum 1/4" tapered insulation to establish slope

-1/2" dense-deck coverboard insulation

- Pavers and walkpads

- Single-ply membrane

- New roof hatches

- Sheet metal flashing

- Painting of misc. surfaces

- New overflow scuppers

- New roof drains

- 30 year warranty. Cost is included in the project

Project to be overseen by Roofing Consultant/Owners Representative to include:
- Schematic desing/desing development

- Construction documents

- Construction administration

- Assist with competitive bid process

- Assist with bid evaluation

- Assist with "punch list" and warranty issues

How Urgent is this Project:

The system is deemed as somewhat urgent because the roof will continue to deteriorate each year we wait to replace it. The
situation will only get worse. An adequate roof provides proper protection of the district's fixed assets and provides improved
space conditions for all learning spaces within the building.

What is the Cost Associated with this Issue:$592,676
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How Does this Project Conform with the Construction Guidelines:

This project will meet the specification in 3.2 of the Construction Guidelines. It meets 3.2.1.2 criteria for low sloping roofing
material- Ethylene Propylene Diene Monomer. Don Ciancio and the consultants with SR & DK Consulting have reviewed the

guidelines, think they are reasonable, and the district will comply.

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

The district allocated $50,000 to $100,000 to roof repairs and preventive maintenance annually. The district will require a 30-year
warranty on the roof and will require the contractor to repair any problems during the warranty period. The roof will be inspected
quarterly. The district contracts out roof repairs as needed for all roofs in the district.

If This Application is for the Renovation, Reconstruction, Expansion, or Replacement of an Existing Public School Facility,
Describe the Condition of that Facility at the Time it was Purchased or Constructed and if the Facility Was Not Adequate as a
Public School at that Time, Provide the Rational for Purchasing or Constructing it in the Manner in Which You Did:

The facility was construct new in 1963 and was adequate for the district at that time. This building is included in the district's
master plan. The CDE school assessment report gives this school a condition score of 64.65.

What is the Amount the Applicant is willing to Commitment to a Yearly Capital Renewal Reserve for this Project:

$20,000

CDE Comments:

Funded FTE Count:

Assessed Valuation:

PPAV:

Bonded Debt:

Total Bonding Capacity:

% of Bonding Capacity Used:
Bond Capacity Remaining:

9,018.00
518806580
$57,529.00
$102,290,000.00
$103,761,316.00
99.00%
$1,471,316.00

Existing Bond Mill Levy: 16.465

Who Owns the Facility: District

If it's a 3rd Party Explain:

N/A

Is the Facility in a Lease Purchase Agreement: No

If a Charter School, Where will the Facility Revert To:

N/A

Current Grant Request:
Current Applicant Match:
Current Total Project Cost:
Previous Grant Awards:
Previous Matches:
Future Grant Requests:
Future Matches:

Total for all Phases:

Cost Per Pupil:

Cost Per Sq Ft:

Red Flags for Discussion:
Red Flags Explain:

$508,516.32
$143,427.68
$651,944.00
0

0

0

0
$592,676.00
$1,449.00
$17.00

None

Bonded Debt Approved:
Year Bond Election Passed:
Bonded Debt Failed:

Year Bond Election Failed:
2010 Bond Election Results:
Median Household Income:
Free or Reduced Lunch %:
State Financial Watch:

Charter School Fund Balance:

Charter Authorizer Letter:
Charter 3 Month Notice:

Charter Chartered for 5 Yrs:
Year Built:

Affected Sq Ft:

Master Plan Completed:
CDE Minimum Match %:
Actual Match % Provided:
Was a Waiver Required:
Stautory Waiver:

FCI:

CFl:

Inflation:

Historical Significance:
Does this Qualify For HPCP:
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$98,600,000.00
06

NA
$19,552.00

75.69%

No

NA

No

No

No
1963

34,445.00
Yes

22

22

N/A

68.36%
105.00%

10

NA

Not Required



CDE GRANT APPLICATION SUMMARIES

-Facilities Affected By This Grant Application-

BYERS 32J - Byers ES/ Jr/Sr HS - PK-12 School Roof Replacement

Q#110.4 - The roof covering is in good condition. Score: 4
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Applicant Name: BYERS 32J Sort Order #: 1.5

County: ARAPAHOE Applicant Priority # 1
Project Title: PK-12 School Roof Replacement

| Addition "] Fire Alarm Roof "] water Systems

L] Asbestos Abatement L] Lighting L1 school Replacement L] Window Replacement
] Boiler Replacement L] ADA LI security I New School

] Electrical Upgrade L] HvAC LI Facility Sitework I LandPurchase

[] Energy Savings L] Renovation L] Project Other Explain:

General Background Information and Reasons for Pursuing a BEST Grant:

The Byers School facility was built in 1974, and has experienced roof problems for years. While repairing common leaks is a
solution for other facilities, the Byers School has roof systems where leaks cannot be repaired, pinpointed or remedied. The original
1974 facility has been updated and remodeled over the years to incorporate advanced educational learning systems inside. In
2001, the community passed a bond and built a $3M addition to house the expanding elementary and high school programs.

The facility roofs were Flood and Gravel Built-Up type. In 1996, a Sprayed Polyurethane Foam (SPF) Roof was approved as the “fix-
all” solution. This roof system can be effective in certain parts of the country, but has failed at Byers SD.

Byers SD engaged the services of two roof consultants to inspect the roofs and give opinions on its condition. Observations,
inspections, moisture readings and core cuts were taken to validate the roofs findings provided. Here is an overview:

EPDM roof was installed in 2001 on the addition. Inspection of the EPDM roof shows numerous strikes from hail. In these areas,
the gypsum substrate has lost its structural stability. The membrane was core-cut in areas of hail strikes; the gypsum protection is
pulverized loosing adhesion between the EPDM and this substrate. Once the adhesion is lost, wind damage can occur in the form
of fluttering and severe uplift, creating a situation for roof blow-off.

The second system is the modified roofing system over two other roofs, violating IBC Code that permits only two roofs. The roof is
also dead flat; extreme ponding is occurring and causing large splits in the membrane. Core cuts confirmed that an SPF roof is
under the modified roof and the insulation of the first BUR roof was wet. Additional core cut confirmed water penetrating all roofs;
entire tear-off is necessary. Water in the roof also shows evidence of mold spores growing in the roof/ceiling assembly.

The SPF roof system over the majority of the school has completely failed. There are numerous holes and cracks in the roof surface
and moisture is trapped within the SPF. Water is being held in the roof between the original BUR and the SPF roof. The SPF roofs
have varying degrees of hail damage because of their age and thickness of the coating applied. The roof deck above the cafeteria
shows the most damage; 110 hail strikes were counted in a 10’ x 10’ area. These strikes have created holes in the foam where
water is entering the assembly. Trapped moisture has already caused mold spores to grow in the roof system, which enters the
facility through drain penetrations, holes and seams in the metal deck, expansion joints and the parapet wall/deck connections. If
the current system is not replaced immediately, moisture will accelerate the growth of mold spores increasing damage of the
existing building construction.

All of these roofs are holding an incredible amount of water within these systems; core-cuts and moisture readings show evidence
of this. Another major concern is the metal deck under these roofs has experienced rust from the years of water being trapped in
the roofing system. The risk of roof failure will increase with continued metal deck rusting from water trapped in the system
combined with a large snow load.

The school experiences 30-independent roof leaks scattered throughout the building after a measurable rainfall or snow melt; the
sheer lack of measurable moisture this year has been a benefit. Three types of failed roof systems are on this facility and based on
the roof inspections; the roofing systems need to be replaced immediately to prevent further damage and possible roof collapse.

A full tear off and new roofing system will bring the school in compliance with building code, increase Energy efficiency and provide
the school with the longest lasting, hail resistant roofing system available.

Issue: Roof
Deficiencies Associated with this Issue:

Our review of the current conditions of the building roofing assemblies identifies the following:
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¢ All the fifteen roof planes are currently compromised by age or poor design and can no longer adequately protect the building
occupants and equipment as necessary.

* Most of the roof areas have 2-roofing systems on the roof; some have three-roofing systems. The proper installation of new
roofing will require full tear off of the assemblies down to the roof decking structure. Re-roofing or applying a third roofing
application is not permitted by the Building Code.

e Many of the roof areas lack adequate slope to shed water and snow from surface to drains.

e Hail strikes and structural movement have resulted in failure of the roofing surface’s water resistance ability. Areas surveyed
identified over 110 strikes/ square (100 SF). Many of the hail strikes are small and could be overlooked for repair. The SPF design
was not appropriate for intense regional weather typical of this geographic area.

e There are numerous areas of membrane fracture (from thermal or structural movement) in addition to the hail strikes. Many
were improperly installed and are not capable of protecting the building from regionally intense hail storms that impact and
damage the material’s surface

* Areas sprayed with SPF have deteriorated, leaving structure exposed.

¢ Moisture intrusion of the roofing assembly may lead to mold growth within the building environment.

Proposed Solution to Address the Deficiencies Listed Above:

All roofing assemblies will be removed and structure will be inspected. Rust or damaged decking will be evaluated and replaced if
necessary. The majority of the roofs on the school presently have no insulation. The new roofing system will obtain all insulation
values and meet or exceed IBC and IECC Code. The system also contains a recycled content of 33% and contributes to two LEED
categories. The modified roofing system with flood and gravel coating provides 330 Mills of thickness with redundant layers of
waterproofing. The flood and gravel surfacing provides protection from the harsh eastern Colorado weather and the many hail
storms that pummel the school. The proposed roofing system protects and warrants the building for a minimum of 30-years and
provides performance characteristics of 40 years; meeting and exceeding both the requirements of published NRCA guidelines, IBC,
IECC and aligning with CDE’s philosophy of long lasting systems. Engineering, shop drawings, wind and drainage calculations, and
taper designs will be completed and include engineering stamps.

How Urgent is this Project:

The roofing areas have degraded beyond a level of preventative maintenance and repair. In addition, there are roof areas that lack
positive drainage slope. Every storm, water enters the building, which disrupts educational activities, damages property, increases
mold-spore generation, and has likely compromised the building structure. The district is severely concerned about possible roof
collapse from the trapped moisture, which based on visible rusting of the metal decks, will cause complete roof failure if not
addressed. The health and safety of students and faculty is constantly a concern. The school district is prepared to act immediately
if funds are awarded.

What is the Cost Associated with this Issue:$1,520,949.00

How Does this Project Conform with the Construction Guidelines:

Our grant request proposes to return the existing construction back to PSCG conformity under Sections 1.2.1, 1.2.4, 3.1, 3.2, 3.2.1,
3.2.1.8,3.12,6.1 and 6.3.

Sec. 1.2.1 The Byers ES / Jr/Sr HS structure ("the structure")has several deficiencies applicable to the health, safety and
environmental codes and standards as required by state and federal law. Significant water intrusion, maintenance of structural
integrity and ability to maintain high Indoor Air Quality are all significant areas of concern.

Sec. 1.2.4 The structure has many areas of the building envelop that do not meet thermal/energy efficiency performance
standards. Water intrusion has compromised the thermal benefit of the roofing insulation and said insulation must be replaced.

Sec. 3.1 Asignificant portion of the structure is not adequately protected by a sound, functioning roofing envelop. Areas of metal
roof decking and composite cementitious roof decking have been subjected to significant and repetitive moisture intrusion. There
is evidence of rust and potential design compromise in the structure that must be addressed.

Sec. 3.2 Many areas within the structure do not have a weather tight roofing system. Aged, deteriorated and poorly designed
roofing assemblies allow for significant, repetitive moisture intrusion into the building, and compromise the intended protection of
its building occupants and property. Many roofing areas lack proper drainage slope and drainage support. The roofing envelop is
in poor condition throughout.

Sec. 3.2.1.1 New roofing assemblies will be designed and installed for the structure that will protect the building’s occupants and
property within. All existing roofing assemblies will be removed and replaced, including additional slope and drainage structure
(where necessary). Said roofing will protect the building for a minimum of 30-years that would meet/exceed the requirements of

published NRCA guidelines and building code requirements.

Sec. 3.2.1.8 All sprayed polyurethane foam (SPF) roofing assemblies will be removed. These roof coverings were improperly
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installed and are not capable of protecting the building from regionally intense hail storms that impact and damage the material’s
surface. Investigation indicated that several roofing areas contain more than 110 hail strikes per square(100 SF).

Sec. 3.12 Replacement of the several roofing planes will warrant the renovation of several existing mechanical equipment
positions. Upon completion all roof equipment will be adequately curb supported and flashed to protect the water resistive
integrity of the curb flashing.

Sec. 6.1 The replacement improvements of the roofing assemblies will continue to extend the service life of the Byers ES / Jr/Sr HS
structure; a vital element of this rural community’s infrastructure.

Sec. 6.3 The replacement improvements of the roofing assemblies will produce a more energy efficient building and achieve
building code compliance. Such efforts will without doubt, improve/correct many of the present health and safety deficiencies
present within the structure.

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

The Byers SD will contribute $7500. annually to the District's Capital Fund for future roofing replacement. The performance life of
the recommended roof system is typically 40-years with a minimum water-tight warranty of 30 years issued by the manufacturer.
At that end of the roofs performance life, a complete restoration vs. replacement of the original system can be completed. This can
extend the school roofing warranty for an additional 10 years of water-tight warranty protection at a fraction the cost of a new
roof (typically 25% of new cost). Typical restorations have a performance life of 20 additional years.

The roofing solution recommended provides the highest performing wind and hail protection available. The manufacturer will
provide bi-annual inspections of the completed roofing assembly, make any repairs necessary for those first 30-years, and provide
24-hour leak response (if one should occur).

The roofing manufacturer will be asked to provide pro-active maintenance seminars and on-site training of the District staff. The
District staff will be provided a manufacturers' Maintenance Manual which will be located on-site. The manufacturer will be
available to train new staff members for roof inspections during the full 30 years.

The Byers SD maintenance director will periodically and systematically perform visual inspections of the roof conditions within our
facility in detail and will (as necessary) recommend repair/maintenance of these systems to be performed.

If This Application is for the Renovation, Reconstruction, Expansion, or Replacement of an Existing Public School Facility,
Describe the Condition of that Facility at the Time it was Purchased or Constructed and if the Facility Was Not Adequate as a
Public School at that Time, Provide the Rational for Purchasing or Constructing it in the Manner in Which You Did:

The Byers SD facility was built in 1974 with a major addition constructed in 2001 and houses Pre K-12. The facility has been
updated and remodeled over the years to incorporate advanced educational learning systems inside. The exterior of the building is
solid construction of brick and concrete block. The roof replacement request applies to the entire facility.

The school district roofs no longer provide adequate waterproofing and thermal protection to the building envelope, its occupants
and equipment within.

The roofing areas have degraded beyond a level of preventative maintenance and repair. The district attempted to restore the
majority of the roofs with Sprayed Polyurethane Foam roofing in 1998. This system was sold as a “fix-all” roof. The district realizes
now that this application merely trapped moisture in the roofing assembly and accelerated degradation of all the systems. In
addition, there are roof areas that lack positive drainage slope. Moisture regularly enters the building, which disrupts educational
activities, damages property, increases mold-spore generation, and has likely compromised the building structure. The district is
severely concerned about possible roof collapse from the trapped moisture, which based on visible rusting of the metal decks, will
cause complete roof failure if not addressed.

What is the Amount the Applicant is willing to Commitment to a Yearly Capital Renewal Reserve for this Project:
$7,500.00

CDE Comments:
THIS PROJECT COULD BE DIFFICULT TO FINANCE DUE TO FINDING COLLATRAL FOR A ROOF.
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Funded FTE Count:
Assessed Valuation:
PPAV:

Bonded Debt:

Total Bonding Capacity:

424.00
39522500
$93,323.00
$2,005,000.00
$7,904,500.00

% of Bonding Capacity Used: 25.00%

Bond Capacity Remaining: $5,899,500.00
Existing Bond Mill Levy: 8.5

Who Owns the Facility: District

If it's a 3rd Party Explain:

NA

Is the Facility in a Lease Purchase Agreement: No

If a Charter School, Where will the Facility Revert To:

NA

Current Grant Request:
Current Applicant Match:
Current Total Project Cost:
Previous Grant Awards:
Previous Matches:
Future Grant Requests:
Future Matches:

Total for all Phases:

Cost Per Pupil:

Cost Per Sq Ft:

Red Flags for Discussion:
Red Flags Explain:

$980,502.00
$905,078.00
$1,885,580.00
0

0

0

0
$1,714,164.00
$3,377.00
$15.00

None

Bonded Debt Approved:
Year Bond Election Passed:
Bonded Debt Failed:

Year Bond Election Failed:
2010 Bond Election Results:
Median Household Income:
Free or Reduced Lunch %:
State Financial Watch:

Charter School Fund Balance:

Charter Authorizer Letter:
Charter 3 Month Notice:

Charter Chartered for 5 Yrs:
Year Built:

Affected Sq Ft:

Master Plan Completed:
CDE Minimum Match %:
Actual Match % Provided:
Was a Waiver Required:
Stautory Waiver:

FCl:

CFl:

Inflation:

Historical Significance:
Does this Qualify For HPCP:
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NA
$19,213.00

40.27%

No

NA

No

No

No
1980

107,225.00
No

48

48

N/A

28.92%
43.40%

1

NA

Not Required



CDE GRANT APPLICATION SUMMARIES

-Facilities Affected By This Grant Application-

SIERRA GRANDE R-30 - Sierra Grande K-12 - Reroof a PK-12 School

Q#110.4 - The roof covering is in poor condition with reported leaks. Score: 2
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SIERRA GRANDE SCHOOL DISTRICT R-30

April 5, 2011

Colorado Department of Education
Capital Construction Assistance Board

Re:  Hardship Request for Reduction of Required Match

Under direction of the Board of Education, I am writing this letter requesting a waiver of the District’s required
match under the current capital construction guidelines set by the Colorado Department of Education and
Building Excellent Schools Today (“BEST™). Sierra Grande School District’s configured match percentage of
contribution is currently rated and equated at 32 percent (8370,817) of the overall $1,158,805 reroofing project.
We ask that the state decreases this percentage of contribution by the school district to a 20 percent match of
$231,761 a reduction of $139,036 in funding for the detailed project.

The need for the facility to be reroofed encompasses protecting the integrity of the building structure and must be
addressed to ensure further damage to the facility. Reroofing the areas of the current roof that are failing would

- begin a rehabilitation of the highest prioritized areas diagnosed through the state facilities assessment. A
reduction and waiver in the cost of the District’s allocation would aliow the District to begin construction
planning for the project immediately and rercofing shortly thereafter.

The District has initiated additional funding avenues to support this project and has great confidence that financial
assistance from a mili levy override will come to fruition beginning in 2012, Tax receipts gathered from the
override would incorporate an additional $350,000 into the general fund for capital construction and general
operations annually, The District is also investigating a QZAB low interest loan or a lease purchase should the
mill levy override die from a lack of support and is receiving professional advice from Stifel Nicolaus in this
matter. :

Regardless of acquired funding from the BEST grant, a reduction in the match requirement, or the failed attempt
of a mill levy override, the District will move forward in establishing a greater fund balance reserve to address
capital construction initiatives that will alleviate potential structural problems that will inevitably occur without
the reroofing. The ability to acquire BEST funding however would allow the District the ability to address the
total reroofing of the area specified in the project.

Attached to this letter is additional information that is offered in support of the District’s desire for a reduction in
the cash match as required by BEST legislation. We ask that the request for reduction to the District’s matching
funds be given full support by the Selection Committee. We recognize and understand that funding such a project
solely through the use of the general fund would place an enormous hardship on the District and would not be
financially prudent due to the shortfall in state revenues,

We appreciate your consideration and the efforts placed forth by the Capital Construction Committee in the
support of capital construction initiatives and improvements throughout the State of Colorado

Respectfully submitted

o

Supeﬁnten:ierit

17523 Hwy. 160 # Blanca, CO 81123 » (719) 379-3257 « (719) 379-3259 » Fax: (719) 379-2572
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Sierra Grande Data Related to Waiver Request

COUNTY AND DISTRICT DATA

Sierra Grande resides in one of the poorest countics in the state. In fact, nearly 27 percent of
Costilla County residents live in homes with incomes below the national poverty level. This
number is nearly three times the Colorado statewide number. More than 10 percent of Costilla
County residents live in homes with an average income below 30 percent of the poverty level,
nearly twice the number or average in Colorado.

District’s Assessed Valuation and Tax Receipts Reliance

Due 1o the State Budget Year dating from July 1 through June 30, the district does not receive the
majority of funding revenues until the last three months of the year which has created a hardship
in cash flow. The district borrows money annually from the state to make payroll and pay our
bills.

Assessed Valuation Tax Receipts State Share Loans
08-00 $46,928.297 $1,405,856 $1,235,212 $332,201
09-10  $61.937,187 $1,676,786 $944,234 5474839
10-11  $64,891,117 {p) $1,689,057 {p) §769.,039 {p) $222,170

Percentage of Students Enrolled in District who are eligible for Free and Reduced Lunch
The percentage of students that qualify for Free and Reduced Lunch are extremely high in
comparison to the state average. This is due to high number of socio-economically disadvantaged
families that live in the district. 80% of the students in the district currently qualify and this
number has remained consistent between 70-80% for the last five years.

Free and Reduced State Average Free and Reduced Sierra Grande Average
07-08 NR 78%
08-09 NR T7%
09-10 45.9% 81%
District Debt

The district’s has encumbered little debt over the last decade due fo the inability of capital to
invest in capital construction initiatives. Besides the construction of a 3,000 sq. fi. preschool in
2008, the district has made no renovations to sustain an aging facility since 1996. The District
debt includes

District Indebtedness Diebt Balance Date Retired

General Obligation Bond £1,574,000 Pec/2015

Lease Purchase $76,000 June/2012
Capital Reserve

Capital Construction improvements to the district facilities have been few due fo a shrinking fund
balance. The district has made minimal improvements to the upkeep of the overall facility in
areas such as transportation, boilers/heating system and communication. A history of capital
reserve spending includes

Area/Improvement Capital Reserve Expenditures
07-08 Facility Upkeep $180.705
08-09 Preschool and Facility Upkeep ' $89.352
09-10  Transportation/HHVAC $190,833
10-11 Transportation/Tech/Communication (p) $210,300
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Bond History

The district sought voter approval in 1996 to acquire a general obligation bond for a renovation
and addition to the facility. The General Obligation Bond’s principal and interest of 33,387,973
was financed from tax receipts assessed through a bond redemption fund. The following data
reveals the history, remaining debt, assessed mills, and fund balance roserve.

Mills Pavment Indebtedness Fund Balance Reserve
07-08 6.5 $295,.233 $2,016,142 $1,240,263
08-09 6.3 $296,733 $1,779.967 $1,267.614
09-10 5.1 $297,808 $1.641,608 $1,263,027
10-11 5.1 $302,908 $1,574,181 $1,273,181

The District plans to seek voter approval in November 2011 to retire the debt in December of
2011 and transfer the 5.1 mills to the General Fund Mill Levy to be used for capital construction
improvements and general operations of the district. Based on current assessed valuation the 5.1
mills will generate just under $350,000 annually to the General Fund. These additional funds wili
assist the district in providing matching funds for competitive grants such as the BEST project
proposal.

General Fund History/Reserve Uses

The Board of Education has worked diligently to increase the General Fund Balance by reducing
expenditures. The District has reduced expenditures and increased the General Fund Balance
through reductions in administration and staffing. The goal of the District is to build an
emergency reserve that will alleviate the need for borrowing funds from the state and be large
enough to make payroli and pay outstanding debts for the period of three months. The following
is a history of the ending fund balances for the last three years, a projection for the current year,
and a history of the reduction of district expenditures for three years.

Ending Fund Bzlance District Expenditures
07-08 $385,171 $2.779 428
08-09 $466,391 $2,740,313
09-10 $3532,930 $2,631,803
10-11 $560,000 (p) $2,500,000 (p)

Relevant Factors for Waiver Request Rationale

Sierra Grande School District deserves a reduction in the requested waiver for several reasons.
As you can see, with the dramatic increase in assessed valuation the district is running into a cash
flow problem. At of the end of March of the current fiscal year, the district has received only
47% of the projected revenue. This is the revenue picture afier nine months of the current budget
year. [ say projected because due to the rise in assessed valuation the district finds itself more
reliant on local property taxes, and in the rough economic times we are facing in cur county and
state this leaves a very uncomfortable feeling about using general funds to invest in areas of
capital construction. The District does not wish to use the bulk of the General Fund Balance as a
match due to this reason.

Another reason the District request a reduction in the match towards the BEST grant is that our
ahility to borrow funds annually from the State of Colorado in the future is in question. The
Govemor and Legislature have already discussed the possibility of charging interest or doing
away with the program altogether. The District recognizes the importance of building a large
enough fund balance to weather the months where loans from the State of Colorado may not be
available,

119




We understand the importance of replacing an aging roof and the District has never backed down
from renovating needed areas within the District Facility. Renovations over the last four decades
show a proven track record of the District efforts to maintain a facility that is conducive to
learning. The District should not be penalized for the efforts of our community to maintain a
facility that does not need replaced, but should be rewarded with a reduction in the matching cost
to uphold the facilities structural integrity.

Last, but not least, the District deserves a reduction in the required match for the BEST grant
because frugal practices are in place that have reduced expenditures and increased the General
Fund Balance. These practices show the ability and reserve of the District Leadership to build a
sound financial plan for the future. We understand however that there is cost to reducing
expenditures and that building a stronger General Fund Balance unfortunately may have a cost
associated with the District’s overall ability to educate chiidren in a healthy, safe, and stimulating
environment.
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Applicant Name: SIERRA GRANDE R-30 Sort Order #: 1.5

County: COSTILLA Applicant Priority # 1
Project Title: Reroof a PK-12 School

| Addition "] Fire Alarm Roof "] water Systems

L] Asbestos Abatement L] Lighting L1 school Replacement L] Window Replacement
] Boiler Replacement L] ADA LI security I New School

] Electrical Upgrade L] HvAC LI Facility Sitework I LandPurchase

[] Energy Savings L] Renovation L] Project Other Explain:

General Background Information and Reasons for Pursuing a BEST Grant:

The Sierra Grande School has served the community since 1956; experiencing roof problems for years. While repairing common
leaks is a solution, the school has roof systems where leaks cannot be repaired, pinpointed or remedied. Additions and remodels
have occurred in the past to incorporate advanced educational learning systems within. Some have impacted /encapsulated the
roof assemblies.

The structure contains both Flood and Gravel Built-Up Roofing (classroom areas) and a Metal Panel Roofing System (“MPRS”) over
framing; some have been in service for nearly 55-years.

The 1956 Flood & Gravel BUR (approx. 20% of the roof) demonstrates nearly flat slope conditions, no overflow drainage support
and no walkway protection. This BUR was applied to %-inch perlite recovery board, bonded to wood roof decking and steel joist
framing. Moisture has penetrated the roof decking substrate that will need to be evaluated at roofing demolition; saturated or
decayed decking would be replaced. Steeper tapered insulation and overflow drains will be added to improve storm water
management.

The 1956 MPRS (approx. 55% of the roof) is over the main gymnasium and surrounding areas. With a1990 addition, roof planes
were added for larger athletic/academic needs. Galvanized, pressed and shop fabricated MPRS were used, yet the panel slopes
were reduced; impacting the roof performance. The combination of both wind and drift accumulating snow has compromised the
roof joints. They simply cannot resist the high level of water intrusion; an application of sprayed polyurethane foam “SPF” was
applied to unify these two roofs. We summarize that this SPF layer was to improve weather resistance. However, it too has failed
and water intrusion remains a major problem.

The last 1996 addition was for academic and administrative areas to the school. They were roofed with a pre-finished MPRS (Decks
#1A, #1B and #4); these have lateral seams perpendicular to slope which can be a source of moisture intrusion. Continuous panels
should have been used for the weather environment typical of this site.

Built in 1993, is the pre-engineered metal structure (Technical Lab Area). The MPRS is a galvanized, pressed and shop fabricated
metal secured directly to the supporting structure framing with blanket insulation below. The panels have both longitudinal and
lateral lap seams sealed with a butyl sealant (not for 35 years of protection) that has over the decades of weathering cycles simply
dried out allowing moisture intrusion.

This MPRS roof has adequate slope and are in sound condition, but the sealant cannot protect the envelop. Sealant at the MRPS
terminations (building’s ridge, lateral panel seams, mechanical penetrations, etc.) must be removed and replaced. The repair;
using material comprised of 100% solids will extend the roof service life for another five years. However, a long term solution
remains necessary for roofing.

Many of these roof assemblies are holding/transferring moisture within their construction. The school experiences a number of
independent roof leaks scattered throughout the building after measurable rainfalls or snow melts; the sheer lack of measurable
moisture has been a benefit to the building. A major concern will be the condition of the decking material with respect to decay,
rust and mold spore generation. The risk of roof failure can increase with continued deck degradation combined with a large static
or drift snow load possible.

Limited roofing tear off and overlay of new systems will improve the schools vital Health Safety and Welfare conditions. It will also
increase overall energy efficiency and provide the school with the longest lasting, weather-resistant roofing system available.

Issue: Roof
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Deficiencies Associated with this Issue:

Our review of the current conditions of the building roofing assemblies identifies the following:

e Many of the fourteen (14) roof planes are currently compromised by age or poor design and can no longer adequately protect
the building occupants and equipment.

e Several roof areas lack adequate slope to shed water and snow from surface to drains.

¢ The lack of design continuity has created opportunity to significant snow drift accumulation and water intrusion.

¢ Lateral roof panel seams and sealant shrinkage have resulted in failure of the roofing surface’s water resistance ability. The
extreme thermal expansion/contraction this roofing surface can encounter was not adequately addressed.

* Areas sprayed with SPF were presumed leaking prior and this surface material application.

¢ Moisture intrusion of the roofing assembly may lead to possible mold spore growth within the building environment.

¢ The Tech Lab Building is a pre-engineered structure built in 1993. The roof has several ongoing leaks; the result of joint sealant
material (a Butyl material that was not 100% solid) that has dried out and shrunk in volume leaving wind driven rain opportunity to
enter the building.

Proposed Solution to Address the Deficiencies Listed Above:

The original flood and gravel BUR will be replaced with a new 30-year warranted assembly including proper tapered insulation and
overflow roof drains. The BUR roofing assemblies are to be removed down to core building structure; said structure will be
inspected and any water damaged decking replaced. The BUR system with flood and gravel coating provides 300 mils of thickness
and redundant layers of waterproofing.

The metal panel roofing assemblies will be recovered with new single length (rolled on-site) metal panels, independently secured to
the existing building structure. This can be performed with limited removals and loss of weather protection during installation.

Replacement of these roofing planes will warrant the renovation of several existing mechanical equipment positions. Those
affected will be raised and a minimum curb height of 12-inches will be achieved. Upon completion, all roof equipment will be
adequately curb-supported and flashed to protect the water resistive integrity of the curb flashing.

The majority of the roofs on the school presently have code minimum insulation. The new roofing system(s) will obtain all
insulation values and meet or exceed IBC and IECC Code and if budget conditions warrant, additional insulation will be
incorporated to exceed those minimum values. The system contains a recycled content of 33% and contributes to LEED principles.

The new roofing assemblies proposed will be designed and installed throughout the structure and the proposed designs will
protect/warrant the building envelop for a minimum of 30-years and can provide performance characteristics of 40 years; meeting
and exceeding both the requirements of published NRCA guidelines, IBC, IECC and aligning with CDE’s philosophy of long lasting
systems. Review and acceptance of manufacturer shop drawings, wind and drainage calculations, and taper designs will be
completed prior to installation commencement.

How Urgent is this Project:

Moisture penetration into the building will continue until these roof conditions are corrected. Water stains in the ceiling tiles
indicate moisture has already made its way into and through the full roofing assembly.

This intrusion can lead to further damage to the structural decking and potential framing failure. Moisture intrusion may also lead
to possible mold spore generation within the building construction. Both of these would be catastrophic to the occupants and
equipment being protected by these roofing assemblies.

What is the Cost Associated with this Issue:$1,158,805

How Does this Project Conform with the Construction Guidelines:

Our grant request proposes to return the existing construction back to PSCG conformity under Sections 1.2.1, 3.1, 3.2, 3.2.1,
3.2.1.6,3.2.1.8, 6.1 and 6.3.

Sec. 1.2.1 Portions of the Sierra Grande School building have several deficiencies applicable to the health, safety and environmental
codes and standards as required by state and federal law. Water intrusion, maintenance of structural integrity and Indoor Air

Quality are all significant areas of concern.

Sec. 3.1 Portions of the Sierra Grande School building do not have a sound roofing system. Moisture intrusion, wind exposure are
compromised.

Sec. 3.2 Portions of the Sierra Grande School building do not have a weather tight roofing system that adequately protects the
building occupants and property nor (in some areas) does it allow all water to positively drain off the roof surfaces.
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Sec. 3.2.1.1 New BUR roofing assemblies will be installed on portions of the Structure that will protect the building’s occupants
and property within. Said roofing will protect for a minimum of 30-years to meet/exceed the requirements of published NRCA
guidelines and building code requirements.

Sec. 3.2.1.6 The existing MPRS (over the main school) are no-longer weather resistant to protect the building and its occupants.
The existing MPRS will be re-used where practical as a decking substrate for new panels. The new panels will be field
formed/fabricated to full length spans and designed for local climate challenges. The new roofing will protect for a minimum of 30-
years to meet/exceed the requirements of published NRCA guidelines and building code requirements. For the existing Industrial
Arts Building, new sealant repairs within the roof panel joint connections will improve the weather ability of the roofing assembly
and resist water/wind intrusion, extending the service life of this metal roofing assembly.

Sec. 3.2.1.8 The existing sprayed polyurethane foam (SFP) will be removed from primary use as a weather protection layer, but
will remain as a concealed insulation support product. Where necessary for new structure installation, this product will be
completely removed from the roofing construction..

Sec. 6.1 These proposed improvements to the existing roofing assemblies will extend the service life of the Structure and protect
the students, staff and property. This structure remains a vital part of the local community; is not identified for replacement in any
projected short or long term span and must be kept in good / working condition.

Sec. 6.3 These new improvements of the roofing assemblies will reduce moisture transfer and reduce potential for certain long
term deficiencies in the school building structure. Limited building code improvement will be further achieved relative to overflow
storm water management.

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

The Sierra Grande SD maintenance director will periodically and systematically perform a visual observation of the roof conditions
within the facility in detail and will (as necessary) recommend repair/maintenance of these systems be performed.

In addition, our roofing solution will provide a 30-year watertight warranty (issued from the manufacturer) providing regionally
adequate wind and moisture protection. The manufacturer will also provide bi-annual inspections of the completed roofing
assembly and make any repairs necessary for those same 30-years.

The Sierra Grande SD will allocate $5,000.00 (annually) in Capital Renewal Funds for future roof replacement efforts at this facility.

If This Application is for the Renovation, Reconstruction, Expansion, or Replacement of an Existing Public School Facility,
Describe the Condition of that Facility at the Time it was Purchased or Constructed and if the Facility Was Not Adequate as a
Public School at that Time, Provide the Rational for Purchasing or Constructing it in the Manner in Which You Did:

The Sierra Grande ES / Jr/Sr HS facility was built in 1956 with a several additions constructed in 1990, 1993 and 2008 and
renovations performed in 1996. District budget prohibits the complete building from consideration with respect to this BEST Grant
request. Roof Decks #1A, #1B, #4, #9, #10, #13 and #14 (approximately 22000 gsf) are not part of this effort. The district personnel
performs regular maintenance on this building however, the level of maintenance necessary for these failed roof assemblies far
exceeds traditional staff and funds available.

The roof areas in question can no longer provide adequate moisture and thermal protection to the building envelop, its occupants
and equipment within.

Nearly 100% of the roofing areas have exceeded their warranty period and have degraded beyond a level of preventative
maintenance and repair. Moisture regularly enters the building, disrupting education activities, damaging property and potentially
compromises the building structure and potential for mold spore generation.

What is the Amount the Applicant is willing to Commitment to a Yearly Capital Renewal Reserve for this Project:
$5,000.00

CDE Comments:
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Funded FTE Count:
Assessed Valuation:
PPAV:

Bonded Debt:

Total Bonding Capacity:

246.00
64891117
$264,322.00
$1,670,000.00
$12,978,223.00

% of Bonding Capacity Used: 13.00%

Bond Capacity Remaining: $11,308,223.00
Existing Bond Mill Levy: 5.1

Who Owns the Facility: District

If it's a 3rd Party Explain:

NA

Is the Facility in a Lease Purchase Agreement: No

If a Charter School, Where will the Facility Revert To:

NA

Current Grant Request:
Current Applicant Match:
Current Total Project Cost:
Previous Grant Awards:
Previous Matches:
Future Grant Requests:
Future Matches:

Total for all Phases:

Cost Per Pupil:

Cost Per Sq Ft:

Red Flags for Discussion:

$945,330.32
$236,332.58
$1,181,662.90
0

0

0

0
$1,158,805.00
$4,562.00
$14.00
Waiver request

Red Flags Explain:  Partial Waiver Request

Bonded Debt Approved:
Year Bond Election Passed:
Bonded Debt Failed:

Year Bond Election Failed:
2010 Bond Election Results:
Median Household Income:
Free or Reduced Lunch %:
State Financial Watch:

Charter School Fund Balance:

Charter Authorizer Letter:
Charter 3 Month Notice:

Charter Chartered for 5 Yrs:
Year Built:

Affected Sq Ft:

Master Plan Completed:
CDE Minimum Match %:
Actual Match % Provided:
Was a Waiver Required:
Stautory Waiver:

FCl:

CFl:

Inflation:

Historical Significance:
Does this Qualify For HPCP:
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NA
$11,981.00

77.38%

No

NA

No

No

No
1958

78,130.00
No

32

20

Yes

37.54%

56.00%

2

Yes-Granted Exemption
Not Required



CDE GRANT APPLICATION SUMMARIES

-Facilities Affected By This Grant Application-

LEWIS-PALMER 38 - Lewis-Palmer MS - MS Roof Replacement

Q#110.4 - The roof covering is in poor condition with reported leaks. Score: 2
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Applicant Name: LEWIS-PALMER 38 Sort Order #: 1.5
County: EL PASO Applicant Priority # 1
Project Title: MS Roof Replacement

| Addition "] Fire Alarm Roof "] water Systems

L] Asbestos Abatement L] Lighting L1 school Replacement L] Window Replacement

] Boiler Replacement L] ADA LI security I New School

] Electrical Upgrade L] HvAC LI Facility Sitework I LandPurchase

[] Energy Savings L] Renovation L] Project Other Explain:

General Background Information and Reasons for Pursuing a BEST Grant:

Lewis Palmer School District (LPSD) is requesting BEST Capital Construction Assistance grant to complete a roof replacement project
for Lewis Palmer Middle School (LPMS). Grant monies are requested due to a damaged and failing EPDM rubber membrane roof.
The rubber membrane is gaping, bridging and has failing seams. Seam repair and patches are no longer sufficient or effective and
water is entering the facility.

LPMS is the only middle school in LPSD. The facility current serves 837 7th and 8th grade students and 80 staff members. LPMS is
one of our largest facilities with one of the largest staff and student populations. This facility will remain a viable building regardless
of reconfiguration or district restructuring.

The LPMS facility maintenance projects are incorporated in the LPSD maintenance program and in the School Dude software
program. All LPSD maintenance and repairs are planned, scheduled, budgeted and tracked in the School Dude software program
and in LPSD maintenance detail system. Repairs and maintenance are performed by LPSD Facilities and Maintenance Department
or by approved contracted vendors. The Operations Advisory Committee, a volunteer group of community constituents with
expertise in budgeting and engineering also oversee the maintenance and repair plans for LPMS and LPSD facilities. Additionally,
the Chief Financial Officer/ Assistant Superintendent of Operations supervises the LPSD maintenance plan to ensure a
comprehensive system for all district projects and facilities.

LPSD will provide the total match for the roof replacement project. The cost of total roof replacement would cause a backlog of
high priority health and safety projects beyond what is prudent.

LPSD has asked for local funding 3 times in the past five years. All 3 ballot questions have failed. LPSD Reserves less TABOR,
catastrophic contingency required by our BOE and contractual obligations leave our spendable reserves at 1.9 MIL which has been
allocated to help offset the state budget cuts for the 11/12 and 12/13 school years. We are currently on the State Auditor’s list for
spending down reserves too quickly.

Issue: Roof
Deficiencies Associated with this Issue:

The Lewis Palmer Middle School (LPMS) EPDM rubber membrane roof is actively failing. There are leaks throughout the facility.
There are tears, gaps, cracks and bridging (pulling) in the membrane. As a result, water is entering the building in a number of
locations. Evidence of failure has been confirmed by the CDE assessment and by separate roof consultations (enclosed). The
common recommendation is roof replacement and that repair is no longer a viable option. Catastrophic failure is a possibility if the
roof is not replaced. Failure could result in severe damage to the facility with significant health and safety risks to students and
staff.

The CDE assessment, independent roof consultation, and LPSD Facility and Maintenance records concur with the roof deficiency.
The roof is near the end of its service life but is additionally compromised due to decomposition and shrinkage. The roof covering is
a EPDM rubber membrane with seams sealed with adhesive. The entire roof is ballasted with river rock. The roof area is
approximately 80,000 square feet. The membrane has shrunk significantly over the entire roof causing cracks, holes and tight
areas. The seams have pulled at the roof to wall intersections. The bridging (pulling) around the perimeter is severe. The bridging
is up to a 45-degree angle in areas. This leaves the perimeter of the building unprotected. The membrane no longer touches the
roof in those areas, leaving the top of the facility unprotected. Base flashing is open in spots. There are active leaks in classroom
areas, lobby, office areas and cafeteria. Approximately 16 ceiling tiles are replaced per month due to water damage. Additional
tiles are damaged but are not replaced due to location and accessibility. Additionally, there is a severe leak in the computer server
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room. Data loss, equipment damage and fire are a concern. Mechanical systems on the roof are at risk should severe wind pull the
membrane up and dislodge those systems. Leaks continue and worsen as moisture increases. Safety and health concerns include;
mold, mildew and structural integrity.

The roof no longer protects the facility and cannot be repaired adequately. Without a serviceable and watertight covering for the
building, the only recommended course of action to prevent catastrophic failure is roof replacement.

Proposed Solution to Address the Deficiencies Listed Above:

The deficient roof at Lewis Palmer Middle School will be corrected by replacing the current EPDM rubber membrane roof with a
new 60 to 90 ml gauge EPDM rubber membrane roof.

The 60 to 90 ml membrane is recommended for our geographic area and severe climate. The desired warranty of 20 to 30 years
requires a minimum 60ml gauge membrane. The new EPDM roof system will be ballasted optimizing the life of the roof membrane
with added protection against harsh climate, heavy sun exposure and temperature fluctuations.

The current ballast system will be removed, relocated and reserved for reuse on the new roof. The EPDM membrane will be
removed and replaced. The roof will be adhered according to specifications and roof design, as designated by the roofing
consultant. The condition of the current insulation will be evaluated upon removal of the membrane. If current insulation is
deemed adequate according to specifications, no additional insulation will be added. If additional insulation is recommended, the
insulation will be supplemented. Removal of the membrane should not affect the integrity of the existing insulation however;
additional insulation may be required upon inspection. The ballast system will be supplemented if deemed necessary by
specifications.

A roof consultant, engineer and or architect chosen to complete the project will determine the roof specifications and design. The
roof replacement project will meet specifications and requirements within the roof design. The roof consultant, and or architect
will be chosen through competitive process in accordance with the BEST program.

How Urgent is this Project:

The roof at Lewis Palmer Middle School (LPMS) is no longer sufficiently protecting the facility and the problem continues to
worsen. Water is entering the building from the roof, compromising safety of the facility. Seasonal moisture and severe weather
cycles greatly increase the potential for failure as time passes. Increased damage to walls and ceiling tiles due to moisture and
decomposition continue to exacerbate the problem, further weakening walls and tiles. Carpeting will continue to be effected by
moisture, creating an environment for mold, mildew and bacteria. The overall structural integrity and the health of the building are
at risk should roof replacement not occur quickly.

LPMS is located on the Continental Divide and Monument Hill thus; we experience large amounts of snow as well as severe freeze
thaw cycles. High winds are present year round. These conditions continue to increase potential for damage. Holes, gaps and
tears in the lining paired with the high winds and extreme temperatures will further degrade the membrane increasing the chance
of catastrophic failure as time passes. High winds can rip a membrane off of a roof causing severe damage to the facility and its
mechanical systems located on the roof.

Roof evaluation indicates that repairing is not a recommended or viable option and that the current roof is at the end of its life, is
in failure and should be replaced very soon.

Lewis Palmer School District does not have funds to complete the roof replacement. Catastrophic failure would cause sections of
the facility or the entire facility to be closed. LPMS is one of the largest facilities in our district and currently houses our only
middle school. We have no available facility that can accommodate the students and staff, should catastrophic failure occur.

What is the Cost Associated with this Issue: $735,050

How Does this Project Conform with the Construction Guidelines:

The current state of the Lewis Palmer Middle School roof demonstrates non-conformance with Section 2 of the Capital
Construction Assistance Public School Facility Guidelines. The specific guidelines under section one which indicate non-
conformance include; 3.1-Sound Building Structure Systems, 3.2 Weather tight roof that drains water positively off the roof and
discharges water away from the building. The roof is categorized as a low sloping roof under section 3.2 and specifically 3.2.1.2 as
an EPDM roof.

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

LPSD Facilities and Maintenance department will maintain the roof. The Facilities and Maintenance checks roofs on each structure
at a minimum, every 6 months and as needed following storms, high winds etc.
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Labor costs for routine maintenance and scheduled repairs are predicted and entered into the LPSD software system and work
order cycle to ensure sufficient funds and appropriate scheduling for the project. Roof maintenance will be completed by the LPSD
Facilities and Maintenance every 6 months and as required by product warranty guidelines.

LPSD maintenance software system automatically generates work orders for the scheduled maintenance, warranty requirements
and any repairs of the roof. All costs and schedules are entered into software system and LPSD Maintenance schedule. The

Facilities and Maintenance Department is responsible for all scheduled maintenance. Repairs and all other maintenance outside
the scope of the LPSD Facilities and Maintenance will be performed by approved vendors.

The life of the new roof is at least 20 to 30 years. Upon replacement of the roof, price of replacement will be incorporated into the
forecasted budgeting tool via the Planning Direct Component School Dude software. School Dude spans multiple years therefore,
funds for the roof will be allocated through the life of the roof. LPSD uses School Dude software to track and prescribe
maintenance for all building and systems. Life expectancy, function, budget, repairs and maintenance are all tracked district wide

as well as by individual school.

An independent, Operations Advisory Committee monitors maintenance of all LPSD facilities. They will review the roof replacement
project. This volunteer committee is made up of engineers, architects as well as financial planners who are interested in ensuring
the proper care and maintenance of LPSD facilities.

If This Application is for the Renovation, Reconstruction, Expansion, or Replacement of an Existing Public School Facility,
Describe the Condition of that Facility at the Time it was Purchased or Constructed and if the Facility Was Not Adequate as a
Public School at that Time, Provide the Rational for Purchasing or Constructing it in the Manner in Which You Did:

LPMS is in poor condition as this facility has numerous health and safety issues and major maintenance concerns such as the failing
and leaking facility roof. Interior damage and risk of catastrophic failure are of concern.

What is the Amount the Applicant is willing to Commitment to a Yearly Capital Renewal Reserve for this Project:

N/A

CDE Comments:

Funded FTE Count:

Assessed Valuation:

PPAV:

Bonded Debt:

Total Bonding Capacity:

% of Bonding Capacity Used:
Bond Capacity Remaining:

5,817.00
464087230
$79,781.00
$83,449,967.00
$92,817,446.00
90.00%
$9,367,479.00

Existing Bond Mill Levy: 16.18

Who Owns the Facility: District

If it's a 3rd Party Explain:

Is the Facility in a Lease Purchase Agreement: No

If a Charter School, Where will the Facility Revert To:

N/A

Current Grant Request:
Current Applicant Match:
Current Total Project Cost:
Previous Grant Awards:
Previous Matches:
Future Grant Requests:
Future Matches:

Total for all Phases:

Cost Per Pupil:

Cost Per Sq Ft:

Red Flags for Discussion:
Red Flags Explain:

$420,497.10
$513,940.90
$934,438.00
0

0

0

0
$849,489.00
$878.00
$10.00

None

Bonded Debt Approved:
Year Bond Election Passed:
Bonded Debt Failed:

Year Bond Election Failed:
2010 Bond Election Results:
Median Household Income:
Free or Reduced Lunch %:
State Financial Watch:

Charter School Fund Balance:

Charter Authorizer Letter:
Charter 3 Month Notice:

Charter Chartered for 5 Yrs:
Year Built:

Affected Sq Ft:

Master Plan Completed:
CDE Minimum Match %:
Actual Match % Provided:
Was a Waiver Required:
Stautory Waiver:

FCl:

CFl:

Inflation:

Historical Significance:
Does this Qualify For HPCP:
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$57,000,000.00
06
$63,295,000.00
04,04
NA
$33,575.00
8.62%
No
NA
No
No

No
1995

80,000.00
Yes

55

55

N/A

26.46%
36.80%

10

NA

Not Required



CDE GRANT APPLICATION SUMMARIES

-Facilities Affected By This Grant Application-

KIOWA C-2 - Kiowa ES/HS - Site Work and Roof Replacement

Q#34 - Yes the water mostly drains away from the building. Score: 3 Q#110.4 - The roof covering is in poor condition with reported
leaks. Score: 2
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Applicant Name: KIOWA C-2 Sort Order #: 1.5

County: ELBERT Applicant Priority # 1
Project Title: Site Work and Roof Replacement

| Addition "] Fire Alarm Roof "] water Systems

L] Asbestos Abatement L] Lighting L1 school Replacement L] Window Replacement
] Boiler Replacement L] ADA LI security I New School

] Electrical Upgrade L] HvAC Facility Sitework I LandPurchase

[] Energy Savings L] Renovation L] Project Other Explain: N/A

General Background Information and Reasons for Pursuing a BEST Grant:

Our application is divided by two projects: 1. Roof repair, and 2. Site work (correction of drainage problems). 1. The elementary
and adjacent gym roofs leak after most precipitation events. Given the EPDM nature of the roofs, it is difficult for us to find the
source. Most classrooms get wet, and water travels down the walls, between the outside masonry and the dry wall. 2. There is a
1000+ acre drainage area just east of the high school. When the water reaches the high school, it has nowhere to go but against
the foundation. Earthen berms retain water, downspouts are buried, and drainage water flows have been compromised by various
construction projects over the years. Once the water reaches the school foundation, it is trapped.

Issue: Site Work
Deficiencies Associated with this Issue:

Once we get the gutter and downspout performing properly, the water still has no way of leaving our site. Landscaping timbers on
the berm help to hold in water on both the north and south sides of the school. A sidewalk was added to the front of the school on
the south side and it has raised the elevation from the exit doors, so that water pools by these fire escape doors and flows into the
classrooms. If the sidewalk were removed, the parking lot on the south side has a crown on the pavement that is still higher than
the drainage ditch just to the south of that. Once landscaping changes are made, water can reach the drainage ditch, but they are
all silted in except by the front of the elementary school. On the north side of the high school, a gravel parking lot with parking
barriers, and a cemented in area for trash bins have compromised the water flow going to the west. Further, erosion is occurring
where football players run from the football field to the gym. Their cleats are destroying the grass down a steep hill to the
entrance of the gym which is near their locker room.

Proposed Solution to Address the Deficiencies Listed Above:

The sidewalk and crown in the parking lot roadway must be dealt with, either allowing surface flows (less likely) or drainage under
the berm, lawn, and parking lot roadway. Once this occurs, there is still not good drainage through the drainage ditch flowing west
off the property. Most contractors have recommended the ditches be dug out and then cemented in with a V-shaped pan. Rip rap
would be needed at the east end and possibly the west end to slow down the water flow from the 1000+ acres of watershed above
the school district. All distrubed areas would need to be reseeded. See 5.1.3: We are to have facilities that provide responsible
storm water management & treatment design.

How Urgent is this Project:

In 2006 we had a rain event that took out part of the elementary parking lot, the elementary bridge, and nearly a trailer home on
the property adjacent to the school. This was repaired by the school for almost $200,000. In July of 2010, we had another severe
rain event during which water entered nearly every room in the high school through doors, into the high school cafeteria and gym
through the roof and into all perimeter and most office areas of the elementary through the roof. We paid for people to come and
extract the water from carpets, use anti-mold cleaning agents, and replaced carpteting in three classrooms. This is a critical repair.

What is the Cost Associated with this Issue: $340,921

Issue: Roof
Deficiencies Associated with this Issue:

All 14 classrooms around the perimeter of the elementary school experience water coming through their ceiling tiles or down their
exterior walls during most precipitation events. These classrooms keep buckets to place on the floor or in the ceiling tiles where
water generally leaks in. If there is a big water event, our maintenace staff comes in during off hours to ensure that the buckets do
not overflow. We always try to correct the leaking at the spot where we identify it, but they almost always reappear in the same
location or another. This is becuase water can travel for many feet on the flat surface of the roof before it locates a weak spot.
Therefore, we are never able to locate the source or sources of leaks. Some water also drains down into the walls between the
exterior concrete and the interior drywall.
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The high school has downspouts that no longer drain through troughs in the ground. The entire gutter system is sub-standard. The
water load from the roof is often too great for the gutter and downspouts. What happens then is that the water overflows the
gutters like a waterfall off the building.

Proposed Solution to Address the Deficiencies Listed Above:

A roof consultant notes that the elementary/gym roof has one year remaining to reach a full service life of 15 years, though the
roof only had a ten-year warranty. There are signs of shrinking. They recommend a 90 mil EPDM roof instead of the current 45
mil thickness which is the lowest thickness membrane available. This matches the requirement of 3.2 which states, "Low slope
roofing includes water impermeable, or weatherproof types of roof membranes installed on slopes of less than or equal to 3:12
(fourteen percent)."They also recommend that the gutter and downspouts be replaced on the high school since they are not
operable.

How Urgent is this Project:

This work must be done to maintain the integrity of the structures. In the elementary, equipment, books, ceiling tiles, and
carpeting get wet several times a year. We are not certain as to the amount of damage in the walls though early indications are
good for structural stability. Over the gym, the water leaks in around the vents, and has destroyed gym floor finishes and
drenched carpeting around the mezzanine. The water that falls on the high school roof cannot leave the foundation, since most of
the downspouts are not functional.

What is the Cost Associated with this Issue:$519,750

How Does this Project Conform with the Construction Guidelines:

3.3.1.2: Ethylene Propylene Diene Monomer (EPDM: This is the roofing solution offered by most contractors who have looked at
our current EPDM roof. One contractor is offering a spray foam application which may be what is referred to in 3.2.1.8.

3.12: "Healthy building indoor air quality (IAQ" We want to stop water infiltration, thereby helping to maintain a healthy building
indoor air quality.

While 2.12 refers more specifically to HVAC, | really couldn't locate what I'm looking for. With wet floors, we have to be careful of
bacteria and mold building up. We use moldicides in our cleaning agents for carpet cleaners and have had professionals come in
when the job was just too big for our custodial staff.

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

The Board of Education continues to maintain a transfer into Fund 43 even though the State Legislature has removed this
requirement from statute. New administration has prepared a more detailed view of the Capital Reserve Capital Projects fund so
that allocated amounts from the General Fund are directed to specific projects. For example, individual vehicle needs are
identified, a savings fund for a new running track is identified, technology needs to support a curriculum model is idenified, etc.

The Board and Administration are also in the process of using the facility assessment and identifying projects that can be
accomplished in the normal budgeting cycles, up to the point where it would no longer be feasible to continue work, but would
rather be more appropriate to seek a new building project. This scenario is most likely in the middle school and least likely in the
elementary as it relates to our 10 year plan, which has been under development the last few months.

Therefore, an annual component of our budget is a regular set aside for maintenance. This set aside is not as a lump sum, but
spelled out by projects; in this case, roof maintenance and drainage maintenance.

If This Application is for the Renovation, Reconstruction, Expansion, or Replacement of an Existing Public School Facility,
Describe the Condition of that Facility at the Time it was Purchased or Constructed and if the Facility Was Not Adequate as a
Public School at that Time, Provide the Rational for Purchasing or Constructing it in the Manner in Which You Did:

This is for repair of roofs and correction of drainage issues, not renovation, reconstruction, expansion or replacement.

What is the Amount the Applicant is willing to Commitment to a Yearly Capital Renewal Reserve for this Project:
NA

CDE Comments:
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Funded FTE Count:

Assessed Valuation:

PPAV:

Bonded Debt:

Total Bonding Capacity:

% of Bonding Capacity Used:
Bond Capacity Remaining:
Existing Bond Mill Levy:
Who Owns the Facility:

If it's a 3rd Party Explain:

330.00
28443300
$86,218.00
$1,030,000.00
$5,688,660.00
18.00%
$4,658,660.00
5.019

3rd Party

1997 Bond to be retired in January 2016
Is the Facility in a Lease Purchase Agreement: Yes
If a Charter School, Where will the Facility Revert To:

NA

Current Grant Request:
Current Applicant Match:
Current Total Project Cost:
Previous Grant Awards:
Previous Matches:
Future Grant Requests:
Future Matches:

Total for all Phases:

Cost Per Pupil:

Cost Per Sq Ft:

Red Flags for Discussion:
Red Flags Explain:

$459,754.68
$634,899.32
$1,094,654.00
0

0

0

0
$995,140.00
$2,584.00
$13.00
None

Bonded Debt Approved:
Year Bond Election Passed:
Bonded Debt Failed:

Year Bond Election Failed:
2010 Bond Election Results:
Median Household Income:
Free or Reduced Lunch %:
State Financial Watch:

Charter School Fund Balance:

Charter Authorizer Letter:
Charter 3 Month Notice:

Charter Chartered for 5 Yrs:
Year Built:

Affected Sq Ft:

Master Plan Completed:
CDE Minimum Match %:
Actual Match % Provided:
Was a Waiver Required:
Stautory Waiver:

FCl:

CFl:

Inflation:

Historical Significance:
Does this Qualify For HPCP:
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NA
$22,945.00

33.24%

No

NA

No

No

No
1984

74,530.00
No

58

58

N/A

34.34%
49.30%

5

NA

Not Required



CDE GRANT APPLICATION SUMMARIES

-Facilities Affected By This Grant Application-

ROARING FORK RE-1 - Sopris ES - ES Roof Replacement

Q#110.4 - The roof covering is in good condition. Score: 4
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Applicant Name: ROARING FORK RE-1 Sort Order #: 1.5

County: GARFIELD Applicant Priority # 1
Project Title: ES Roof Replacement

| Addition "] Fire Alarm Roof "] water Systems

L] Asbestos Abatement L] Lighting L1 school Replacement L] Window Replacement
] Boiler Replacement L] ADA LI security I New School

] Electrical Upgrade L] HvAC LI Facility Sitework I LandPurchase

[] Energy Savings L] Renovation L] Project Other Explain: NA

General Background Information and Reasons for Pursuing a BEST Grant:

The Sopris Elementary School has served the local community since 1996 and was added to in 2006. The school has experienced
significant roof problems for several years; buckets regularly line the corridors and classrooms. While repairing common leaks is a
solution, the condition of the original school roof assembly (a ballasted EPDM) makes it difficult to determine, pinpoint and repair
this situation. In addition, the linear clerestory structure that plays a significant role in providing the school natural daylight does
not have sufficient snow and rain water retention/collection systems to properly remove moisture from the roofing areas.

The ballasted EPDM single ply membrane is loosely laid over polyisocyanurate (rigid insulation) and appears to be adequately
sloped to a perimeter/edge scupper system. Some, but not all of the mechanical equipment curbs are tall enough to accept the
sometimes heavy snow accumulation we experience; others are simply not tall enough. Adjacent to the clerestory sometimes
snow accumulates higher than the window sills and the level of flashing protection does not appear adequate to keep moisture out
of the building.

The metal flashing support of the perimeter edges has also been a source of water intrusion. Our harsh mountain weather is
degrading and breaking down the metal finish, and there are areas of the coping where connections have failed.

Our maintenance staff has made efforts over the years to locate and repair leaks in our roofing. With the exception of the 2006
addition, the roofing membrane is covered with stone, so locating a leak source is difficult. Even a small membrane puncture can
allow moisture to travel and enter the ceiling far from the source.

The metal panel roof system over our clerestories appears adequately sloped to shed both rain water and snow. However, we
have seen accumulating snow from the higher panel roof fall and accumulate onto the lower single ply roofing against the wall
surface; sometimes above the window sill levels. We are proposing to add snow retention support to hold the snow from sliding
and accumulating below. In addition, the flashing details at the base of the roofing do not appear adequate to move rain water
and dripping moisture away from the clerestory wall; we are proposing additional flashing and a gutter system.

These roof assemblies are holding/transferring moisture within their construction and it occurs from both snow melt and
rainwater. The school regularly experiences a number of independent roof leaks scattered throughout the building; the
interruption of moisture entering the building is a problem to both our students and staff. However, its continuation can bring a
major concern of the decking material with respect to decay and rust generation. Long term issues with continued deck
degradation combined with a large static or drift snow load can increase the risk of roofing failure.

Based on roof observations by several professionals, the roofing needs to be replaced immediately to prevent further damage. Our
intended solution will be a limited roofing tear off of the membrane and both the stone ballast and the existing thermal insulation
will be salvaged. The stone will be used elsewhere on site. We are proposing a new roofing assembly consisting of new multi-layer
modified bitumen asphalt system increasing our membrane protection from 45-mils to nearly 300-mils; increase from one layer of
protection to 3-layers. In addition, all of our flashing materials will be replaced.

The resulting roof proposed will offer the District 30-years of moisture protection; the longest lasting, roofing system available.
Issue: Roof
Deficiencies Associated with this Issue:

Our review of the current conditions of the building roofing assemblies identifies the following:

¢ Many of the roof decks are currently compromised by both age design; can no longer adequately protect the building occupants
and equipment as necessary.

e Several roof areas lack adequate detailing to direct water and snow from surface to drains.
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e Moisture intrusion of the roofing assembly has lead to damage of both wall and ceiling construction within the building
environment.

¢ Continued moisture exposure of the roof assembly will cause (if not already occurring) damage and decay to the roof decking
and structure. Long term decay can lead to possible collapse of the roofing assembly itself under heavy snow load conditions.

Proposed Solution to Address the Deficiencies Listed Above:

All ballasted EPDM roofing membranes will be removed and the salvaged thermal insulation and roof decking structure will be
inspected. Rusted or damaged decking will be evaluated and replaced if necessary. The majority of the roofs on the school
presently have adequate insulation to meet code minimums.

The new roofing system will protect all insulation values and meet or exceed IBC and IECC Code. The modified roofing system with
flood and gravel coating providing nearly 300 mils of thickness with redundant layers of waterproofing.

The flood and gravel surfacing provides excellent protection from the harsh mountain Colorado weather and the sometimes
intense storms that can frequent this region of the state. The proposed roofing system protects and warrants the building for a
minimum of 30-years and provides performance characteristics of 40 years; meeting and exceeding both the requirements of
published NRCA guidelines, IBC, IECC and aligning with CDE’s philosophy of long lasting systems. Review and acceptance of
manufacturer shop drawings, wind and drainage calculations, and taper designs (where necessary) will be completed prior to
installation commencement.

How Urgent is this Project:

Moisture penetration into the building will continue until these roof conditions are corrected. Water stains in the ceiling tiles and
buckets along the floors indicate moisture has already made its way into and through the full roofing assembly.

This intrusion can lead to further damage to the structural decking and potential failure. This would be catastrophic to the
occupants and equipment being protected by these roofing assemblies.

What is the Cost Associated with this Issue: $723,651.00

How Does this Project Conform with the Construction Guidelines:

Our grant request proposes to return the existing construction back to PSCG conformity under Sections 1.2.1, 1.2.4, 3.1, 3.2, 3.2.1,
3.2.1.1,3.2.1.2,3.2.1.6,3.12, 6.1 and 6.3.

Sec. 1.2.1 The Sopris Elementary School (“Sopris ES”)structure has several deficiencies applicable to the health, safety and
environmental codes and standards as required by state and federal law. Significant water intrusion, maintenance of structural
integrity and ability to maintain high Indoor Air Quality are all significant areas of concern.

Sec. 1.2.4 The Sopris ES structure has (by review of the record drawings and core sampling) adequate thermal protection at the
roof assembly. However, water intrusion is a significant liability to the continuance of that thermal protection and can
compromised the benefit of the roofing insulation. Any saturated or damaged insulation must be replaced.

Sec. 3.1 Asignificant portion of the Sopris ES structure is not adequately protected by a sound, functioning roofing envelop. Areas
of metal roof decking and ceiling assemblies have been subjected to significant and repetitive moisture intrusion. There is
potential for rust (compromising the structure) that must be addressed.

Sec. 3.2 Many portions of the Sopris ES structure do not have a weather tight roofing system. Aged, deteriorated and poorly
designed roofing assemblies allow for significant, repetitive moisture intrusion into the building, and compromise the intended
protection of its building occupants and property. Many roofing areas lack proper flashing conditions; a critical source of the
moisture intrusion.

Sec. 3.2.1.1 New BUR Flood and Gravel roofing assemblies will be designed and installed that will protect the building’s occupants
and property within. All existing roofing membranes will be removed and replaced, including additional slope and drainage
structure (where necessary). Said roofing will protect the building for a minimum of 30-years that would meet/exceed the
requirements of published NRCA guidelines and building code requirements.

Sec. 3.2.1.2 The current ballasted EPDM is beyond warranty repair; is in poor condition with significant number of point sources
that permit moisture intrusion. All existing stone roof ballast will be salvaged for other school district needs and the EPDM roofing
fabric will be removed. All insulation will be salvaged; those sections that have been water damaged will be replaced.

Sec. 3.2.1.6 The current metal panel roof systems (MPRS) is a contribution to the moisture instruction with inadequate detailing

for proper storm water relief and snow retention. The MPRS panels will remain, but be supported with a new snow fence to
reduce snow migration, cornicing and drift. In addition a new gutter/downspout system will remove accumulating water from the
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flashing edge. Snow currently can drift and pile above the sill conditions of the building windows permitting moisture migration
through the building envelop.

Sec. 3.12 Replacement of the roofing membrane will warrant the renovation of several existing mechanical equipment positions.
Several units are not adequately curbed and flashed. Upon completion all roof equipment will be properly curb supported and
flashed (12-inches min.) to protect the water resistive integrity of the curb flashing.

Sec. 6.1 These replacement improvements of the roof will continue to extend the service life of the Sopris ES structure; a vital
element of this community’s education infrastructure.

Sec. 6.3 These replacement improvements of the roof will also protect and extend the energy efficiency of the building. Such
efforts will without doubt, improve/correct many of the present health and safety deficiencies present within the Sopris ES
structure.

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

The Roaring Fork SD will contribute $7,500. annually to the District's Capital Fund for future roofing replacement. The performance
life of the recommended roof system is typically 40-years with a minimum water-tight warranty of 30 years issued by the
manufacturer. At that end of the roofs performance life, a complete restoration vs. replacement of the original system can be
completed. This can extend the school roofing warranty for an additional 10 years of water-tight protection at a fraction the cost
of a new roof (typically 25% of new cost). Typical restorations have a performance life of 20 additional years.

The roofing solution recommended provides the highest performing moisture protection available. The manufacturer will provide
bi-annual inspections of the completed roofing assembly, make any repairs necessary for those first 30-years, and provide 24-hour
leak response (if one should occur).

The roofing manufacturer will be asked to provide pro-active maintenance seminars and on-site training of the District staff. The
District staff will be provided a manufacturers' Maintenance Manual which will be located on-site. The manufacturer will be
available to train new staff members for roof inspections during the full 30 years.

The Roaring Fork SD maintenance director will periodically and systematically perform visual inspections of the roof conditions
within the facility in detail and will (as necessary) recommend repair/maintenance of these systems.

If This Application is for the Renovation, Reconstruction, Expansion, or Replacement of an Existing Public School Facility,
Describe the Condition of that Facility at the Time it was Purchased or Constructed and if the Facility Was Not Adequate as a
Public School at that Time, Provide the Rational for Purchasing or Constructing it in the Manner in Which You Did:

Roaring Fork School District’s Sopris Elementary School was constructed in 1996 with a single wing expansion ten years later in
2006. Though we are experiencing roof leaks in all roofs, we are only submitting for grant support on the 1996 original building; a
ballasted EPDM roofing assembly.

District personnel perform regular maintenance on this building however, the level of maintenance necessary for these leaking roof
assemblies far exceeds traditional staff and funds available. The roof areas in question no longer provide adequate moisture and
thermal protection to the building envelope, its occupants and equipment within. The 1996 roofing areas have exceeded their
warranty period and have degraded beyond a level of preventative maintenance and repair. Insufficient detailing of the metal
panel roofing system also contributes to moisture intrusion from both rain and snow accumulation.

Moisture regularly enters the building, disrupting education activities, damaging property and potentially compromises the
building structure and general construction.

What is the Amount the Applicant is willing to Commitment to a Yearly Capital Renewal Reserve for this Project:
$7,500.00

CDE Comments:
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Funded FTE Count:

Assessed Valuation:

PPAV:

Bonded Debt:

Total Bonding Capacity:

% of Bonding Capacity Used:
Bond Capacity Remaining:
Existing Bond Mill Levy:

5,230.00
1417654660
$271,041.00
$108,474,984.00
$283,530,932.00
38.00%
$175,055,948.00
6.293

Who Owns the Facility: District

If it's a 3rd Party Explain:

NA

Is the Facility in a Lease Purchase Agreement: No

If a Charter School, Where will the Facility Revert To:

NA

Current Grant Request:
Current Applicant Match:
Current Total Project Cost:
Previous Grant Awards:
Previous Matches:
Future Grant Requests:
Future Matches:

Total for all Phases:

Cost Per Pupil:

Cost Per Sq Ft:

Red Flags for Discussion:
Red Flags Explain:

$273,693.96
$486,567.04
$760,261.00
0

0

0

0
$691,146.00
$1,105.00
$14.00
None

Bonded Debt Approved:
Year Bond Election Passed:
Bonded Debt Failed:

Year Bond Election Failed:
2010 Bond Election Results:
Median Household Income:
Free or Reduced Lunch %:
State Financial Watch:

Charter School Fund Balance:

Charter Authorizer Letter:
Charter 3 Month Notice:

Charter Chartered for 5 Yrs:
Year Built:

Affected Sq Ft:

Master Plan Completed:
CDE Minimum Match %:
Actual Match % Provided:
Was a Waiver Required:
Stautory Waiver:

FCl:

CFl:

Inflation:

Historical Significance:
Does this Qualify For HPCP:
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$86,000,000.00
04

NA
$25,139.00

40.87%

No

NA

No

No

No
1996

46,904.00
Yes

64

64

N/A

12.74%
31.30%

4

NA

Not Required



CDE GRANT APPLICATION SUMMARIES

-Facilities Affected By This Grant Application-

LA VETA RE-2 - La Veta Jr/Sr HS - HS Roof Replacement

Q#110.4 - The roof covering is in poor condition with reported leaks. Score: 2
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Applicant Name: LA VETA RE-2 Sort Order #: 1.5
County: HUERFANO Applicant Priority # 1
Project Title: HS Roof Replacement

| Addition "] Fire Alarm Roof "] water Systems

L] Asbestos Abatement L] Lighting L1 school Replacement L] Window Replacement

] Boiler Replacement L] ADA LI security I New School

] Electrical Upgrade L] HvAC LI Facility Sitework I LandPurchase

[] Energy Savings L] Renovation L] Project Other Explain:

General Background Information and Reasons for Pursuing a BEST Grant:

LaVeta School District Re-2 is a k-12 campus with six buildings used for educational purposes. LaVeta Junior/Senior High School is a
7th-12th grade educational program located in a two story building located at 126 East Garland Street. The original High School
structure was built in 1911 with additions in 1925 and 1937. A major interior renovation project that addressed deficiencies in
heating, ventilation, health and safety, learning environment and ADA handicap accessibility was completed in 2002.

The facility assessment that was recently completed by CDE identified the exterior enclosure and roofing as the primary
deficiencies of the buildings functional elements. The roof analysis stated that the system age was beyond expected life or did not
meet intended performance standards. It was recommended for replacement due to probable condition, budget needs and
potential failure of its components. The system was installed in 1980. It has a 20-year service life which expired in 2000.

This analysis is supported by an independent roof audit commissioned by the District and completed in 2009.Consultants found
that the roof consisted of three separate systems that in some applications acted independently of each other while in a few areas
they met or overlapped. Two-thirds of the roof, or 11,760 square feet with the slope factor, is an asphalt three tab shingle system
that overlays an older layer of three tab shingles, felt underlayment and a wood plank decking. Conditions prevalent at that time
included inferior three tab shingles that were thin and more brittle than what was expected, seal tabs that did not activate
resulting in shingles blowing off the 40’ high roof, and valleys and flashing poorly installed and beginning to fail. A second, low
slope roof area is comprised of the original asphalt BUR system under a newer modified bitumen roofing membrane. The greatest
deficiency of this 2,681 square feet is that the flashings were poorly constructed where the tie-in with the shingle roof occurs. The
remaining 322 square feet of roof is an exposed fastener sheet metal panel system over a wood deck. The metal sheet material
should last an additional 10-15 years if efforts are made to repair the fasteners where washers are missing or broken with a sealant
material.

Roof deficiencies have contributed to interior leaks that have damaged ceiling tile, wall surfaces and dampen carpeted areas in
hallways and offices. Custodial personnel have made ongoing attempts to find the source of leaks and repair the areas but the
condition of the roofs and flashing areas now exceed maintenance efforts.

The exterior enclosure is a load bearing masonry structure with what is presumably a pitched-face stone veneer. Gaps between
the stone walls and roof structures have provided bats, pigeons, woodpeckers, squirrels and rats access to the attic area over
classroom and office space. The excessive amount of animal feces, and bat guano presented a health concern for students and staff
occupying the building.

Funding has been received, from a BEST application submitted in 2010, for an abatement process to include the removal of
contaminated insulation, sanitizing the area, re-insulating the attic space, and sealing gaps to eliminate animal breach and
recontamination. The abatement process is extensive and thorough however, the extent and amount of crystallized guano on wall
services makes it impossible to remove one hundred percent of the material. Water infiltration through roof leaks could cause the
guano to contaminate the new insulation and reintroduce students and staff to further health concerns with respiratory illnesses.

The district is submitting this BEST application for assistance in protecting the investments that have already been made in the
building, to alleviate maintenance nightmares and to further protect staff and students.

Issue: Roof
Deficiencies Associated with this Issue:

The High School roof is comprised of three separate systems that have exceeded their designed, and expected service life. Failures
of roof system components have allowed moisture to penetrate into interior spaces and damage ceiling, wall and floor surfaces
and may recreate conditions that have already resulted in an extensive and costly abatement process. Those failures can be
attributed directly to inferior materials, workmanship and application of the materials. These factors are particularly evident
where penetrations have been made for utility services and where the roof may abut to the side of the building, chimney or into
another roof line as in a valley. Multiple layers of old, deteriorated roofing material when combined with the age of timber
materials, and the snow loads that occur in a mountain environment could serve to compromise the integrity of the 1911 roof
structural members and present a danger to occupants in the space below.
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Proposed Solution to Address the Deficiencies Listed Above:

To minimize the impact of live/dead loads on a 1911 roof structure will require contractors to tear off the multiple layers of inferior
asphalt 3 tab shingles down to the wood decking. Apply a bitumen peel and stick ice and water shield around the perimeter edge
of the roof to a minimum width of 6’ and in all valley areas. Cover the decking with a 30# organic felt underlayment. Install a 40
year asphalt dimensional shingle over the underlayment system and fasten for high wind conditions. Install all new galvanized step
flashings, counterflashings, trim flashing, new pipe jacks, vents and other accessories as needed.

The BUR system will also be completely removed down to the wood deck. Over the wood deck a Type X gypsum board will be
installed to serve as a base layer for a 2” thick isocyanuate foam insulation followed by a layer of 2.5” thick isocyanurate foam roof
insulation. Cover the foam insulation with 1'2” wood fiber insulation board and secure for high wind conditions. Install a 60 mil
fully adhered EPDM membrane over the insulation complete with cured and uncured flashing systems, prefinished sheet metal
copings, gravel guard and counter flashings.

The sheet metal roof will only require that the fastener heads be sealed to the roof pans with a one part urethane sealant the same
color as the metal roof panels.

How Urgent is this Project:

Urgency of this project lies with the need to protect material, time and monetary investments that have already occurred with
previous renovation/remodel projects and to insure the continued health and well being of students and staff residing in this
educational environment. The District intends to take advantage of the last few weeks of summer break for tearoff so as to
minimize the disruption of education and the mild autumn days for the reroof to minimize the possible impact of persistent
inclement weather conditions.

What is the Cost Associated with this Issue:$121,981

How Does this Project Conform with the Construction Guidelines:

In line with the Public Schools Construction Guideline this project conforms with the guidelines as per:

Sectional:

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

1.2.5 Functionality of existing and planned public school facilities for core educational programs, particularly those education
programs for which the State Board has adopted state model content standards.

Section Il

3.1 Sound building structural systems. Each building should be constructed and maintained with a sound structural foundation,
floor, wall and roof systems. Local snow, wind exposure, seismic, along with pertaining importance factors shall be considered.
3.2 A weather-tight roof that drains water positively off the roof and discharges the water off and away from the building. Thisis a
low-slope roof.

3.2.1 Low slope roofing:

3.2.1.2 Ethylene Propylene Diene Monomer(EPDM)

Section IV:

6.3 Building code, health, and safety deficiency at school facilities as compared to Section One and associated costs to bring
deficiencies up to current code.

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

Best management practices to maintain the roof system will include:

Visual inspection of the roof and all accompanying components will occur a minimum of twice a year. Additional inspections may
be required following extended periods of inclement or damaging weather conditions this may include heavy snow, hail and/or
high winds. Deficiencies identified in the inspection process will be documented with photographs and written descriptions and
then subsequently reported to the appropriate manufacturer or contractor representative. Deficiencies will be managed and
repaired under the appropriate warranty specifications until such time as the passage of time no longer provides this avenue for
recourse.

The roof systems have a life expectancy of over 20 years. The District is budgeting a minimum of $5,000 a year in preparation for
the anticipated replacement of the roof and another $3,000 a year for on going general repair and maintenance costs. The
replacement cost will be identified in a Capital Reserve Fund while the maintenance will be in the General Fund maintenance
accounts.

If This Application is for the Renovation, Reconstruction, Expansion, or Replacement of an Existing Public School Facility,
Describe the Condition of that Facility at the Time it was Purchased or Constructed and if the Facility Was Not Adequate as a
Public School at that Time, Provide the Rational for Purchasing or Constructing it in the Manner in Which You Did:

This is an application for the renovation of the roof on a Building constructed in 1910 and used continuously as a school. The need
for replacement of the roof was identified in the CDE facility assessment and independently confirmed by the district through a
roof consulting firm.
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What is the Amount the Applicant is willing to Commitment to a Yearly Capital Renewal Reserve for this Project:

5,000

CDE Comments:

THE PROJECT REQUEST IS FOR A SUPPLEMENTAL GRANT TO COVER OVERAGES OF THE ORIGINAL BUDGET.

Funded FTE Count:
Assessed Valuation:
PPAV:

Bonded Debt:

Total Bonding Capacity:

236.00
41377976
$175,256.00
$820,000.00
$8,275,595.00

% of Bonding Capacity Used: 10.00%

Bond Capacity Remaining: $7,455,595.00
Existing Bond Mill Levy: 1.964

Who Owns the Facility: District

If it's a 3rd Party Explain:

Is the Facility in a Lease Purchase Agreement: No

If a Charter School, Where will the Facility Revert To:

NA

Current Grant Request:
Current Applicant Match:
Current Total Project Cost:
Previous Grant Awards:
Previous Matches:
Future Grant Requests:
Future Matches:

Total for all Phases:

Cost Per Pupil:

Cost Per Sq Ft:

Red Flags for Discussion:
Red Flags Explain:

$52,329.81
$81,849.19
$134,179.00
161881
223548

0

0
$507,410.00
$983.00
$5.00

None

Bonded Debt Approved:
Year Bond Election Passed:
Bonded Debt Failed:

Year Bond Election Failed:
2010 Bond Election Results:
Median Household Income:
Free or Reduced Lunch %:
State Financial Watch:

Charter School Fund Balance:

Charter Authorizer Letter:
Charter 3 Month Notice:

Charter Chartered for 5 Yrs:
Year Built:

Affected Sq Ft:

Master Plan Completed:
CDE Minimum Match %:
Actual Match % Provided:
Was a Waiver Required:
Stautory Waiver:

FCI:

CFl:

Inflation:

Historical Significance:
Does this Qualify For HPCP:
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$1,000,000.00
02

NA
$20,864.00

49.79%

No

NA

No

No

No
1911

22,595.00
Yes

61

61

N/A

20.31%

36.90%

20

Yes-Deemed Significant
Not Required



CDE GRANT APPLICATION SUMMARIES

-Facilities Affected By This Grant Application-

THOMPSON R-2J - Loveland HS - HS Roof Replacement

Q#110.4 - The roof covering is in unsatisfactory condition and failing. Score: 1
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Applicant Name: THOMPSON R-2J Sort Order #: 1.5
County: LARIMER Applicant Priority # 1
Project Title: HS Roof Replacement

| Addition "] Fire Alarm Roof "] water Systems

L] Asbestos Abatement L] Lighting L1 school Replacement L] Window Replacement

] Boiler Replacement L] ADA LI security I New School

] Electrical Upgrade L] HvAC LI Facility Sitework I LandPurchase

L] Energy Savings [ ] Renovation L] Project Other Explain:  Roof replacement; priority areas

General Background Information and Reasons for Pursuing a BEST Grant:

Loveland High School sits on 25 acres adjacent to a public park in Loveland, Colorado. It is one of five high schools in the district
comprising 204,309 square feet, and hosts 9th-12th grade students with enrollment of 1530. The school is frequently used by
community groups with permits issued for 3,673 events in the past two academic years. In addition to student groups a church
meets in the school, and the gym is in use every weekend with athletic events. The district Master Plan documents 10 projects with
capital reserve requests. In the Thompson School District's 20-year Roof Replacement Schedule, Loveland High School is prioritized
for 2011 and 2012 roof replacement projects due to age and weather related damage. There have been three additions to the
facility since it opened. In addition to the vulnerability the state of Colorado has to hail storms, the location of the high school is
also in a corridor near the foothills that is considered near 100% in probability for a hail storm in a given year. The district conducts
roof inspections on a quarterly basis. Due to the current deterioration of the roof, inspections are also conducted after any major
weather event such as heavy rain; hail and high winds. After the inspection the notes are entered into the Roof
Maintenance/Replacement form for Loveland High.

Custodial staff, administrators and representatives from the community who use the facility note that the frequency of damage or
repair due to water leakage has increased in the past six months. The lead custodian of 12 years reports that he has to replace
ceiling tiles virtually every time it rains; students must navigate buckets in the corridors and building staff are concerned about
ceiling tiles falling on students sitting at their desks. So the safety of the student body is a growing concern. Although expensive,
replacement of the roof is considered an investment in protecting the general learning environment since leaking ceilings have
damaged expensive mats in the wrestling room and water damage has caused damage to equipment in the computer lab--
including electrical panels. The personnel costs of repairing and replacing structural damage, together with potential for damage
to equipment, threatens to exceed the cost of replacement. In specific, it took 16 hours of staff time just to paint stained ceiling
tiles to determine where new and existing leaks are located. The roofer spends 12-15 days per year performing repairs on this roof
with new cracks appearing weekly. The constant repair and potential for mold from conditions such as water running down the
walls, is counter productive to an effective learning environment.

Issue: Roof
Deficiencies Associated with this Issue:

First, we will address the deficient conditions inside the school and the impact on the learning environment. In terms of student
safety, pooling water in the hall ways and in the main gym are a consistent problem. Within the last month an athletic tournament
had to be relocated because of standing water. Moisture on walls has caused peeling paint in some classrooms and is a persistent
issue in the wrestling room. Ceiling tiles are replaced frequently, however, the extent of mold caused by moisture in the insulation
above the tiles is unknown, but of concern. With regard to the impact on academics, the repair of tiles and roof is disruptive to the
students and teachers. Damage to equipment from water in classrooms--such as in the computer lab is also, an economic issue for
the school.

Second, the conditions that need addressing. Approximately 67 % of the building’s roof has been recommended for replacement
and prioritized by the Thompson School District. The original roof on this building (opened in 1964), was replaced almost entirely
in 1991 and 1993. The 1991 additions were EPDM 45 mil, the 1993 additions were JP Stevens and also 45mil. Inspection of the
roof reports the following: The overall condition of this roof is rated as fair-poor condition due to the vast amount of open and
lifting field seams and advanced UV deterioration of the top-ply of the membrane. In order to maintain the watertight integrity of
the roof systems, district personnel must dedicate numerous hours of maintenance to re-glue the open seam areas.

During repair work to the seams on the far north deck, it was documented that the screw heads and plates have rusted away.
There are also bad seams on the rest of the (Area-0) addition on the north end. The last major repairs to area O were done in the
summer of 2008. Ice dams and water backing up in the winter of 2008 caused leaks in Area A &D

Leaks are also occurring with parts of the roof that were installed in 1997. The fasteners on the 1997 membrane are starting to
flake off, which is causing the membrane to deteriorate over the screw heads.
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Proposed Solution to Address the Deficiencies Listed Above:

Our goal is to improve the conditions of the roof at Loveland High School to current industry standards, with considerations for
energy savings, improved air quality and sustainability.

The slope of the existing roof is flat with variation of up to % inch. The deck is metal and concrete. The insulation is rigid with
varying thickness. The roofing membrane is mechanically attached. The 45 mil EPDM and was installed in 1991. The 45 mil JP
Stevens, was installed in sections as required over several years ranging from 1993 to 1997. The warranties on all sections
proposed for replacement have expired.

We propose to replace the sections highlighted on the drawing, following the steps outlined recommendation of our roofing
consultant. 1. The existing mechanically fastened single-ply roof membrane to be cut on either side of the fastening rows and
removed to expose existing polyisocyanurate roof insulation—varying thicknesses. 2. The existing roof insulation will be inspected.
Any roof insulation that is determined to be wet, damaged or deteriorated will be removed; the 3.2” rigid roof insulation board will
be replaced with a “like” product on a cost unit basis. The roof thermal value will be a R-30. The attachment of insulation will be
mechanically adhered. There will be tapered insulation. 3. Install new 1/2 “ high density polyisocyanurate as an underlayment
board for new roof system. 4. Install a new, fully adhered 60-90-mil EPDM single-ply membrane roof system. 5. Secure the EPDM
roof membrane at all vertical angle changes (for example, parapet walls, curbs etc.) and flash all curbs and penetrations according
to manufacturer’s standards. 6. Provide new 24 gauge pre-finished galvanized metal fascia system to match existing metal color
and dimensions. 7. Install new 1/8”x1” aluminum termination bar to properly seal the EPMD membrane at interior wall. 8.
Inspect replacement project to ensure that work is 100% in compliance with manufacturer’s specifications and design criteria.

How Urgent is this Project:

This project has been prioritized by the district in its roof replacement schedule for 2011 and 2012, for two reasons: 1)because it is
most important to the school from a sustainability standpoint, 2) because of concerns about indoor air quality from mold due to
moisture. The roofing consultant retained by the Thompson School District states that “The roofing membrane has deteriorated
beyond repair.” Replacement is needed. There 400 plus locations of stains indicating water leaks. Leaks on the older roof
adjacent to a swimming pool area that is under renovation are already causing damage to new construction in locker rooms. The
sections with EPDM-45 mil has a life span of 15-20 years; these sections are now at 20 years. Due to the size of the facility, entire
roof replacements have not feasible from a cost perspective. The existing roof is a patchwork of repairs completed with different
materials by different contractors over many years (45 mil EPDM, 45 mil JP Stevens, ballasted with 45 mil EPDM underneath) .
Installations do not meet current best practices and standards. The membrane on this roof has deteriorated to a point where the
membrane is no longer capable of keeping out moisture. We are seeing field membrane failures. The photos demonstrate
random cracking in the membrane, failing seams, seeping water, and ponding. It is difficult to observe in the photographs, but
advanced UV deterioration of the top-ply of membrane is also occurring. An audit of the EPDM membrane in Oct. 2010 rated the
membrane roof system as fair to poor and stated it was reaching anticipated life expectancy. Significant deterioration has
occurred within the last six months; roof membrane field areas are at a point of imminent failure.

What is the Cost Associated with this Issue:$1,050,000

How Does this Project Conform with the Construction Guidelines:
Section 1- Item 2a, 2b, 19d; Section 2 Item 1 & Section 3 Item 1u, 1w, 5

Construction would conform to the Colorado Public School Facility Construction Guidelines. Our design specifications would
ensure a weather tight roof that drains water positively off of the roof and discharges water off and away from the building.
Design features would include a low slope roof with slopes of less than or equal to 3:12 (fourteen degrees) and be of a water
impermeable or weatherproof material — most likely 60 — 90 mil EPDM single-ply with a preference of 90 mil. SR&dK Consultants
would provide design specifications and technical assistance as well as consult with Thompson School District in the selection of a
qualified installation contractor. The installation contractor will be approved by the roofing manufacturer and the membrane will
have a warranty of at least 20 -25 years. Roof hatch access will be located interior to the building and access ladders will be
located in restricted access and locked rooms. Roof hatches will be secured shut via locks and chains. Energy efficiency measures
would includepolyisocyanurate insulation at a height of 3-6” and a roof thermal value of R-30. A watertight warranty would also
include 2” diameter hail resistance and 100-mph windspeed coverage. Preventive maintenance tasks would conform to the CDE
publication “A Guide to Maximizing the Life of your Roof through Preventive Roof Maintenance.”

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

The replaced roof would be inspected on a quarterly basis. The items inspected and or attended to include, but are not limited
to: roof drains, removal of debris such as leaves, dirt, objects that landed on the roof from the adjacent park, check for bubbling
and moisture underneath, buckling of seams that allows water in, pitch pockets: penetration through the deck; filled with sealant
to seal penetration to pipe (electrical conduit), (penetration that a jacket could not be applied to); flashings: secure, check for
cracks, slippage, bubbling behind flashings; check skylights for leaks; aggregate distribution on ballasted sections--rocks spread
evenly. Internally the areas replaced will be checked for stained ceiling, tiles, walls; check drain clamping rings, confirm that bolts
are tight, that adhesive is squeezing out; check for ponding water. Also checked: splits/breaches, seam sealants, traffic pads
adhered, coping stone joings, insulation that is wet or wearing down, open spots or pipe boots, scuppers, damage to rooftop HVAC
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units, membrane condition, TPO's seams tight, check furniture flashings.

Funding to inspect the roof will be in the district's general fund budget. Funding to repair will be included in the capital renewal
budget and is anticipated to be from $500k to 700K. After the warranty is expired we project allocating $6700 annually.

If This Application is for the Renovation, Reconstruction, Expansion, or Replacement of an Existing Public School Facility,
Describe the Condition of that Facility at the Time it was Purchased or Constructed and if the Facility Was Not Adequate as a

Public School at that Time, Provide the Rational for Purchasing or Constructing it in the Manner in Which You Did:

Facility was new and in good condition in 1964 when school opened. Roof that is targeted for replacement was replaced in 1991 &
1993 and in good condition at the time.

What is the Amount the Applicant is willing to Commitment to a Yearly Capital Renewal Reserve for this Project:

N/A

CDE Comments:

Funded FTE Count:

Assessed Valuation:

PPAV:

Bonded Debt:

Total Bonding Capacity:

% of Bonding Capacity Used:
Bond Capacity Remaining:
Existing Bond Mill Levy:
Who Owns the Facility:

If it's a 3rd Party Explain:

14,106.00
1346498784
$95,459.00
$122,829,737.00
$269,299,757.00
46.00%
$146,470,020.00
9.12

District

Is the Facility in a Lease Purchase Agreement:

If a Charter School, Where will the Facility Revert To:

N/A

Current Grant Request:
Current Applicant Match:
Current Total Project Cost:
Previous Grant Awards:
Previous Matches:
Future Grant Requests:
Future Matches:

Total for all Phases:

Cost Per Pupil:

Cost Per Sq Ft:

Red Flags for Discussion:
Red Flags Explain:

$496,650.00
$658,350.00
$1,155,000.00
0

0

0

0
$1,050,000.00
$686.00
$8.00

None

Bonded Debt Approved:
Year Bond Election Passed:
Bonded Debt Failed:

Year Bond Election Failed:
2010 Bond Election Results:
Median Household Income:
Free or Reduced Lunch %:
State Financial Watch:

Charter School Fund Balance:

Charter Authorizer Letter:
Charter 3 Month Notice:

Charter Chartered for 5 Yrs:
Year Built:

Affected Sq Ft:

Master Plan Completed:
CDE Minimum Match %:
Actual Match % Provided:
Was a Waiver Required:
Stautory Waiver:

FCl:

CFl:

Inflation:

Historical Significance:
Does this Qualify For HPCP:

145

$89,215,000.00

05

NA
$23,661.00

26.48%

No

NA

No

No

No
1963

122,928.00
Yes

57

57

N/A

52.12%
63.00%

3

NA

Not Required



CDE GRANT APPLICATION SUMMARIES

-Facilities Affected By This Grant Application-

BRANSON 82 - Branson ES/HS - PK-12 School Roof Replacement

Q#110.4 - The roof covering is in poor condition with reported leaks Score: 2

146




@

BRANSON SCHOOL DISTRICT RE-82

Howna of the Bearcsts
101 Saddie Rock Drive

PO Box 128

Branson, CO 81027 (719} 946-5531
{719) 946-5619 (fax)
www.bransonschoolonline.com

Colorado Department of Education
201 East Colfax
Denver, CO 80203

To Whom It May Concern:

The purpose of this letter is to summarize why the roof replacement at the Branson School is
worthy of BEST funding and to request an adjustment to the match funding required from our
District.

The reasons are as follows:

The Branson School Makes Important Contributions to Education in Our Own District
and Statewide

Branson is located in a remote, sparsely populated area near the New Mexico border east of
Trinidad. Our students commute from ranches that surround our town. Without the School in
Branson, many of the students would have a far longer commute to bordering Districts. Though
our local student population is small (27 students), the School is essential to their effective
education.

In addition to serving our local community, Branson School On-line serves 450 to 500 students
throughout Colorado. This provides advantages for the State as a whole by offering an
alternative method of education to those who prefer on-line learning.

We have successfully improved our on-line program over the last few years by setting higher
standards for our on-line student body and developing a more demanding program. On the one
hand this means the District has fewer on-sife students. On the other hand, i means that our
graduation rate has increased substantially.

The on-line program also provides advantages for our own District by allowing us to develop a
wider range of curricula and resources than would otherwise be possible. Though the BEST
program does not count our on-line students in the same manner, the fact is that our facilities
house educational staff and resources that serve these on-line students.

The Branson School is Key to Our Community

110214 cover and waiver request.doc
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The School provides a vital center to the Town and the surrounding ranches.

@

Its importance is communal and social. Our facility is used for school-sponsored events of
interest to the community as a whole such as athietic events, student/community theater, and
reunions. The School also cooperates with the local community in hosting receptions, weddings
and meetings. Our gym and library are used by the School as well as the general community.

Importance of Facilities

The continued success of our program requires that we give attention to our physical plant,
which is not supporting our programs effectively.

Problems we see are as follows:

We have more square footage than we need. This results in higher maintenance and energy
costs. It also results in a diffused educational environment.

While our buildings do serve multiple purposes, we see the potential for a greater level of shared
use.

The historic features of our oldest buildings have important emotional and symbolic meaning to
our community. However, these have been obscured by years of modifications.

Overall Approach

QOur Board has considered a number of solutions to the problems described above.

Qur thinking has led us to conclude that the approach most likely to be successtul is
consolidating as many functions as possible into the original two story historic building that
forms the core of our campus.

This will allow us te solve the problems described above by:
¢ Reducing square footage
¢ Providing a more intensive and hence better educational environment
o Increasing shared use of spaces
¢ Rehabilitating the historic building that is an important symbol of our community

We have engaged an Architect to develop a Master Plan to confirm whether this approach is
practical and to develop a concrete series of steps to realize this goal. This Master Plan will be
completed concurrent with your review of this grant application. As the plan progresses, we will
report its results to you on a regular basis.

Our overall plan has already been supported by grant funding from several sources including:

s USDA
e s The State Historical Fund
% e The National Trust for Historic Preservation

Next Step — The Roof

110214 cover and waiver request.doc
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%{% We see the process of accomplishing the above goals as a multi-phased effort occurring over a
number of years.

The success of this effort requires that we take measures to protect the historic main building
while successive phases of rehabilitation are accomplished.

Currently the most important threat to the building is the roof, which is past its useful life.
Though the School District maintains this roof, it is past the point where maintenance is cost
effective. Multiple layers of roofing felts have taken on water. Flashings have layer over layer
of repairs. No insulation is present.

The School District is contributing some of our own funds to this project. In addition, we are
fortunate to have received additional funding from the USDA for the purpose of replacing the
failed existing roof.

Cur goal is to:

Completely remove the existing roof

Repair the underlying decking, structure and masonry parapets
Install new insulation

Install a new EPDM membrane system with 30 vear warranty
Provide new gutters and downspouts

Provide new ladders and scuttles to improve maintenance access

® 5 & 8 & @

@
In addition we wish to accomplish the following health and safety items:
s Fencing at playground for younger children
» Repair fuel line

Waiver Request

We are requesting reduction of our match in order to accomplish the above goals more
completely. The basis for this request is that the unusually high percentage of on-line students
has unreasonably distorted the match required of our District.

Our match is unreasonably high due to the manner in which on-line students are sometimes
counted and sometimes not counted in calculating match requirements.

s Due to the large, sparsely populated land area, our assessed valuation per student tends to
run high. On-line students are por counted in this calculation. This artificially raises
assessed value per student, which results in a higher match requirement for our District.

» In contrast, on-line students are included in the calculation for percentage of free and
reduced lunch. This artificially lowers our percentage of students receiving meal support,
and again results in a higher match requirement for our district.

s Neither of these calculations takes into account the real facility impacts of our on-line student
ko population. Logically, it would make sense to factor on-line students as an impact on our facility

requirements. We are educating these students, and we need to devote physical space for staff,
equipment, records, and support needed to accomplish that education.
110214 cover and waiver request.doc
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The bottom line fact is that our District population has one of the lower average incomes in the

State. Other agency match requirements for our area are very low. The high match required by
the BEST program is result of a set of formulas that don’t accurately portray resources we have
and the services we provide.

We have worked with CDE staff to calculate what our percentage match would be if on-line
students were factored consistently in all calculations. Since the easiest way to do this is to
exclude all on-line students from all calculations that are what CDE staff has proposed. Based
on that approach our percentage match would calculate to 47% instead of the published 66%

figure.
Options for Funding

Our basic grant request is therefore based on a 47% match from the Branson School District.
This will allow us to accomplish all the items set forth in our grant application.

If the match is maintained at 66%, we will still be able to go forward with the project by
reducing the scope. In that case the grant would cover the cost of a new roof for the classroom
and gym buildings. Other items entered in our budget would not be funded.

Thank you for considering our proposal and our request for waiver/adjustment of match
requirements.

Yours %Ey,

Superin fndent
Branson School District RE-2
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Applicant Name: BRANSON 82 Sort Order #: 1.5

County: LAS ANIMAS Applicant Priority # 1
Project Title: PK-12 School Roof Replacement

| Addition "] Fire Alarm Roof "] water Systems

L] Asbestos Abatement L] Lighting L1 school Replacement L] Window Replacement
] Boiler Replacement L] ADA LI security I New School

] Electrical Upgrade L] HvAC LI Facility Sitework I LandPurchase

[] Energy Savings L] Renovation L] Project Other Explain: NA

General Background Information and Reasons for Pursuing a BEST Grant:

Our reasons for submitting a BEST grant are provided in more detail in the cover letter in the hard copy of our grant application. In
summary, the reasons we feel our project is worthy of funding are as follows:

*@The Branson School makes important contributions to the education of students in our own District and Statewide. Though we
are a small District we provide educational services to students in a sparsely populated area. Those educational services are not
locally available from other sources. In addition we provide educational programming for students throughout the State through
our on-line program.

*BThe Branson School is a key element within our community. It provides a vital center to the Town and its surrounding ranches.
*[@The continued success of our program requires improvements to our physical plant. Our facilities are not supporting our
programs as effectively as they could.

*B0ur goal is to develop physical facilities that are less expensive to operate and maintain and that provide better support for our
students' education.

The most important next step in that process of physical plant improvement is to repair the roof of our main building which is
severely aged and showing signs of failure. The existing roof system consists of a series of built up roof systems installed over the
many years of the School's existence. We estimate that the last time that the entire roof system was replaced was in excess of 20
years ago.

Flashing installed at roof penetrations and at the roof perimeter are no longer adequate and have failed repeatedly. Though we
regularly maintain these flashings, the leaks recur -- in some cases on an annual basis.

Though we invest time and effort in continued maintenance of the roof, the recurrence of leaks outstrips our ability to fix them.

As a result, water periodically penetrates the inside of our building, damaging interior finishes and creating a potential mold
hazard. This has degraded the serviceability of the classrooms on the upper floor of our building, in some cases to the point where
they are no longer scheduled for use.

Because many of these leaks are occurring at the perimeter flashings, we are concerned that damage to the structural connections
between the roof framing and the bearing walls may have occurred.

In addition, the existing roof system has no insulation. It therefore imposes a substantial energy cost on the school during the
winter, and reduces the usability of the building during summer when spaces adjacent to the roof overheat.

Issue: Roof

Deficiencies Associated with this Issue:
Deficiency:

1.BRoof Failure

2.BNo fencing at playground or dangerous areas
adjacent to the school (e.g. electrical equipment)

3.AFuel Distribution system deficient
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Proposed Solution to Address the Deficiencies Listed Above:

Solution:

1. Solution proposed for roof:
oRIReplacement of the existing roof, flashings, gutters and downspouts
olIRepairs to masonry parapets as required to receive new roof system

2. Solution proposed for fencing:
olProvide fencing.

3. Solution proposed for fuels distributions system
o@Renew or replace fuel distribution system.

How Urgent is this Project:

Urgency:

1. Roof:

oBProject falls into the category of health and safety requirements for the School. If the roof problem is not addressed, leakage will
continue degrading the building interiors and placing the District at increased risk for problems with the building structure and
mold growth within the facility. Severe degeneration of the roof system has the potential of releasing asbestos now encapsulated
in the existing roof felts.

2. Fencing:
oBIProject falls into the category of health and safety requirements for the School. Children at the school are not protected from
vehicular traffic or mechanical and electrical equipment located on the site.

3. Fuel distribution:
olZlIf the system fails the buildings heating system will cease functioning.

What is the Cost Associated with this Issue: $398,905

How Does this Project Conform with the Construction Guidelines:

The design for this roof was developed in response to CDE Capital Construction Division Roof Specific Policies. We have addressed
those guidelines as follows.

Existing roof assembly is as follows:

e[FLow slope, approximately ¥ inch per foot.

*BDrains to gutters and downspouts at the edge of each roof section.

*RIDeck is wood decking from the time of the buildings original construction.

eBlnsulation is not present.

*BIRoofing membrane is a built up roof; based on field observation it appears that the existing top layer of built up roof was applied
over a previous layer or layers of built up roofing.

*[FlAge of the top layer of built up roofing is at least 20 years old; however the exact date of the roof installation is unknown.
*There are no known warranties for the roof.

What is the proposed assembly?

*[FAll existing membranes will be removed down to the deck.

*@There is no insulation so insulation will not be removed.

*RIProposed insulation: LTTR polyisocyanurate

e@Thickness and type of membrane: 90 mil EPDM

eBMembrane will be either coated with a white coating or be integrally colored white.
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*BThe roof will be glued to the insulation below, therefore no ballast is required.

*FICover board (above insulation) is proposed as %" dens deck.

eBAttachment of insulation: mechanically

*[IThe existing roof deck has a structural slope that drains to the existing gutters. This slope will be maintained. Tapered insulation
will be used as required for crickets or at special conditions.

The School District agrees to develop the grant application scope into detailed specifications and drawings.
Our grant application includes the services of an Architect and Owner's Representative.

The specification and scope were developed with advice from the following:
*[AFoothills Roof Consultants

eMarc Diament Architecture

*[@0Ilde English Masonry

eRISuperior Roofing

The cost includes provision of a 30 year warranty from the manufacturer of the roofing system. This is the standard manufacturer's
warranty and includes both labor and materials. In addition, specifications will require a two year warranty from the installer.

If this grant, is awarded the School District will provide a certified maintenance plan for the roof.

If the grant is awarded, the School District will agree to plan and budget for the next roof replacement.

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

Annual Maintenance

oBIClean roof quarterly, removing all accumulated debris.

ollinspect roof twice annually. Inspection conducted by school maintenance staff in coordination with the school’s separate roof
consultant as described below. In addition inspect after any hail or severe weather event.

olSchool district will retain a roof consultant to help identify and answer questions about the roof. At the time of each semi-annual
inspection, the district will provide photo documentation of the roof to the consultant. If problems arise the district will follow up
using the services of the consultant as needed including site observation and recommendations as required.

General Practice

ol@The roof project includes the addition of new ladders and scuttles which will provide better access for maintenance.
olThe roof will be secured from unauthorized access

oBModifications to the roof will be performed by certified installers so that warranty is maintained.

If This Application is for the Renovation, Reconstruction, Expansion, or Replacement of an Existing Public School Facility,
Describe the Condition of that Facility at the Time it was Purchased or Constructed and if the Facility Was Not Adequate as a
Public School at that Time, Provide the Rational for Purchasing or Constructing it in the Manner in Which You Did:

The building was constructed in 1928 and has had locker room facitities and around 2003. No money is owed on the building.
What is the Amount the Applicant is willing to Commitment to a Yearly Capital Renewal Reserve for this Project:

NA

CDE Comments:

THE DISTRICT HAS A USDA GRANT WHICH REQUIRES THE DISTRICT TO PROVIDE A HISTORIC ASSESSMENT OF THE FACILITY. AS A
RESULT THE GRANT COSTS INCLUDE REPLACING THE METAL PARAPET CAP WITH THE HISTORIC MASONRY CAP.
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Funded FTE Count: 27.00
Assessed Valuation: 12854360
PPAV: $476,087.00
Bonded Debt: $0.00

Total Bonding Capacity: $2,570,872.00
% of Bonding Capacity Used: 0.00%

Bond Capacity Remaining: $2,570,872.00
Existing Bond Mill Levy: 0

Who Owns the Facility: District

If it's a 3rd Party Explain:

Is the Facility in a Lease Purchase Agreement: No

If a Charter School, Where will the Facility Revert To:

N/A

Current Grant Request:
Current Applicant Match:
Current Total Project Cost:
Previous Grant Awards:
Previous Matches:
Future Grant Requests:
Future Matches:

Total for all Phases:

Cost Per Pupil:

Cost Per Sq Ft:

Red Flags for Discussion:
Red Flags Explain:

$263,141.82
$233,352.18
$496,494.00
0

0

0

0
$451,358.00
$7,814.00
$22.00
None

Bonded Debt Approved:
Year Bond Election Passed:
Bonded Debt Failed:

Year Bond Election Failed:
2010 Bond Election Results:
Median Household Income:
Free or Reduced Lunch %:
State Financial Watch:

Charter School Fund Balance:

Charter Authorizer Letter:
Charter 3 Month Notice:

Charter Chartered for 5 Yrs:
Year Built:

Affected Sq Ft:

Master Plan Completed:
CDE Minimum Match %:
Actual Match % Provided:
Was a Waiver Required:
Stautory Waiver:

FCl:

CFl:

Inflation:

Historical Significance:
Does this Qualify For HPCP:
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$13,991.00

20.82%

No

NA

No

No

No
1923

19,855.00
No

66

47

Yes

34.32%

45.60%

5

Yes-Deemed Significant
Not Required



CDE GRANT APPLICATION SUMMARIES

-Facilities Affected By This Grant Application-

HOLYOKE RE-1J - Holyoke ES - ES & JrSrHS Roof Replacements

Q#110.4 - The roof covering is in poor condition with reported leaks. Score: 2

HOLYOKE RE-1J - Holyoke Jr/Sr HS - ES & JrSrHS Roof Replacements

Q#110.4 - The roof covering is in poor condition with reported leaks. Score: 2
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Applicant Name: HOLYOKE RE-1J Sort Order #: 1.5
County: PHILLIPS Applicant Priority # 3
Project Title: ES & JrSrHS Roof Replacements

| Addition "] Fire Alarm | Roof "] water Systems

L] Asbestos Abatement L] Lighting L1 school Replacement L] Window Replacement

] Boiler Replacement L] ADA LI security I New School

] Electrical Upgrade L] HvAC LI Facility Sitework I LandPurchase

[] Energy Savings Renovation L] Project Other Explain:

General Background Information and Reasons for Pursuing a BEST Grant:

The series of BEST Cash Grant applications submitted on behalf of the Holyoke School District represents the values of the
community, a thorough assessment of the current structures, and an understanding of life/safety issues that should be addressed
immediately.

As a result of the Master Plan process, the District was able to determine that while both schools are over 50 years old, they are
structurally sound and are viable buildings with the appropriate attention. The 2010 mill levy override was passed to keep the
schools viable for the next 10 to 15 years at which time the District would have the bonding capacity to address further concerns.

Holyoke Elementary School is a 47,200 square foot, single story, brick building built in 1954 with additions in 1966, 1972, 1978 and
1998.

The HVAC, electrical and lighting systems in the Elementary School are original equipment and well past their expected life and in
danger of failing. Recent below-zero weather caused the school to close due to classroom temperatures. Poor ventilation and
excessive levels of carbon dioxide create an overall poor learning environment.

Most classrooms have two electrical outlets, one on each side of the room. Today’s educational environment requires multiple
outlets for basic teaching and learning functions. The current solution is to stretch extension cords everywhere which is not
approved by the State Fire Safety Inspector.

The 1950s building has many safety concerns including a need for a fully-addressable fire alarm system and controlling the access
to the building, both necessities for a safe and secure school in today’s day and age.

The roof had its last major work in 1991. With warranties expired, the District has been paying for patching and sealing on an
annual basis and still fights leaks in classrooms and hallways. Leaks are difficult to locate with the remodeled false ceiling.

Another issue at the Elementary School is the unsafe bus drop-off area. All parent, pedestrian and bus traffic unloads on the same
stretch of curb in the front of the school. One immediate solution identified is to separate parent and bus traffic.

Holyoke Junior/Senior High School is an 119,400 square foot, single story building. The original high school gymnasium was built in
1950. The remainder of the High School was built in 1975 and the Junior High addition was completed in 1998.

Security is also an issue for the Junior/Senior High School because it was designed to allow for easy access to the public areas (gym
and auditorium) creating difficulty in monitoring. Improvements are needed in the camera system, emergency all-call system, and
with the visibility in the front office to improve the safety of students.

The roof covering the 1975 section of the building is in poor repair. Water pools up to one foot deep in areas and the entire roof
has already been coated once requiring a total replacement of the roof. Leaks are frequent and significant damage to the ceiling is
eminent.

The front of the Junior/Senior High School has traffic congestion similar to the Elementary School. Students exit in same location as
the bus loading area, parent pickup and the student parking lot. The bus drop-off area needs to be relocated away from the front

doors and the student parking lot.

The Facility Master Planning process and mill levy override election engaged the staff and community revealing a strong community
value to get the most out of the existing facilities. Therefore, the District has prioritized projects to address critical life/ safety
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issues with support from the BEST Cash Grant program.

The Holyoke Community is supporting the projects with an additional mill levy override, yet it is still insufficient for the District’s
priorities. BEST grants are the only means for the District to address the schools” most critical life safety issues to provide a safe
and secure environment for its students and staff.

Issue: Renovation
Deficiencies Associated with this Issue:

Overview: The proposed scope addresses the Elementary and High School roofs, which are currently beyond their useful life. Both
are leaking in many locations and existing exterior roof drains fail to route water away from the building. The moisture
accumulation from leaks has the potential to produce mold growth in the interior of the building, compromising indoor air quality
and creating health problems. The two schools in Holyoke School District fail to meet minimum standards necessary for a safe and
secure environment. As part of Holyoke School District’s phased plan to provide improvements to bring the current facilities up to
current standards, this application includes work within the first phase which addresses the District’s urgent needs with respect to
life safety and replacement of critical systems that are currently beyond their expected useful life. Further definitions of these
deficiencies are identified in the 2010 CDE Final School Assessment Report for Holyoke School District and in The Facility
Assessment Review Comments from The Neenan Company documents submitted in this application.

Per CDE’s statewide facility assessment, Holyoke School District’s facility condition index (FCI) is approximately 80% and Colorado
Facility Index (CFl) average is 108% for the Elementary School. The Junior/Senior High School’s FCl is approximately 46% and CFI
average is 56%. The Neenan Company’s detailed assessment review per Holyoke School District’s BEST master plan shows the
deficiencies to be less severe than the state assessment, with a facility condition index (FCI) of approximately 21% and Colorado
Facility Index (CFl) average of 69% for the Elementary School and an FCI of approximately 26% and CFl average of 50% for the
Junior/Senior High School, illustrating that renovation of the existing facilities is the most prudent solution. Refer to Section 3 of
the Master Plan for further information.

Deficiencies:

Leaking Roofs- Roofs at both the Elementary and High Schools are beyond their expected useful life spans and are experiencing
leaking and frequent and expensive patch repairs. The existing Elementary School roof needs replacement per the Facilities
assessment, photos, and attached roof report. The current roof was installed in 1997. It has standing water and numerous leaks.
Water stains are visible on ceiling tiles and leaks have led to carpet replacement, relocating classes temporarily, and water on the
tile cafeteria floor, necessitating more supervision and re-routing students during the lunch hour. The moisture accumulation in
the interior of the building from leaks causes health concerns with mold, compromising indoor air quality. The Junior/Senior High
School needs replacement of 70,000 SF of the flat, High School portion of the roof, per the Facilities Assessment, photos, and
attached roof report. The current membrane roof was installed in 1998 and an elastomeric coating applied over it in 2000. The
visible, white elastomeric roof coating has deteriorated and peeled in numerous locations, resulting in numerous leaks in hallways
and common areas, where water stains are visible on ceiling tiles. Temporary fixes had to be arranged to stop leaks onto the gym
floor during a volleyball game in Fall 2010. The moisture accumulation in the interior of the buildings from leaks also causes health
concerns with mold, compromising indoor air quality.

Proposed Solution to Address the Deficiencies Listed Above:

Solution: Recommendations to Correct Deficiencies

The proposed solution is part of Holyoke School District’s first phase (a 10-year plan) to address the District’s urgent needs with
respect to life safety and replacement of critical systems that are currently beyond their expected useful life. This solution most
effectively addresses replacement of critical systems beyond their expected useful life.

A detailed description of the solution/benefits that would result from the repairs is listed below:

Roof replacement - Existing worn out and deteriorating membrane roofing systems on both the Elementary and Junior/Senior High
Schools will be removed and replaced. A 60-mil EPDM membrane roofing system will be installed over the entire existing
Elementary School, totaling 47,200 SF. The 20-year plan for the Elementary School includes interior renovations and additions to
the building, which drove the decision to propose a 15-20 year roof solution for this building. The roof will be due for replacement
at the time the additions are to be constructed, allowing a new, seamless roof to be installed over the entire facility at that time. A
3-layer built-up roofing system will be installed at the High School portion of the existing Junior/Senior High School, totaling 70,000
SF. The 20-year plan for the Junior/Senior High School includes only interior renovations and no additions, which drove the
decision for a longer term 30-year warranted roofing solution at this school. Upon a detailed inspection of the roofs to be
replaced, it was found that the existing rigid insulation below the roofing membrane is deteriorating in many areas. Where
insulation is replaced due to failure of the existing materials, new R-20 rigid roofing insulation will be installed in order maintain
compliance with current codes, and will contribute to energy savings and improved thermal comfort within the interior spaces of
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the schools.

How Urgent is this Project:

Urgency

The urgency of this application for Holyoke School District is based on deficiencies identified in the 2010 Facility Assessment Report
and in Section 4 of the BEST application, as identified by the Master Planning team. A mill levy override was passed in November
2010, which will generate additional revenue for ten years in order to provide funding to address the most critical items from the
10-year solutions developed during the Master Plan process, as well as key technology upgrades to make the buildings suitable for
students for the next decade or longer until such time the community can approve a bond question. The identified deficiencies
substantially exceed the revenue stream from the mill levy override. If the District does not receive the BEST grant funding, it will
be forced to prioritize among a list of critical life safety items, resulting in an up to 10-year delay for many of the projects. The
longer the delay of these critical improvements, the more likely the District will encounter serious safety issues. Further delaying
the replacement of critical systems that are far beyond their useful life will result in costly repairs which only provide a Band-Aid to
the problem.

Currently, as identified in the deficiencies, the existing roofing system on both the Elementary and Junior/Senior High Schools are
beyond their lifespans and in a constant state of repair. Failure of the roofing systems would threaten to compromise the integrity
of the school structures. Moisture accumulation in ceiling tiles from roof leaks has the potential to produce mold growth in the
interior of the building, compromising indoor air quality and creating potential health problems.

BEST grant funding is the only viable means for Holyoke School District to continue to thrive in facilities that meet minimum health
and life safety needs as determined by CDE. Funding from this grant will allow Holyoke School District to replace critical systems
that are currently beyond their expected useful life.

What is the Cost Associated with this Issue:$1,540,134

How Does this Project Conform with the Construction Guidelines:

The existing schools will only be renovated and improved to meet Public Schools Construction Guidelines with respect to the
specific systems being improved within this scope of work. Areas of the schools and sites not included in the scope of these
improvements will remain as is and may or may not comply with Public Schools Construction Guidelines. Further upgrades to
address issues of non-compliance within the existing buildings will be considered as part of the 20- and 30-year plans for the
Holyoke School District.

Included in this application is the replacement of the existing Elementary School and Junior/Senior High School roofs. Regarding
Section 3 of the Public Schools Construction Guidelines, the existing buildings are not required to meet LEED Gold certification
requirements per the following guidelines of the CDE

HPCP program outlined in the BEST application:

-The project includes no HVAC upgrades.

&#8208;The increased initial cost resulting from the HPCP cannot be re&#8208;couped by decreased operational costs within 15
years.

&#8208;The cost of the renovation projects does not exceed 25% of the current values of the buildings.

As there are many areas within the existing roof where insulation is degraded, the existing insulation will need to be removed and
new rigid insulation will be installed. All new roof insulation will be installed in accordance with the current International Energy
Conservation Code within the scope of this project, which will greatly improve the energy efficiency of the existing building.

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

The Holyoke School District operates with a general fund totaling $ 5,145,273 and is committed to all aspects of providing a quality
education. For Fiscal Year 2011, the District has allocated $441,805 to operations and maintenance, which accounts for 41% of all
discretionary spending.

For Fiscal Year 2011, the District has budgeted $180,000 of general fund money for capital projects which equates to $310 per
student, which exceeds the former required transfer. Even in times of declining enrollment and decreased state funding, the
District has made it a priority to protect the capital projects budget. Audited financials demonstrate a long-held commitment to
capital projects: FY10 - $309,129; FY09 - $876,140; FY0S - $648,330; FY07 - $208,755; FY 06 - $274,368. However, it is clear that
$180,000 is not sufficient for meeting all needs identified in the Master Plan.

In November of 2010, voters approved a mill levy override for ten years that will generate about $200,000 per year, bringing the
available funds for capital projects to about $380,000 per year for the next ten years before the override sunsets. At our current
student population, this amount equates to $650 per student. It is the intent of the Board and the voters to address facility issues
over the next ten years which will require a match through the BEST program.

While the combination of the capital projects budget and mill levy override is a substantial investment in the facilities, it cannot
meet the needs identified in the Master Plan for the next ten years. Because the override sunsets, there is no guaranteed funding
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available for ongoing replacements of any new work completed as a result of this override and potential BEST grant. In order to set
aside enough funds to replace all purchases included in the five grants twenty years from now, the District would need to set aside
an additional $340 per pupil for such purpose. As the Master Plan indicates, in order to meet the 20 year needs or replacement of
any upgrades completed at this time will require the passage of a bond after the current debt service is complete in 2020.
Therefore, a successful grant application will allow the school to meet its immediate needs until such time when the district is able
to pass a bond.

If This Application is for the Renovation, Reconstruction, Expansion, or Replacement of an Existing Public School Facility,
Describe the Condition of that Facility at the Time it was Purchased or Constructed and if the Facility Was Not Adequate as a
Public School at that Time, Provide the Rational for Purchasing or Constructing it in the Manner in Which You Did:

The two primary educational buildings are the Holyoke Elementary School and the Holyoke Junior/Senior High School. The
Elementary School was originally built in 1956 with additions in 1966, 1972, 1978, and 1998. The existing auxiliary gym at the
Junior /Senior High School was constructed in 1956 and remains a part of the school. In 1978, the High School building was
constructed, and the addition of the Junior High School was completed in 1998.

The School District and community are determined to make sure they get the most value out of the buildings they have, and make
sure the community’s money is spent wisely. A Master Plan was created to assist the District in evaluating if it is valuable to
continue to improve their existing buildings, or if it is more prudent to construct new facilities. The conclusion of the master plan
study was that the facilities can be upgraded, they are structurally sound and functional, and it is economically valuable to invest in
the current facilities based on a detailed cost analysis of renovation vs. new (refer to the attached Master Plan document for
additional information).

While the conclusion is clear that improvements to the existing facilities are more economically viable than replacement of the
facilities, there are a multitude of issues within the aging existing buildings that greatly compromise student health and safety.
Holyoke School District has devised a phased plan to provide improvements to bring the current facilities up to current standards.
The first phase (a 10-year plan) addresses the District’s urgent needs with respect to life safety and replacement of critical systems
that are currently beyond their expected useful life. This application specifically addresses the Elementary and High School roofs,
which are currently beyond their useful life. Both are leaking in many locations and existing exterior roof drains fail to route water
away from the building. The moisture accumulation from leaks has the potential to produce mold growth in the interior of the
building, compromising indoor air quality and creating health problems.

What is the Amount the Applicant is willing to Commitment to a Yearly Capital Renewal Reserve for this Project:
NA

CDE Comments:

HOLYOKE'S 5 APPLICATIONS ARE ALL BASED ON A LONG RANGE MASTER PLAN FOR FACILITY IMPROVEMENTS. THE DISTRICT HAS
SEPARATED AND PRIORITIZED PROJECTS FROM THEIR 5-10 YEAR PROJECT LIST. RELATIVE TO THE CDE FACILITY ASSESSMENT, THE
DISTRICT'S MASTER PLAN DETERMINED A MUCH LOWER FCI (21%) AND CFI (69%) FOR THE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL BASED ON
ACTUAL LONG-TERM PROJECT OPTIONS. THE HIGH SCHOOL WAS ALSO DETERMINED TO BE LOWER, AT 26% (FCI) AND 50% (CFl).

Funded FTE Count: 566.00 Bonded Debt Approved:

Assessed Valuation: 44566430 Year Bond Election Passed:

PPAV: $78,753.00 Bonded Debt Failed:

Bonded Debt: $1,950,000.00 Year Bond Election Failed:

Total Bonding Capacity: $8,913,286.00 2010 Bond Election Results: NA

% of Bonding Capacity Used: 22.00% Median Household Income: $16,316.00

Bond Capacity Remaining: $6,963,286.00 Free or Reduced Lunch %: 43.80%

Existing Bond Mill Levy: 4.25 State Financial Watch: No

Who Owns the Facility: District Charter School Fund Balance: NA

If it's a 3rd Party Explain: Charter Authorizer Letter: No
Charter 3 Month Notice: No

Is the Facility in a Lease Purchase Agreement: No Charter Chartered for 5 Yrs: No

If a Charter School, Where will the Facility Revert To: Year Built: 1953, 1975

NA
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Current Grant Request:
Current Applicant Match:

Current Total Project Cost:

Previous Grant Awards:
Previous Matches:
Future Grant Requests:
Future Matches:

Total for all Phases:

Cost Per Pupil:

Cost Per Sq Ft:

Red Flags for Discussion:
Red Flags Explain:

$982,606.00
$711,541.00
$1,694,147.00
0

0

0

0
$1,540,134.00
$2,683.00
$13.00

None

Affected Sq Ft:

Master Plan Completed:
CDE Minimum Match %:
Actual Match % Provided:
Was a Waiver Required:
Stautory Waiver:

FCl:

CFl:

Inflation:

Historical Significance:

Does this Qualify For HPCP:

160

117,200.00
Yes

42

42

N/A

63.78%

81.35%

2

Yes-Granted Exemption
Not Required



CDE GRANT APPLICATION SUMMARIES

-Facilities Affected By This Grant Application-

WRAY RD-2 - Buchanan MS - MS Partial Roof and Exhaust Fan Replacement

Q#110.4 - The roof covering is in good condition. Score: 4
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Applicant Name: WRAY RD-2 Sort Order #: 1.5
County: YUMA Applicant Priority # 1
Project Title: MS Partial Roof and Exhaust Fan Replacement

| Addition "] Fire Alarm Roof "] water Systems

L] Asbestos Abatement L] Lighting L1 school Replacement L] Window Replacement

] Boiler Replacement L] ADA LI security I New School

] Electrical Upgrade HVAC LI Facility Sitework I LandPurchase

[] Energy Savings L] Renovation L] Project Other Explain:

General Background Information and Reasons for Pursuing a BEST Grant:

Buchanan Middle School (known as “BMS”) has experienced on-going roofing and exhaust air quality issue for many years. The
original school structure was built in 1953 and has been modified with both additions and some remodels over the last 50-years.
There are many roof planes that protect the school structure and nearly 90% of those areas have been re-roofed over the past 10-
years; those areas are not included in this application. Those roof planes in this grant request are failing, leaking and need
replacement.

The current roofing protection is a stone ballast anchored EPDM single ply membrane that was installed over and on-top of the
structure’s original asphalt felt roofing material. Thermal insulation was installed with the buildings original construction and is
located against the ceiling plane (the R-Value is adequate for this project).

The stone ballast has been a source of hail protection for the membrane, but the membrane itself demonstrates significant levels
of tenting or shrinkage at the edge conditions where the roofing terminates along the parapet, roof edge or wall conditions. Much
of the roofing perimeter membrane is in direct tension and subject to tearing which would further compromise the roofing
protection.

There are areas where the roofing assembly has no measureable slope to permit positive drainage. Accumulated storm water
sometimes (pending the extent of moisture) flows into the perimeter drains, but most ponds and remains until removed by
evaporation. The lack of measureable moisture in the District's region is a major reason why more roof leaks have not occurred.

The perimeter terminations at the parapet and wall conditions offer limited protection and do not provide the traditional
‘manufacturer recommended’ sheet metal accessories to properly and adequately terminate the membrane.

Our design research and investigation supports a roofing design that will protect the structure from a 90-mph wind gust and up to
a 2-inch diameter hail storm. The roofing material on the subject roof planes are outside of any manufactured warranties and
would not provide any certified level of protection for water, snow, wind or hail.

BMS also have several exhaust fans (50+ year’s of service) that need to be replaced to improve and maintain proper indoor air

quality of the affected building areas. These fans are no longer serviceable and cannot be salvaged or repaired to meet current
mechanical code and/or construction guidelines. The roof curbs that support the fan equipment are not adequate in height to
properly protect the roof flashing integrity. These curbs have been a source of moisture intrusion and will be replaced.

On campus (but a separate structure) is the BMS Multi-Purpose Building, which is a free standing pre-engineered metal panel
structure built in 1974. The roofing system on this structure is a pre-manufactured metal panel system secured directly to the
supporting roof structure framing and has blanket insulation below the roofing panel surface. The panels have both longitudinal
and lateral lap seams that were originally sealed with a butyl sealant not designed to support 35 years of protection. This sealant
was not made of 100% synthetic solids and has (over the decades of weathering cycles)simply dried out allowing moisture intrusion.

The roof panels have adequate slope and are in good condition, but the dried sealant cannot protect the complete envelop.
Where these panels terminate the building’s ridge, lateral panel seams and at mechanical penetrations the sealant must be
removed and replaced with new. This repair, using material comprised of 100% solid sealants, will extend the roofing service life
for at least another 5+ years.

Issue: HVAC
Deficiencies Associated with this Issue:

Three exhaust fans are serving several vital areas of the building; one is a student toilet room area, another the girls athletic locker
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room and the 3rd is servicing a former locker room that is now being used for equipment storage. These units are original to the
1953 construction and no longer provide adequate (minimum) levels of mechanical ventilation (per the building code) and are a
general health concerns for the students simply from a lack of performance.

Proposed Solution to Address the Deficiencies Listed Above:

We propose to replace all three exhaust fan units with new efficient equipment utilizing the existing ductwork and electrical
connections. We propose to replace all roof curbs to raise the units to a proper height above roof surface that would account for
adequate roof flashing. Current roof curbs are source of water instruction since they are significantly less than traditional 8-inches
of curb heihgt above the roofing surface.

How Urgent is this Project:

These fans are over 50-years old and can no longer be serviced with matching equipment typical for preventative maintenance.
Adequate levels of air changes for proper exhaust activity that would comply with the International Mechanical Code requirements
cannot be met. Air simply remains stale within the rooms affected and the necessary levels / frequency of air changes cannot be
obtained.

What is the Cost Associated with this Issue: $14,250.00

Issue: Roof
Deficiencies Associated with this Issue:

The major roofing areas of the building proposed with this Grant application are a ballasted EPDM single ply roofing system that
has failed. Two smaller areas (also a ballasted assembly) have no measurable slope to permit adequate drainage. These roofing
membranes are major items of concern from water intrusion, as well as membrane tenting and shrinkage.

Water is entering the system in numerous locations and is compromising the underlying building structure, insulation and finishes
of the interior environment. There also exists areas of ponding water; insufficient slope to allow the water to reach the drains or
gutter collection system. Over time these substrates have compressed; further reducing the necessary slope for adequate storm
water runoff. The existing EPDM membrane is a single layer of protection and water is entering under the roof system from holes
and seam failures in the single ply assembly fabric.

The existing roofing membrane (at the edge condition) is tenting (a form of shrinkage) and has separated from the wall surface in
numerous areas. This has caused water penetration into the building and damaged the gypsum board ceiling over the school stage
area where it partially collapsed onto the floor below. The action of tenting occurs when the membrane shrinks due to loss of
“processing oils”; residual stresses from the manufacturing process. It also occurs with the failure to allow the rubber membrane
to “relax” prior to installation. This type of membrane material can shrink as much as 2-4% and when rigidly secured at the end
conditions will tear or “pull-away” from those end connection. There are several major areas where this single membrane is in
significant tension, eventually pulling completely away from the wall connection that will force a tear in the membrane and allow
further water intrusion.

The BMS Multi-Purpose building is a pre-engineered structure built in 1974. The roof has several ongoing leaks; the result of joint
sealant material (a Butyl material that was not 100% solid) that has dried out and shrunk in volume leaving wind driven rain
opportunity to enter the building.

Proposed Solution to Address the Deficiencies Listed Above:

Our design research suggests that roofing systems in the Wray, CO area should account for at least 1-1/2-inch hail and 90-mph
wind gusts. We are proposing to remove the current ballasted roofing membrane and replace with a new multi-ply SBS modified
bitumen roofing system with a flood and gravel surface. This multi-layer assembly will provide over 300-mils of membrane
thickness and the surface gravel will assist in the break-up of hail stones. This roof design would come with a 30-year watertight
warranty, a 90-MPH wind gust rating and hail protection for up to a 2-inch hail stones.

The BMS Multi-Purpose Building roofing panels will be resealed using gunnable material comprised of 100% solid sealants. This
extends the roofing service life for at least another 5+ years, but does not replace the future demand for roofing replacement. The
District will seek a long term solution for this roofing replacement in its facility planning sessions.

How Urgent is this Project:

These areas of the school regularly experience water intrusion and are in need of immediate attention. Only the lack of
measureable rainfall has reduced the level of moisture intrusion. The current ballasted EPDM membrane assembly is (in some
areas) shrinking/separating at the edge termination conditions and may tear allowing further water intrusion.

The joint seals within the metal roofing assembly that covers the wrestling area have failed (allowing water intrusion) and will need
immediate attention.
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What is the Cost Associated with this Issue:$82,229.00

How Does this Project Conform with the Construction Guidelines:

Our grant request proposes to return the existing construction back to PSCG conformity under Sections 1.2.1, 3.1, 3.2, 3.2.1, 3.12,
6.1 and 6.3.

Sec. 1.2.1 Portions of BMS and BMS Multi-Purpose building have several deficiencies applicable to the health, safety and
environmental codes and standards as required by state and federal law. Water intrusion, maintenance of structural integrity and
Indoor Air Quality are all significant areas of concern.

Sec. 3.1 Portions of BMS and BMS Multi-Purpose building do not have a sound roofing system. Moisture intrusion, wind exposure
are compromised.

Sec. 3.2 Portions of BMS and BMS Multi-Purpose building do not have a weathertight roofing system that adequately protects the
building occupants and property nor does it allow all water to positively drain off the roof surfaces.

Sec. 3.2.1.1 New roofing assemblies will be installed on portions of BMS that will protect the building’s occupants and property
within. Said roofing will protect for a minimum of 30-years to meet/exceed the requirements of published NRCA guidelines and
building code requirements.

Sec. 3.2.1.6 New sealant repairs within the roof panel joint connections will improve the weather ability of the roofing assembly
and resist water/wind intrusion and extend the service life of this metal roofing assembly.

Sec. 3.12 Replacement of the three exhaust fans will improve the healthy building indoor air quality (IAQ) for the rooms they
service.

Sec. 6.1 These improvements of both limited roofing assemblies and several exhaust fan replacements will continue to extend the
service life of the Buchanan Middle School structure and the BMS Multi-Purpose building.

Sec. 6.3 These new improvements of both limited roofing assemblies and several exhaust fan replacements will achieve building
code compliance as well as correct the present health and safety deficiencies present within both the BMS structure and BMS Multi-
Purpose building.

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

The WraySD maintenance director periodically and systematically performs visual inspections of all of the District buildings. This is
done in detail and the maintenance director recommends repair/maintenance of these systems (as necessary) to extend their
service life. Roofing protection and HVAC equipment maintenance is a high priority within our facilities.

Our District regularly allocates maintenance funds for the building program as part a mill levy override and State funding support.
For this specific structure, we have allocated approximately $15,000. annually from the District's Capital Fund that could be used
specifically for roofing and HVAC replacement. The effort in this grant request will complete the building roofing replacement;
continuing the overall service life of the structure.

The roofing solution recommended herein provides the highest performing wind and hail protection available and needed for this
area of Colorado. The selected manufacturer will be obligated to provide a minimum water-tight warranty of 30 years, perform bi-
annual inspections of the completed roof assembly, provide 24-hour leak response (if one should occur) and make repairs
necessary for those first 30-years.

If This Application is for the Renovation, Reconstruction, Expansion, or Replacement of an Existing Public School Facility,
Describe the Condition of that Facility at the Time it was Purchased or Constructed and if the Facility Was Not Adequate as a
Public School at that Time, Provide the Rational for Purchasing or Constructing it in the Manner in Which You Did:

The Buchanan Middle School was opened in 1953; the portion of the building within this request pertains to that original
construction. The building has been regularly maintained and these roof areas in question are the last of those to be replaced. The
ballasted roofing areas were installed in 1994, have exceeded their warranty and are degrading beyond a level of preventative
maintenance and repair. In addition, there are three exhaust fans (original to the building) that no longer provide adequate
ventilation and must be replaced; they are over 50-years old.

Although a separate structure on the campus, the BMS Multi-Purpose building was constructed in 1974 and the original roof
construction remains. We are requesting a higher level of prevention repair to extend the service life for at least another 5-years.

What is the Amount the Applicant is willing to Commitment to a Yearly Capital Renewal Reserve for this Project:
$15,000.00
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CDE Comments:

Funded FTE Count:

Assessed Valuation:

PPAV:

Bonded Debt:

Total Bonding Capacity:

% of Bonding Capacity Used:
Bond Capacity Remaining:
Existing Bond Mill Levy:

632.00
102622770
$162,378.00
$7,053,126.00
$20,524,554.00
34.00%
$13,471,428.00
5.086

Who Owns the Facility: District

If it's a 3rd Party Explain:

NA

Is the Facility in a Lease Purchase Agreement: No

If a Charter School, Where will the Facility Revert To:

NA

Current Grant Request:
Current Applicant Match:
Current Total Project Cost:
Previous Grant Awards:
Previous Matches:
Future Grant Requests:
Future Matches:

Total for all Phases:

Cost Per Pupil:

Cost Per Sq Ft:

Red Flags for Discussion:
Red Flags Explain:

$66,603.90
$54,494.10
$121,098.00
0

0

0

0
$110,089.00
$567.00
$8.00

None

Bonded Debt Approved:
Year Bond Election Passed:
Bonded Debt Failed:

Year Bond Election Failed:
2010 Bond Election Results:
Median Household Income:
Free or Reduced Lunch %:
State Financial Watch:

Charter School Fund Balance:

Charter Authorizer Letter:
Charter 3 Month Notice:

Charter Chartered for 5 Yrs:
Year Built:

Affected Sq Ft:

Master Plan Completed:
CDE Minimum Match %:
Actual Match % Provided:
Was a Waiver Required:
Stautory Waiver:

FCl:

CFl:

Inflation:

Historical Significance:
Does this Qualify For HPCP:
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$7,790,000.00
05

NA
$16,822.00

50.92%

No

NA

No

No

No
1952

13,088.00
No

45

45

N/A

46.98%

55.60%

0

Yes-Granted Exemption
Not Required



CDE GRANT APPLICATION SUMMARIES

-Facilities Affected By This Grant Application-

COLORADO SPRINGS 11 - Monroe ES - Fire Alarm Replacement @ 2 ES

Q#87 - The fire alarm system is working properly and meets guidelines but showing signs of age. Score: 3 Q#87.2- Alarm system is
functional. The system is addressable. The system is expected to expire within the next ten years. Score: 3

COLORADO SPRINGS 11 - Madison ES - Fire Alarm Replacement @ 2 ES

Q#87- The fire alarm system is working properly and meets guidelines but showing signs of age. Score: 3 Q#87.2- The alarm system
has been replaced recently. The system is addressable. The system may require upgrades within the next ten years. Score: 4
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Applicant Name: COLORADO SPRINGS 11 Sort Order #: 1.6

County: EL PASO Applicant Priority # 1
Project Title: Fire Alarm Replacement @ 2 ES

| Addition Fire Alarm | Roof "] water Systems

L] Asbestos Abatement L] Lighting L1 school Replacement L] Window Replacement
] Boiler Replacement L] ADA LI security I New School

] Electrical Upgrade L] HvAC LI Facility Sitework I LandPurchase

L] Energy Savings [ ] Renovation Project Other Explain: 2 different locations

General Background Information and Reasons for Pursuing a BEST Grant:

Replace outdated fire alarm systems in two existing elementary schools. BEST grant is being pursued due to lack of Distict funding.
Issue: Other
Deficiencies Associated with this Issue:

The schools listed in the application need to be brought up to current fire code requirements. These two elementary schools lack a
sufficient number of horns, strobes, smoke detectors and pull stations to meet current code requirements. The current fire alarm
systems are difficult to maintain and finding replacement parts is increasingly difficult.

Proposed Solution to Address the Deficiencies Listed Above:

Two elementary schools serving a total of 744 students ages 3-11 will be upgraded with new fire alarm systems that will comply
with the latest version of the International Fire Code. These upgrades will provide a safe environment for all students including
those with visual and auditory impairments. District 11 currently serves 74 who are deaf, hard of hearing or visually impaired, so
during any given year students with diabilities might be assigned to attend one of the two schools. The proposed upgrades will
provide additional horns, strobes, smoke detectors and pull stations in each classroom providing a safer environment for all
students and staff.

How Urgent is this Project:

The existing fire alarm systems are forty six (46) years old and have far outlived their useful life expectancy. Parts are getting harder
and harder to get. This is a critical life safety issue. We are hoping to have these systems replaced before fiscal year 2012.

What is the Cost Associated with this Issue: NA

Issue: Fire Alarm
Deficiencies Associated with this Issue:

The schools listed in the application need to be brought up to current fire code requirements. These two elementary schools lack a
sufficient number of horns, strobes, smoke detectors and pull stations to meet current code requirements. The current fire alarm
systems are difficult to maintain and finding replacement parts is increasingly difficult.

Proposed Solution to Address the Deficiencies Listed Above:

Two elementary schools serving a total of 744 students ages 3-11 will be upgraded with new fire alarm systems that will comply
with the latest version of the International Fire Code. These upgrades will provide a safe environment for all students including
those with visual and auditory impairments. District 11 currently serves 74 who are deaf, hard of hearing or visually impaired, so
during any given year students with diabilities might be assigned to attend one of the two schools. The proposed upgrades will
provide additional horns, strobes, smoke detectors and pull stations in each classroom providing a safer environment for all
students and staff.

How Urgent is this Project:

The existing fire alarm systems are forty six (46) years old and have far outlived their useful life expectancy. Parts are getting harder
and harder to get. This is a critical life safety issue. We are hoping to have these systems replaced before fiscal year 2012.

What is the Cost Associated with this Issue: $160,000

How Does this Project Conform with the Construction Guidelines:

Public Schools are required to meet all safety standards including the State adopted version of the International Fire Code. The
upgrades proposed in this application will allow School District 11 to meet the International Fire Code standards and provide a safe
environment for all students.
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How Does the Applicant Plan to Maintain this Project if it is Awarded:

District 11 currently has a preventative maintenance program that checks our fire alarm systems periodically throughout the year.
We currently have 3 Fire Alarm Technicians on staff who adress repairs as needed. Since 1996 the District has used bond funds to
replace outdated fire alarm systems. This grant funded project will allow District 11 to update 2 additional elementary schools. In

the future our plan is to use our Capital Reserve account to continue updating the safety of our school buildings.

If This Application is for the Renovation, Reconstruction, Expansion, or Replacement of an Existing Public School Facility,
Describe the Condition of that Facility at the Time it was Purchased or Constructed and if the Facility Was Not Adequate as a
Public School at that Time, Provide the Rational for Purchasing or Constructing it in the Manner in Which You Did:

Both buildings were constructed and purchased by the school district in 1964.

What is the Amount the Applicant is willing to Commitment to a Yearly Capital Renewal Reserve for this Project:

$2,600,000

CDE Comments:

Funded FTE Count:

Assessed Valuation:

PPAV:

Bonded Debt:

Total Bonding Capacity:

% of Bonding Capacity Used:
Bond Capacity Remaining:
Existing Bond Mill Levy:

27,322.00
2503778120
$91,639.00
$196,333,084.00
$500,755,624.00
39.00%
$304,422,540.00
6.75

Who Owns the Facility: District
If it's a 3rd Party Explain:
Is the Facility in a Lease Purchase Agreement: No

If a Charter School, Where will the Facility Revert To:

NA

Current Grant Request:
Current Applicant Match:
Current Total Project Cost:
Previous Grant Awards:
Previous Matches:
Future Grant Requests:
Future Matches:

Total for all Phases:

Cost Per Pupil:

Cost Per Sq Ft:

Red Flags for Discussion:
Red Flags Explain:

$98,560.00
$77,440.00
$176,000.00
0

0

0

0
$160,000.00
$215.00
$1.00

None

Bonded Debt Approved:
Year Bond Election Passed:
Bonded Debt Failed:

Year Bond Election Failed:
2010 Bond Election Results:
Median Household Income:
Free or Reduced Lunch %:
State Financial Watch:

Charter School Fund Balance:

Charter Authorizer Letter:
Charter 3 Month Notice:

Charter Chartered for 5 Yrs:
Year Built:

Affected Sq Ft:

Master Plan Completed:
CDE Minimum Match %:
Actual Match % Provided:
Was a Waiver Required:
Stautory Waiver:

FCI:

CFl:

Inflation:

Historical Significance:
Does this Qualify For HPCP:
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$131,700,000.00
04
$96,700,000.00
02
NA
$21,112.00
51.12%
No
NA
No
No

No
1964, 1964

84,374.00
Yes

44

44

N/A

60.16%
75.25%

4

NA

Not Required



CDE GRANT APPLICATION SUMMARIES

-Facilities Affected By This Grant Application-

PLATEAU RE-5 - Peetz Pre-K-12 - PK-12 Fire Alarm, HVAC, and Security Project

Q#87- The fire alarm system is working properly and meets guidelines but showing signs of age. Score: 3 Q#87.2- The alarm system
has been replaced recently. The system is addressable. The system may require upgrades within the next ten years. Score: 4 Q#125.1 -
AGREE: There is restricted access at secondary entrances and controlled access at the building main entrance as recommended in the
guidelines. Score: 5 Q#125.2 - AGREE: The facility is designed so that supervision is enhanced through proper sightlines or video
cameras, few or no "hiding areas", good visibility both inside and outside the building, and visual access to appropriate areas. Score: 5
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Applicant Name: PLATEAU RE-5 Sort Order #: 1.6

County: LOGAN Applicant Priority # 1
Project Title: PK-12 Fire Alarm, HVAC, and Security Project

| Addition Fire Alarm | Roof "] water Systems

L] Asbestos Abatement L] Lighting L1 school Replacement L] Window Replacement
] Boiler Replacement L] ADA Security I New School

] Electrical Upgrade HVAC LI Facility Sitework I LandPurchase

[] Energy Savings L] Renovation L] Project Other Explain:

General Background Information and Reasons for Pursuing a BEST Grant:

The affected facility is a single building K-12 facility. Particular areas of concern with respect to current mechanical (HVAC) and
electrical systems include student health from poor indoor thermal comfort and air quality, excessive CO2 levels in classroom
spaces that are well beyond international mechanical code and ASHRAE standards (e.g. measured 1,500+ parts per million/PPM
above ambient level of 530 PPM during heating and cooling seasons) which compromises student learning due to reduced oxygen
levels; interior spaces (no operable windows) that are required by code to have mechanical ventilation -- mechanical ventilation
systems that have failed and no longer are capable of providing ventilation (outside air) during the heating season; fire alarm
system strobe lights that do not meet fire code; unsecured building access through the front and rear main doors that cannot be
monitored by staff and places student, faculty and staff at risk from unwanted unauthorized visitors/intruders. The BEST cash
grant combined with a District cap reserve cash contribution and a 3rd party tax exempt municipal lease that will be repaid with
current mill levy funds and guaranteed savings, will provide the supplemental funding to accomplish all of these very much needed
health/life safety improvements.

Issue: Fire Alarm
Deficiencies Associated with this Issue:

The current fire alarm system strobe lighting configuration and quantity does not meet current State and local fire department
requirements for visual annunciation of fire alarm conditions throughout the school. Line item 934 in “Attachment A — Fire
Inspector Report” identifies a requirement to add strobe lights in all restrooms. “Attachment B — Fire Zones & Devices” shows the
location of current devices. Section 3.5. of the CAPITAL CONSTRUCTION ASSISTANCE PUBLIC SCHOOLS FACILITY CONSTRUCTION
GUIDELINES states that “A building fire alarm and duress notification system in all school facilities designed in accordance with
State and Local fire department requirements.” The current configuration does meet this requirement or intent. It should also be
noted that any modifications to the existing system to meet this requirement must include assurances that the revised
configuration and addition of annunciation devices meets all applicable codes and standards and does not compromise the UL
system listing for the current fire alarm system.

Proposed Solution to Address the Deficiencies Listed Above:

Re-engineer fire alarm annunciation system for reconfiguration and addition of fire alarm strobe lights to meet all applicable State
and local fire department codes and standards. Install, connect and commission system additions to ensure compliance and to
ensure that the modified system maintains the UL system listing for the current fire alarm system.

How Urgent is this Project:

Need is immediate based on guidance from the authority having jurisdiction (local fire marshal); however, an extension to the time
to complete requirement can be obtained if there is a formal plan to implement the improvements. This work can be completed
during the fall 2011/2012 school year subsequent to the BEST grant award cycle.

What is the Cost Associated with this Issue: $28,631

Issue: Security
Deficiencies Associated with this Issue:

The main entry points into the school facility (front east facing doors/vestibule and hallway and east facing doors into the student
parking lot) are not visible to staff and, as a result, present a serious security/safety risk to the students, faculty and staff. Section
3.9 of the CAPITAL CONSTRUCTION ASSISTANCE PUBLIC SCHOOLS FACILITY CONSTRUCTION GUIDELINES states that “secured
facilities including a main entrance and signage directing visitors to the main entrance door (should be provided). The main
entrance walking traffic should flow past the main office area and be visibly monitored from the office either directly or via a video
camera system. All other exterior entrances shall be locked and have controlled access.”
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Proposed Solution to Address the Deficiencies Listed Above:

Modify the front entrance and adjacent school office space to create an entry/exit path that will direct all people traffic past a front
desk in the front office that is staffed by school personnel. Add automatic door locking hardware, an externals digital video
monitoring system and remote monitoring and access control that will allow staff to control building entry from a remote location
in the event that the front desk is unoccupied. Add similar door locking hardware and security monitoring devices to the east
facing entry doors to allow for secured access control to the building.

How Urgent is this Project:

There is an immediate and present security risk to students, faculty and staff that should ideally be addressed as soon as funds are
available to accomplish this. It is anticipated that this work can be completed during the fall 2011/2012 school year subsequent to
the BEST grant award cycle.

What is the Cost Associated with this Issue:$79,212
Issue: HVAC

Deficiencies Associated with this Issue:

There are several serious HVAC deficiencies that are affecting student health, indoor air quality and reliability of HVAC systems.
1.RAt the top of the list of current HVAC deficiencies is the lack of mechanical ventilation in exterior classroom spaces. These areas
are currently served by baseboard hot water fin-tube radiation for heating and ductless Fujitsu split system air conditioning units.
As expected, exterior windows are left closed during peak heating and air conditioning times resulting in measured CO2 levels that
are significantly above ASHRAE, International Mechanical/IMC and International Energy Conservation Code/IECC limits of no more
than 500 parts per million/ PPM above ambient (outside) air. Classroom measurements during occupied periods were in excess of
1,500 PPM greater than outdoor air. The high presence of CO2 is indicative of low 02 levels which results in reduced brain
functioning (= lower student achievement) and respiratory function. In addition, the lack of mechanical ventilation and proper
filtration of indoor air results in higher than desired levels of allergens, airborne contaminants (e.g. airborne infectious micro-
organisms) and resulting respiratory problems, allergic reactions and spreading of illnesses (&#61664; increased absenteeism).
2.BA second issue/concern with respect to HVAC is the failure of mechanical ventilation systems serving interior spaces that do not
have operable windows or any other way to introduce ventilation into these spaces. Affected areas include restrooms, classrooms
and office spaces. Similar to the classrooms, the lack of ventilation results in high CO2 levels, low 02 levels and inadequate
ventilation and filtering of airborne contaminants.

3.2A third area of concern is the cross-zoning of HVAC in the recently remodeled library & computer space and (2) elementary
rooms resulting in significant disruption of comfort in areas that do not have their own thermostatically controlled systems.

4.7A fourth area of concern for HVAC systems is the inadequate heating and ventilating system in the kitchen and cafeteria area.
The system as presently configured does not provide adequate heating to prevent pipe freeze-ups in exterior walls and to maintain
adequate heating temperatures. In addition, the supply air registers discharge directly above the serving line food area — not a
best practice in terms of food safety and potentially contaminating food with inadequately filtered HVAC supply air.

Proposed Solution to Address the Deficiencies Listed Above:

1.BResolution of classroom ventilation issues will be addressed with the addition of rooftop HVAC systems with integral
economizers, demand-based ventilation control and integration of the baseboard fin tube hot water radiation heating into a new
control system.

2.FReplacement of the interior zone energy recovery ventilator failures and lack of mechanical ventilation during the heating season
will involve the replacement of these systems with new energy efficient ventilation systems, proper freeze protection and new
controls.

3.RElimination of the cross-zoning HVAC problems in the recently remodeled library & computer space and (2) elementary rooms
will include the addition of new rooftop HVAC and separation of ductwork supply, return and exhaust systems.

4 FResolution of the HVAC and freeze-up problems in the cafeteria & kitchen areas will include the addition of hot water fin-tube
radiation and reconfiguration of the ductwork away from the serving line.

How Urgent is this Project:

Urgency for each of the measures in order of priority is outlined below. The District is of the opinion that, although all of these
measures are critical health/life safety needs, that it would be acceptable to begin the work during the fall 2011/2012 school year
subsequent to the BEST grant award cycle.

1.BResolution of classroom ventilation issues

2.BReplacement of the interior zone energy recovery ventilators

3.BElimination of the cross-zoning HVAC problems in the recently remodeled library & computer space and (2) elementary rooms
4 [FResolution of the HVAC and freeze-up problems in the cafeteria & kitchen areas

What is the Cost Associated with this Issue:$817,173

How Does this Project Conform with the Construction Guidelines:

All of the itemized improvements are currently out of compliance with the Public Schools Construction Guidelines as outlined

171



below. All of the solutions described herein will comply/conform with the associated CCAB guidelines on a go-forward basis and as
described in the referenced CCAB guidelines document:

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

1. Current fire alarm deficiencies are covered in the CCAB guidelines —

3.5. A building fire alarm and duress notification system in all school facilities designed in accordance with State and Local fire
department requirements.

2. HVAC deficiencies and guidelines for making needed improvements are addressed in CCAB guidelines in several areas —

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

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

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

3.15. Safe laboratories, shops and other areas storing paints or chemicals that complying with CDPHE 6CCR 1010-6 “Rules
Governing Schools.”

3. Security improvements are needed to protect student safety and are addressed in the following area of the CCAB guidelines —
3.9. Secured facilities including a main entrance and signage directing visitors to the main entrance door. The main entrance
walking traffic should flow past the main office area and be visibly monitored from the office either directly or via a video camera
system. All other exterior entrances shall be locked and have controlled access.

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

(The financial plan is in the process of being prepared by Honeywell under the energy performance contracting plan and will
include life-cycle operations and maintenance planning, resource allocation and line item costs for preventive maintenance,
depreciation, repairs and capital renewal. This will be provided as part of the BEST grant submittal).

If This Application is for the Renovation, Reconstruction, Expansion, or Replacement of an Existing Public School Facility,
Describe the Condition of that Facility at the Time it was Purchased or Constructed and if the Facility Was Not Adequate as a
Public School at that Time, Provide the Rational for Purchasing or Constructing it in the Manner in Which You Did:

This application is for the renovation of HVAC systems that are beyond their effective/useful life, are failing and do not meet
standards for indoor environmental health. The original

campus was constructed in 1945. There have been additions in 1957, 1997 and 2004. CDE report #8427 outlines the condition and
adequacy data collected during the fiscal year 2009 “Statewide Financial Assistance Priority Assessment.” The detailed

condition and deficiency statements were contained in the CDE report but did not specifically identify deficiencies noted by
Honeywell and the District subsequent to the preparation of the CDE narrative and report. It is the District's and Honeywell's
intent to provide updates to the CDE report to reflect these findings.

What is the Amount the Applicant is willing to Commitment to a Yearly Capital Renewal Reserve for this Project:
na
CDE Comments:

THIS PROJECT WILL UTILIZE PERFORMANCE CONTRACT FINANCING IN CONJUNCTION WITH A BEST GRANT, SO IT IS
RECOMMENDED THAT THIS PROJECT BE FUNDED THROUGH A CASH GRANT.

Funded FTE Count: 151.00 Bonded Debt Approved:

Assessed Valuation: 58194460 Year Bond Election Passed:

PPAV: $384,884.00 Bonded Debt Failed:

Bonded Debt: $0.00 Year Bond Election Failed:

Total Bonding Capacity: $11,638,892.00 2010 Bond Election Results: NA

% of Bonding Capacity Used: 0.00% Median Household Income: $16,006.00

Bond Capacity Remaining: $11,638,892.00 Free or Reduced Lunch %: 40.67%

Existing Bond Mill Levy: 0 State Financial Watch: No

Who Owns the Facility: District Charter School Fund Balance: NA

If it's a 3rd Party Explain: Charter Authorizer Letter: No
Charter 3 Month Notice: No

Is the Facility in a Lease Purchase Agreement: No Charter Chartered for 5 Yrs: No

If a Charter School, Where will the Facility Revert To: Year Built: 1945

N/A
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Current Grant Request:
Current Applicant Match:

Current Total Project Cost:

Previous Grant Awards:
Previous Matches:
Future Grant Requests:
Future Matches:

Total for all Phases:

Cost Per Pupil:

Cost Per Sq Ft:

Red Flags for Discussion:
Red Flags Explain:

$439,549.00
$687,499.00
$1,127,048.00
0

0

0

0
$1,024,589.00
$5,771.00
$15.00

None

Affected Sq Ft:

Master Plan Completed:
CDE Minimum Match %:
Actual Match % Provided:
Was a Waiver Required:
Stautory Waiver:

FCl:

CFl:

Inflation:

Historical Significance:

Does this Qualify For HPCP:
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67,198.00
No

61

61

N/A

34.85%

57.20%

3

Yes-Granted Exemption
Not Required



CDE GRANT APPLICATION SUMMARIES

-Facilities Affected By This Grant Application-

STRASBURG 31J - Strasburg ES - Replace Kitchen Floor

Q#161 - The interior flooring is worn and has cosmetic deficiencies with visible damage in some areas. Score: 2
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Strasburg School District No. 31-J
56729 E. Colorado Avenue

F.O. Box 207

Strasburg. Colorado 80136

303-622-9211 (Administration)
303-622-9224 {Distict Fax)

303-622-9211 {High Schoo)

303-622-6921 {High School Fax)
303-622-9213 Hemphill Middie School)
303-622-2613 (Hemphill Middie School Fax)

303-622-9215 (Elementary)
February 23, 2011 303-622-4891 (Elementary Fax)

Members of the State Board of Education and BEST Board

Dear Members of the Boards:
Strasburg Schooi District is requesting that our match in the BEST grant be lowered from 46% to 25%.

There are several reasons for this request. As with all districts across the state we are faced with cuts to
our budget due to the economic situation that the state is facing and the iooming reductions in the K-12
school finance act. Based upon the Governor’s budget proposal, which will be taken up by the General
Assembly, we are facing a $455,000 reduction in our total program.

Also, like other school districts in the state, we are facing increases in our insurances and contributions
to PERA. This witl be the third year in a row that salaries have been frozen for all district employees.

Several years ago, a new middle school was opened in Strasburg. We are still having problems with
water leaking into the building during rain storms through the bricks. We have decided to take care of
this problem at the district ievel, and concentrate our efforts for BEST grants on our two highest health

and safety issues.

Since our BEST project requests are not extremely large, we believe we can provide the 25% match even
with the looming budget issues.

Your consideration is greatly appreciated and we hope you will grant this request.

Respectfully,

Strasburg Schoot District 31

Digtrict Missior: Develon iesponsibie
andd productive members of sociely,
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Applicant Name: STRASBURG 31J Sort Order #: 1.9

County: ADAMS Applicant Priority # 1
Project Title: Replace Kitchen Floor

| Addition "] Fire Alarm | Roof "] water Systems

L] Asbestos Abatement L] Lighting L1 school Replacement L] Window Replacement
] Boiler Replacement L] ADA LI security ] New School

] Electrical Upgrade L] HvAC LI Facility Sitework I LandPurchase

L] Energy Savings [ ] Renovation Project Other Explain: Repair of failed epoxy floor

General Background Information and Reasons for Pursuing a BEST Grant:

The kitchen was constructed in 2002 and with an average of 542 meals prepared daily. Both High School and Elementary School
students rely on meals being served out of this kitchen. Although no educational programs take place in this area it is a very
important part of are facility.With the high cost of repairs on a epoxy floor we would experience a finance hardship financing the
total cost of this project.

Issue: Other
Deficiencies Associated with this Issue:

The epoxy floor cove base has been damaged over the years exposing substrate material and also with the ground movement
associated with our geographic area the existing control joints in the concrete have telegraphed through the coating creating
cracking were moisture has penetrated aggravating the problem. Tri-County Heath Department inspections have resulted with
Strasburg put on notice to resolve this problem.With this floor being a epoxy three coat system we have to rely on a contractor
who is experienced to complete repairs.

Proposed Solution to Address the Deficiencies Listed Above:

After contacting Sherwin-Williams tech support and a flooring contractor the recommendation is to cut away the damaged areas,
repair the control joints with a crack and joint filler that is flexible enough to minimize cracking and telegraphing,repair damaged
coves, then a high solid primer would be applied followed by a urethane coating on the entire area.

How Urgent is this Project:

Do to the fact Tri-County Health has documented this problem with a written notice we ask that this be given immediate
consideration.The process of moving the equipment and steel counter tops along with construction and cure time added it is are
understanding a minimum of four weeks are needed making this a summer project

What is the Cost Associated with this Issue:$25,000

How Does this Project Conform with the Construction Guidelines:

As stated with other grant requests we have concluded the Schools Construction Guidelines appear to be geared around new
construction or a major renovation. It is are intention to follow all the guidelines concerning this project. Upon review of this
document there are a few sections such as 3.1 Sound building structural systems 3.14 Sanitary food preparation facilities 4.1 High
quality, durable, easily maintainable building finishes that apply to this request.

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

Normal routine cleaning and maintenance should give us a full live expectancy of twenty years. The maintenance department will
be trained on procedures and material application needed to effect small repairs in the future.With the building several years old
the ground settling should be minimal.Our current maintenance budget should give us the resources to service this floor.

If This Application is for the Renovation, Reconstruction, Expansion, or Replacement of an Existing Public School Facility,
Describe the Condition of that Facility at the Time it was Purchased or Constructed and if the Facility Was Not Adequate as a
Public School at that Time, Provide the Rational for Purchasing or Constructing it in the Manner in Which You Did:

Facility is in fair condition original wing was built in 1972 with additions in 1990 and 2002 and has been part of Strasburg School
District since originally constructed

What is the Amount the Applicant is willing to Commitment to a Yearly Capital Renewal Reserve for this Project:
N/A

CDE Comments:
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Funded FTE Count:
Assessed Valuation:
PPAV:

Bonded Debt:

Total Bonding Capacity:

981.00
74559270
$75,972.00
$10,797,603.00
$14,911,854.00

% of Bonding Capacity Used: 72.00%

Bond Capacity Remaining: $4,114,251.00
Existing Bond Mill Levy: 16.377

Who Owns the Facility: District

If it's a 3rd Party Explain:

Is the Facility in a Lease Purchase Agreement: No

If a Charter School, Where will the Facility Revert To:

N/A

Current Grant Request:
Current Applicant Match:
Current Total Project Cost:
Previous Grant Awards:
Previous Matches:
Future Grant Requests:
Future Matches:

Total for all Phases:

Cost Per Pupil:

Cost Per Sq Ft:

Red Flags for Discussion:
Red Flags Explain:

$13,206.00
$4,402.00
$17,608.00
0

0

0

0
$16,007.00
$46.00
$13.00
Waiver request

Bonded Debt Approved:
Year Bond Election Passed:
Bonded Debt Failed:

Year Bond Election Failed:
2010 Bond Election Results:
Median Household Income:
Free or Reduced Lunch %:
State Financial Watch:

Charter School Fund Balance:

Charter Authorizer Letter:
Charter 3 Month Notice:

Charter Chartered for 5 Yrs:
Year Built:

Affected Sq Ft:

Master Plan Completed:
CDE Minimum Match %:
Actual Match % Provided:
Was a Waiver Required:
Stautory Waiver:

FCl:

CFl:

Inflation:

Historical Significance:
Does this Qualify For HPCP:

177

$6,700,000.00
05

NA
$20,066.00

21.53%

No

NA

No

No

No
1972

1,200.00
Yes

46

25

Yes

46.56%
56.90%

0

NA

Not Required



CDE GRANT APPLICATION SUMMARIES

-Facilities Affected By This Grant Application-

Georgetown Community School - Charter School Addition for Security
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Applicant Name: GEORGETOWN COMMUNITY SCHOOL Sort Order #: 1.9

County: CLEAR CREEK Applicant Priority # 1
Project Title: Charter School Addition for Security

Addition "] Fire Alarm | Roof "] water Systems

] Asbestos Abatement L] Lighting L1 school Replacement L] Window Replacement
(] Boiler Replacement L] ADA LI security I New School

(] Electrical Upgrade L] HvAC LI Facility Sitework I LandPurchase

[] Energy Savings L] Renovation L] Project Other Explain:

General Background Information and Reasons for Pursuing a BEST Grant:

Security and safety is a challenge in the two buildings with limited staff. We have many people coming into the building and
currently do our best to watch the entrances and lock and unlock doors as needed.

Issue: Addition
Deficiencies Associated with this Issue:

We have multiple entrances to our building. This causes a security and safety issue because people are coming in and out of the
building with not enough supervision. We currently use staff, including the principal, to let people in the building and lock and
unlock doors.

Proposed Solution to Address the Deficiencies Listed Above:

Our solution is to enclose the two buildings with one entrance and move the secretary and principal workspace in front of the
entrance. In order to keep an eye on this entrance we will have the secretary’s tools — such as the copier, office supplies, and sick-
bed. This will allow her to keep an eye on the door as well as do her work. When the secretary is not available, the principal can be
in the office and do his work and keep an eye on the door. As part of this system, we may install a buzzer during times when we are
more concerned — such as when a parent has a restraining order.

How Urgent is this Project:

Safety and security is the highest priority we have. We have many coming and going from the building. We are two blocks from the
county courthouse and jail. We have had parents who have restraining orders have court hearings at the courthouse. We are also
in the middle of a tourist area and close to I-70.

What is the Cost Associated with this Issue: $525,000

How Does this Project Conform with the Construction Guidelines:

The areas that we are working on is in the following sections:
1.2.1. Health and safety issues, including security needs and all applicable health, safety and environmental codes and standards as
required by state and federal law;

Our need is directly related to safety and security. The specific need is mentioned in
section 3.9 of this document: "3.9. Secured facilities including a main entrance..." We have a building entrance, but have to keep
locking/unlocking doors for other entrances to the building.

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

The total square footage of the building currently is 31,883 and by adding 3,500 square feet, we would not add enough space to
require an additional custodian or maintenance personnel. We will continue to maintain the building with our custodian and with
district provided labor for larger maintenance items. The only additional major on-going capital amounts would be for carpet and
paint and a 10% increase in these expenses would be viable with our current budget. We could also decrease the frequency by 10%
without a big sacrifice in building needs. For example, we plan on painting 1/4 of the building per year and stretching this to 1/5 of
the building over a 5 year period would save us a substantial amount of money (even more than the 10%).

If This Application is for the Renovation, Reconstruction, Expansion, or Replacement of an Existing Public School Facility,
Describe the Condition of that Facility at the Time it was Purchased or Constructed and if the Facility Was Not Adequate as a
Public School at that Time, Provide the Rational for Purchasing or Constructing it in the Manner in Which You Did:

The current school is in adequate shape for the public school.
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What is the Amount the Applicant is willing to Commitment to a Yearly Capital Renewal Reserve for this Project:

NA

CDE Comments:

THIS GRANT HAS BEEN WITHDRAWN AND WILL BE REWORKED FOR RESUBMITTAL NEXT YEAR. THE GRANT LACKED A LETTER FROM
THE CHARTER SCHOOL AUTHORIZER. THIS FACILITY IS LOCATED WITHIN THE BOUNDARIES OF THE NATIONAL HISTORIC LANDMARK
DISTRICT. IF FUNDED, THE CHS WILL CONSULT ON THE PLANS EVEN THOUGH THIS CONTEMPORARY BUILDING MAY NOT BE
CONTRIBUTING TO THE DISTRICT IN ORDER TO EVALUATE COMPATIBILITY. THE PLANS WILL ALSO BE SUBJECT TO DESIGN REVIEW

BY THE TOWN'S DESIGN & REVIEW COMMISSION.

Funded FTE Count: 118.00
Assessed Valuation:

PPAV:

Bonded Debt:

Total Bonding Capacity:

% of Bonding Capacity Used:

Bond Capacity Remaining:

Existing Bond Mill Levy:

Who Owns the Facility: District
If it's a 3rd Party Explain:

Is the Facility in a Lease Purchase Agreement: No
If a Charter School, Where will the Facility Revert To:

The building returns to the district.

Current Grant Request: $358,050.00
Current Applicant Match: $219,450.00
Current Total Project Cost: $577,500.00
Previous Grant Awards: 0

Previous Matches: 0

Future Grant Requests: 0

Future Matches: 0

Total for all Phases: $525,000.00
Cost Per Pupil: $3,500.00
Cost Per Sq Ft: $150.00
Red Flags for Discussion: Multiple

Bonded Debt Approved:
Year Bond Election Passed:
Bonded Debt Failed:

Year Bond Election Failed:
2010 Bond Election Results:
Median Household Income:
Free or Reduced Lunch %:
State Financial Watch:

Charter School Fund Balance:

Charter Authorizer Letter:
Charter 3 Month Notice:

Charter Chartered for 5 Yrs:
Year Built:

Affected Sq Ft:

Master Plan Completed:
CDE Minimum Match %:
Actual Match % Provided:
Was a Waiver Required:
Stautory Waiver:

FCl:

CFl:

Inflation:

Historical Significance:
Does this Qualify For HPCP:

5.93%

No
$109,028.10
No

Yes

Yes
1939

3,500.00
No

38

38

N/A

61.85%
88.00%
0

Yes-Deemed Significant

Not Required

Red Flags Explain:  No backup for Cost p/Sf - based entire project budget on $150 Sf. * estimated Sf. of additionEMin.
Communication with Staff BDoesn't Comply W/Guidelines - Not enough scope, backup, supporting material
to determine if this project would meet the guidelines@Questionable Scope - No backup to determine if this
project is necessary or well thought out and planned
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CDE GRANT APPLICATION SUMMARIES

-Facilities Affected By This Grant Application-

Colorado Springs Charter Academy - Site Grading to Improve Drainage

Q#34 - Yes the water mostly drains away from the building. Score: 3
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orado Springs Charter Acadewry

ividle euthmsidsm t ook bold and effective citizen-scelars

Thows A, Schuck, Toad of Sehos!
Deblie Dersely, Acadewic Bean

February 22, 2011

The Colorado Department of Education
Mr. Ted Hughes

1525 Sherman St. Suite B-17

Denver, CO 80203

Dear Mr. Hughes,

Colorado Springs Charter Academy {CSCA) respectfully requests a reduction of matching moneys for its
2011-2012 Capital Construction Assistance Application to the CDE. Specifically, CSCA can guarantee a
contribution of up to $6,000 toward this project.

CSCA has been very successful at meeting its enroliment goals, but has, over the past year, experienced
significant facility changes, numerous unexpected maintenance costs, and insurance and compliance
expenses required by the Colorado Springs fire department.

CSCA purchased its school property in early 2010. This-purchase was finalized through'a bond structure
‘that obligates CSCA to a $43,000/month bond payment. CSCA also spent $250,000 to renovate one of
its purchased buildings, creating a separate junior high school for its students. This renovation has been
costly, but the project was completed within budget.

Subsequent to the facility purchase, CSCA began the costly process of bringing the main elementary
school building up to code. This involved unexpected updates, to include:

¢ New Ansul fire suppression system for the kitchen grill per fire department: $5,800.00
* New exterlor front entrance handrails per insurance company: S 700.00
* New electrical outlets per fire department: $ 600.00

CSCA also completed several unplanned maintenance projects, to include:

e Air handler heat coil failure repairs: ’ S 500.00
e Kitchen walk-in cooler/freezer failure repairs: ' $2,700.00
* Air compressor for HVAC pneumatic controls failure replacement: $1,500.00 g
s Boiler room valve failure replacement: $1,800.00
e Miscellaneous boiler repairs: ) $ 800.00
e Kitchen dishwasher repairs: S B00.00

2577 Novth Chelton Reab, Colorade Springs, CO 0gog
Phove {710} 6362722 » (7o} G36-n7n6 Fax e wmu.cscéa?temrg
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Finally, and possibly most concerning, is the most certain extreme reduction in PPR funding, currently
estimated to be 12% — 15% lower than fiscal year 2010-11. A 12% reduction will mean a revenue
reduction to CSCA of $213,000. This uncertainty alone makes it impossible for CSCA to guarantee its
ability to match the funding for our BEST Grant application request.

Thank you for your consideration of this reduction in matching moneys waiver for Colorado Springs
Charter Academy. Please contact me with any questions you may have.

Respectfully,

e Sl

Jill Gaebler
Board President
Colorado Springs Charter Academy
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Applicant Name: COLORADO SPRINGS CHARTER ACADEMY Sort Order #: 1.9

County: csl Applicant Priority # 1

Project Title: Site Grading to Improve Drainage

L] Addition LI Fire Alarm ] Roof Water Systems

L] Asbestos Abatement L] Lighting L1 school Replacement L] Window Replacement

] Boiler Replacement L] ADA LI security I New School

] Electrical Upgrade L] HvAC Facility Sitework I LandPurchase

[] Energy Savings L] Renovation Project Other Explain: Underground drainage system &
sump pump

General Background Information and Reasons for Pursuing a BEST Grant:

The CSCA gymnasium is a multi-purpose facility that is used for student gym classes, competitive sports programs, and other
academic events such as the annual Science Fair. This facility is heavily used by almost all of the elementary and middle school
students totaling approximately 375 users.

The classes and school-wide events have been negatively impacted by the flooding that takes place during the rainy season.
Approximately 70 to 80 gallons of water is typically extracted from nearly one half of the gym floor, which is approximately 1200
square feet affected of the 4200 square foot gym floor. During less invasive occurrences the floor is generally wet and slippery
around the northern wall edges and floor. Although CSCA gives immediate attention to extracting or mopping up any water due to
potential safety issues for students, this clean-up effort either delays classes or cancels them until the area is safe and secure to
allow occupants to utilize the gym floor.

In addition, there are mildew stains that reside from the constant rewetting along the edges of the walls at the floor line as water
seeps through the gap where the wall meets the concrete slab. Due to high water pressure underneath the slab, simply sealing this
joint is not enough to stop this water intrusion. This is of great concern to CSCA due to potential mold issues arising from these
chronic damp conditions during the rainy months. Hence, the immediate corrective action to resolve these safety and potential
health issues is first and foremost at CSCA.

Soliciting a professional analysis and permanent design solution by a licensed civil engineer was a critical first step in understanding
these issues. CSCA has completed this initial process and have included the engineering findings and recommendations as part of
this grant submission.

Issue: Other
Deficiencies Associated with this Issue:

Surface drainage along south side of building:

The concrete flatwork adjacent the doors appears very flat as does the asphalt. The curb adjacent the building has a carry gutter
which does not allow the runoff to move away from the building. The flatwork and asphalt should slope at a minimum of 2% away
from the building, and the curb should have a spill gutter.

Proposed Solution to Address the Deficiencies Listed Above:

Recommendations:

Re-grade the area to provide positive slope away from the doors by installing new concrete flatwork, new curb with a spill gutter,
new asphalt, and a concrete pan to direct the water surface runoff to the south of the building and away from any potential door
openings.

How Urgent is this Project:

This project would commence immediately after the project is awarded in August 2011. Project duration: September 6th - October
24th, 2011. This would allow the drainage to be completed and the flooding to be completely resolved in 2011. Future gymnasium
improvements could then be considered without fear of water damage to the floor and walls, avoid slip injury issues, mitigate any
impact to athletic department classes and programs, and alleviate any potential mold issues and health concerns.

What is the Cost Associated with this Issue:$ See detailed budget

Issue: Site Work
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Deficiencies Associated with this Issue:

Surface drainage along the north side of the building:
The grading in this area is insufficient to direct surface runoff away from the building.
The grading adjacent to a building should provide a minimum slope of 6” in 10 feet with 12” preferred.

Proposed Solution to Address the Deficiencies Listed Above:

Recommendations:
Re-grade the area to provide positive slope away from the building; modify the landscaping and irrigation system; install a group of
grated inlets and storm sewer to collect surface runoff and discharge into lower parking areas.

How Urgent is this Project:

This project would commence immediately after the project is awarded in August 2011. Project duration: September 6th - October
24th, 2011. This would allow the drainage to be completed and the flooding to be completely resolved in 2011. Future gymnasium
improvements could then be considered without fear of water damage to the floor and walls, avoid slip injury issues, mitigate any
impact to athletic department classes and programs, and alleviate any potential mold issues and health concerns.

What is the Cost Associated with this Issue:$ See detailed budget

Issue: Water Systems
Deficiencies Associated with this Issue:

Building foundation drain:

The original architectural plans did not require a foundation drain system. There appears to be a foundation drain installed after
construction on the north side of the building, but it does not extend deep enough to protect the lower level of the building.
Although the civil engineer did not observe any indications of groundwater at the site in February 2011, perched water can develop
after construction in utility or foundation excavations. The civil engineer noted that the building is susceptible to water intrusion
where the floor slab abuts the foundation wall without a drain system.

Proposed Solution to Address the Deficiencies Listed Above:

Recommendations:

The lower level of the building should be protected by a perimeter drain system. A prefabricated drainage board should be placed
against the foundation wall. The board should extend down to a trench with a 4” diameter perforated pipe surrounded by free
draining gravel. The pipe should slope at a minimum slope of 1% to a sump pit where the water can be discharge at the surface.
Ideally, the new sump should discharge into the concrete pan at the surface as explained in the deficiency statement regarding
surface drainage along the south side of the building. Clean-outs should be installed at each corner to permit periodic
maintenance. The installation of the drain system will cause significant disturbance to adjoining concrete, asphalt and
landscaping. The civil engineer recommends the complete replacement of the concrete flatwork along the east and west edges of
the building, and properly seal the joint between the building and flatwork. All disturbed asphalt areas from curb to curb should
be replaced to eliminate creating numerous construction joints where water can penetrate the asphalt sub-grade. Asphalt
performs best as a continuous mat. In addition, consideration should be given to install a structurally supported slab at the north
entry. There is a potential of some settlement in the backfill after the drain installation even with proper placement. The slab
could be tied to the building with dowels to prevent settlement at the door.

How Urgent is this Project:

This project would commence immediately after the project is awarded in August 2011. Project duration: September 6th - October
24th, 2011. This would allow the drainage to be completed and the flooding to be completely resolved in 2011. Future gymnasium
improvements could then be considered without fear of water damage to the floor and walls, avoid slip injury issues, mitigate any
impact to athletic department classes and programs, and alleviate any potential mold issues and health concerns.

What is the Cost Associated with this Issue:$ See detailed budget

How Does this Project Conform with the Construction Guidelines:

This specific project would bring CSCA into conformity with the Public School Construction Guidelines as outlined in 3.0 SECTION
ONE. This stipulates that, “Promote safe and healthy facilities that protect all building occupants against life safety and health
threats, are in conformance with all applicable Local, State and Federal,

codes, laws and regulations and provide accessible facilities for the handicapped and disabled as follows:

3.1. Sound building structural systems. Each building should be constructed and maintained with a sound structural foundation,
floor, wall and roof systems.”

Although the building is primarily constructed with sound structural systems, it is deficient in conforming to the health and safety
aspects for its occupants due to wet, slippery floors in particular areas from the water intrusion. In addition, interior areas where
the floor meets the wall are suffering from mildew and is a concern for potential mold issues and the health concerns that may
arise from these conditions.
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How Does the Applicant Plan to Maintain this Project if it is Awarded:

Preventative Maintenance Program:
This drainage system and the associated sump pump and pit will be maintained in the following procedure:

The entire drainage system loop will be installed with 4 clean-outs at each corner of the building. These will be opened and
inspected on a quarterly basis to determine if there is any obstruction or debris requiring removal. An outside building faucet and
hose will be used to run water through each clean-out to verify it is clear and running to the sump pit as designed. This will also
test the sump pump for proper operation and verify that the water is being discharged as designed into the surface concrete pan
for runoff. The sump motor will receive preventative maintenance as designated by the manufacturer’s maintenance
recommendations. The drainage system design is expected to have at least a 50 year life cycle on the drains and concrete sump
pit, if properly maintained. The sump pump may only have a 30 year life with scheduled preventative maintenance. CSCA prides
itself in our well maintained campus and has a computer generated preventative maintenance program for all critical infrastructure
and operating equipment. This new drainage system and all components would be included in this program to ensure that the
overall investment receives the highest of maintenance standards to preserve its life cycle. This capital construction infrastructure
project will be placed on the CSCA Capital Construction Renewal Plan with other life cycle replacement projects such as roof
systems, HVAC equipment, etc. Capital project allocations will be made to this budget to start accruing money for future
anticipated dates of replacement. In addition, other funding sources such as grants will be considered to supplement the general
capital renewal fund.

If This Application is for the Renovation, Reconstruction, Expansion, or Replacement of an Existing Public School Facility,
Describe the Condition of that Facility at the Time it was Purchased or Constructed and if the Facility Was Not Adequate as a
Public School at that Time, Provide the Rational for Purchasing or Constructing it in the Manner in Which You Did:

The CSCA gymnasium was built in 1975 and constructed with a poured in place concrete foundation, masonry walls, and brick
exterior cladding. Structurally, the building is in excellent condition and there are no signs of settling or cracking in the foundation
or walls. At the time of the building purchase in 2008, there we no known water intrusion issues reported. After 2008, there have
been increasing incidents of this flooding through the foundation. In addition, the quantity of water flooding the floor has also
dramatically increased. This is during months when rain occurs, typically April through October. This grant application will address
the root cause assessment of the water source, exactly where the water intrusion is c