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TSD401 FAC ILIMES C APACITY REVIEW

FA CILITTIES REVIEW
* Review 2012 Capacities Study
« 2016 Capacities

CONSTRUC TION DELIVERY MEIHO DS
e De sign/ Bid/ Build
* De sign/Build
« CMA
s CMGC




PIANNING STANDARDS

DEIERMINING CAPACIIY OFYOUR FACIIITIES
eldaho DeptofEd doesnothave a standand

e ldaho Division of Building Safety doesnothave a standard

e mhtemational Building Code
e Classtoom Areas 20sf/occ
e Shopsand OtherVoc. Rooms50sf/occ

e htemationalMechanicalCode

eOccupants<or=9 yrs: 40sf/occ
eOccupants> 9 yrs: 28sf/occ

e OtherState Standards

e NationalData



PIANNING STANDARDS

03.2012 CAPACIIY REVIEW

DEIERMINING CAPACIIY OF YO UR FACIIITIES
OtherState Standards
* North Dakota Department of lnstruc tion
* Wyoming Sc hoolFacilities Department
e California Departmentof Education

e Texas Education Agency
e Universal Child Care Licensing Standards

 NationalData
e SchoolPlanning and Management
e AnnualSchoolConstruction Report




PIANNING STANDARDS

03.2012 CAPACIIY REVIEW

DEIERMINING CAPACIIY OF YO UR FACIIITIES
e Klementary Schools

e Classmoms=35sf/locc
e School=129 sf/focc

e Middle Schools
e Classmoms =37 sf/focc x0.85 Utihza tion Rate
e School=138 sf/ocec

e High Schools
e Classmoms =40 sf/focc x 0.8 Utiization Rate
e School=165sf/ocec



PIANNING STANDARDS
STATE O FIDAHO REC O MMENDATO NSFOR ACREAGEOFSCHO O LFAC ILITES

DEIERMINING THE CAPACTIIES O F YO UR SITES
* Ele mentary
e Minimum of5 acres

e Additionalacre foreach 100 pupils

e JuniorHigh Schools
elOacresforenmlmentsto 300
el5acresforenmlmentsto 500
e20acres+ 1acre foreach 100 pupisforenrmIments> 500

e Senior High Schools
e20 acresforenmlmentsto 400
e25 acresforenmwlmentsto 800
e30acres+ 1lacresforeach 100 pupils forenr Ilments > 800



PIANNING STANDARDS

05.2012 - TSD401 Fac ility Servic e Life

Expected Service life of Facilities Years
Ma so nry 77
Wood *51
Concrete *87
Steel 77
Portable Struc tures 25

*Survey on Actual Service Livesof North Amerc an Building s 2004
**Capital AssetsofIocalGovemments Suggested Use ful Live s



TSD401 FAC ILIMES C APACITY REVIEW

03.2012 STUDY REVIEW

Teton High School/Vo-Ag

Building Data

Ttal Building Square Footage (IBSF) 90,000
NumberofClassooms 29
TtalClassmom Square Footage (TCSF) 29,512
Actual Student Body (2012) 413
Capacity

Widely Accepted Standard Method [TCSF/ (40 sf/occ.) x 0.8 Utiliza tion Rate ] 590
2011 National Median Method [TBSF (165 sf/occ.)] 545

Capacity Range of545-590 Stud e nts 70-76%




TSD401 FAC ILIMES C APACITY REVIEW

03.2012 STUDY REVIEW

Teton Middle School
Building Data

Ttal Building Square Footage (IBSF) 61,773*
NumberofClassrooms e
TtalClassmom Square Footage (TCSF) 19,512
Actual Student Body (2012) 381
Capacity

Widely Accepted Standard Method [TCSEF (37 sf/occ.) x 0.85 Utiliza tion Rate ] 448
2011 National Median Method [TBSF (138 sf/occ.)] 447

Capacity Range 0f447-448 Stud e nts

*Hgures deviate from District provided figures




TSD401 FAC ILIMES C APACITY REVIEW

03.2012 STUDY REVIEW

Rendezvous UpperEementary School

Building Data

Ttal Building Square Footage (1IBSF) 26,036
NumberofClassrooms 13
TtalClassmom Square Footage (TCSF) 9,083
Actual Student Body (2012) 256
Capacity

Widely Accepted Standard Method [TCSF/ (35 sf/occ.)] 259
2011 National Median Method [TBSF/ (129 sf/occ.)] 201

Capacity Range of201-259 Stud e nts 99-127%



TSD401 FAC ILIMES C APACITY REVIEW

03.2012 STUDY REVIEW

Driggs Elementary School/Basin High School

Building Data

Ttal Building Square Footage (1IBSF) 46,538*
NumberofClassrooms D
TtalClassmom Square Footage (TCSF) 13,781*
Actual Student Body (2012) 280
Capacity

Widely Accepted Standard Method [TCSF/ (35 sf/occ.)] 393
2011 National Median Method [TBSF/ (129 sf/occ.)] 360

Capacity Range 0f360-393 Stud e nts 71-78%

*Hgures include maintenance square footage and second floorclassrooms



TSD401 FAC ILIMES C APACITY REVIEW

03.2012 STUDY REVIEW

Driggs Elementary School

Building Data

Ttal Building Square Footage (IBSF) 34,368*
NumberofClassrooms 18%
TtalClassmom Square Footage (TCSF) 13,781%*
Actual Student Body (2012) 250
Capacity

Widely Accepted Standard Method [TCSF/ (35 sf/occ.)] 269
2011 National Median Method [TBSF (129 sf/focc.)] 266*

Capacity Range of 266-269 Stud e nts 93-94%

*Hgures modified to exclude space notutilized by Driggs Elementary




TSD401 FAC ILIMES C APACITY REVIEW

03.2012 STUDY REVIEW

Victor Elementary School

Building Data

Ttal Building Square Footage (IBSF) 22,382
NumberofClassrooms 9
TtalClassmom Square Footage (TCSF) 6,703
Actual Student Body (2012) 187
Capacity

Widely Accepted Standard Method [TCSF/ (35 sf/occ.)] 191
2011 National Median Method [TBSF (129 sf/occ.)] 173

Capacity Range of 173-191Stud e nts 98-108%




TSD401 FAC ILIMES C APACITY REVIEW

03.2012 STUDY REVIEW

Tetonia Elementary School
Building Data

Ttal Building Square Footage (IBSF) 15,158
NumberofClassrooms 8
TtalClassmom Square Footage (TCSF) 4,300
Actual Student Body (2012) 86
Capacity

Widely Accepted Standard Method [TCSF/ (35 sf/occ.)] 122
2011 National Median Method [TBSF (129 sf/occ.)] 117

Capacity Range of 117-122 Stud e nts 70-74%




TSD401 FAC ILIMES C APACITY REVIEW

03.2012 STUDY REVIEW

03.2012 - TSD401 Facilities Capac itie s s

Fa cility Student Max. Capacity % of Max. Age of % of
Body Range Capacity Fa cility Servic e lLife

Teton High School 413 545-590 70-76% 1998 18%
Teton Middle School 381 447-448 85% 2009 4%

Rendezvous Elementary School 256 201-259 99-127% 1958 110%
Driggs Ele mentary/Basin High School 280 360-393 71-78% 1952/ 72 81%
Driggs Elementary School 250 266-269 93-94% 1952/72 81%
Victor lementary School 187 173-191 98-108% 1948 95%

Tetonia Elementary School 86 117-122 70-74% 1953 79%



TSD401 FAC ILIMES C APACITY REVIEW

1032016 - T8D401 Facilities Capacities | | | |

Fa cility Student Stud e nt Capacity % of % of Age of % of % of
Body Body Range Capacity Capacity Fa c ility Service Service
2012 2016 2012 2016 Life Life
2012 2016
THS 413 490 545-590 70-76% 83-90% 1998 18% 23%
™S 381 407 447-448 85% 91% 2009 4% 9%
RUES 256 262 201-259 99-127% 101-130% 1958 110% 118%
DES BHS 280 377 360-393 71-78% 96-104% 1952/72 81% 86%
DES 250 317 266-269 93-94% 117-119% 1952/72 81% 86%
VES 187 189 173-191 98-108% 99-109% 1948 95% 100%
TES 86 100 117-122 70-74% 82-85% 1953 79% 84%



TSD401 FAC ILIMES C APACITY REVIEW

03.2012 STUDY REVIEW

03.2012 - TSD401 Site Capacities

Fa cility Acres Sta te % of Capacity
Recommendation

Teton High School 40 25 acres 63%

Teton Middle School 40 15 acres 37%

Rendezvous UpperEementary School 6.58 7.62 acres 116%

Driggs Ele mentary/Basin High School 8 8.17 acres 102%

Victor Elementary School 2.5 6.89 acres 276%

Tetonia Elementary School 4 6acres 150%



TSD401 FAC ILIMES C APACITY REVIEW

03.2012 STUDY REVIEW

WHATS WRONG WITH OVERCROWDING?

e Overcrowding is sharmply Iinked with...
elowerachievement
e students paying less attention
emore violence

espread ofilness



TSD401 FAC ILIMES C APACITY REVIEW

03.2012 STUDY REVIEW

HOW DO WEDEALWIIH O VERCROWDING?
* Do nothing.

e Fllthe playgrmound and parking areas with
“temporary” facilties;

e Convert gymnasiums, stages, ibranes, computer
labs, specialeducation moms, teachers work
rooms, and storage areasinto classrooms;

e Attemptto move studentselse where (bus them);
e Adoptnew schedules(multi-trac k/yearrmund);
and/or

* Expand and/orreplace facilties.



TSD401 FAC ILIMES C APACITY REVIEW

SCHO O LPIANNING & MANAG EMENT
20™ ANNUALSC HO O LC ONSIRUC TIO N REPO RTFEBRUARY 2015

GRAPH A: MEDIAN COST PER SQ. FT., 1995-2014
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TSD401 FAC ILIMES C APACITY REVIEW

SCHO O LPIANNING & MANAG EMENT
20™ ANNUALSC HO O LC ONSIRUC TIO N REPO RTFEBRUARY 2015

GRAPH B: MEDIAN COST PER STUDENT, 1995-2014
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TSD401 FAC ILIMES C APACITY REVIEW

SCHO O LPIANNING & MANAG EMENT
20™ ANNUALSC HO O LC ONSIRUC TIO N REPO RTFEBRUARY 2015

MEDIAN SQ. FT. PER STUDENT, 1995-2014
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TSD401 C O NSIRUC TIO N DELIVERY METHO DS

DESIG N- BID- BUIID
PROS

*Taditionalmethod most widely used

*Theoretically, the lowest possible price

e Tmnsparent procurement

CONS

e Little controloverwho bidsand buildsthe project

* No input from Contractoron documentspriorto bidding

*No controlofconstruction cost priorto bidding

Owner fe “ Architect
Contractor

Subcontractors



TSD401 C O NSIRUC TIO N DELIVERY METHO DS

DESIG N-BUIID
PROS

* Single source ofresponsibility

*AllowsContractorand Architectto workasa team

e Establisheseary and accurate costestimates

CONS

* Kliminateschecksand balancesbetween Architectand Contractor

*The Project willbe onlyasgood asthe proposalcrntera given to the DBteam
*Contractorhasthe finalword on Aesthetics

eContractorcontmwlsthe flow of communic ation

Owner

Contractor : { Architect

Subcontractors



TSD401 C O NSIRUC TIO N DELIVERY METHO DS

CONSTRUCTION MANAGER (CM) CONSIRUCTION MANAGERAGENCY (CMA)
PROS

* Construc tion Managerchosen through pre-qualific ation

eCan help establish preliminary costsbut with no guarantees

* Allowsforvalue engineerng throughout design

CONS

e Construction Managerdoesnotbond the project

* No single source ofresponsibility

*Ownerholds multiple contracts (Heavy Ownerinvolve me nt thro ug ho ut)

*Cancreate fingerpointing between prime contractors

Construction Manager : Owner . - Architect

Multiple Prime Contractors



TSD401 C O NSIRUC TIO N DELIVERY METHO DS

CONSTRUCTION MANAGER GENERALCONTRACTOR (CMGCO)
CONSIRUCTION MANA G FRATRISK (CMAR)

PROS

*Ownermaintainstraditionalcontroloverpmwjectdesign and quality
eIncreasesopportunity to use locallaborforce

*Developseardyand accurate sc heduling

*Developseardyand accurate costs

*Ownerhasguaranteed costpriorto bidding (no surprise s)

* Maintainschecksand balancesbetween Architectand Contractor
CONS

eCanresultin nflated costs

Owner fe . Architect

Construction Manager
at Risk

Subcontractors
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