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AGENDA
BUDGET COMMITTEE MEETING (Informal)
Preparation Meeting
March 19, 2019
6 p.m.
Support Services Center, 2575 Commercial Street SE, Salem, Oregon 97302
1.

CALL TO ORDER
a. Attendance

2.

LEGISLATIVE PROCESS/SCHOOL FUNDING UPDATE

3.

EQUITY QUESTIONS

4.

PERS

5.

TRANSPORTATION INFRASTRUCTURE

6.

CTE/MEASURE 98

7.

OFFICE OF BEHAVIORAL LEARNING (OBL)

8.

CLASS SIZE

9.

ADJOURNMENT

Handouts will be provided at the meeting.
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THE TIME IS NOW FOR

SALEM-KEIZER SCHOOL DISTRICT

With its share of the
$1 Billion School Improvement Fund, here’s how

Salem-Keizer School District

plans to improve student outcomes and opportunities:
Salem-Keizer School District’s
42,000 students are uniquely
diverse and complex, which we
embrace, but it also provides
learning challenges for
students.
Our kindergartners come to
school without the proficiency
in reading and math of their
peers across the state,
and many students exhibit
escalated behaviors as a result
of traumatic experiences.
We focus on both socialemotional learning and
academic achievement.
Student success depends
on having highly effective
educators in our classrooms

and adults building
relationships with students,
which, along with access to
rigorous and dynamic learning,
will close the achievement gap.
SKSD would receive
$34.5 million during the
2019-20 school year as
part of a $1 billion SIF.
As reference, that equates to
five additional school days and
approximately 200 teachers.
Investments would be
prioritized as follow:
Student Health and Safety:
Strengthen social-emotional
learning through additional
counselors, behavioral

supports, and mental health
services.
Class Size and Additional
Adults: Reduce adult-tostudent ratios in our K-2
classrooms by increasing
adult supports to maximize
relationships and add adults at
key transition points across the
system.
More Learning Time: Create
more early learning classrooms
for preschool students, offer
extended school year for
students who need additional
supports, and increase the
number of school days.
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Equity Questions
OVERVIEW: The following questions were proposed by budget committee members from the February 26, 2019,
budget committee meeting.
1. How will we allocate resources in HR for hiring and retaining a more diverse workforce?
We have prioritized resources for four years to this work. On page 95 in the 2018-19 Adopted Budget in Function
2690, there is $360,000 allocated to our grow-your-own efforts. This has included special education, bilingual
educators, and diversity pathways. These programs target existing non-licensed employees in their pursuit to
becoming licensed educators. In addition, there is a small amount of dollars that come out of the human
resources budget for summer earnings for bilingual scholars who are at Western Oregon University (WOU) in
the bilingual teaching program. Currently, there are approximately 40 bilingual scholars at WOU, with a few of
them graduating this spring.
Recent data shows we do a good job of hiring diversity in proportion to our candidate pool. As an equal
opportunity employer, this is important and suggests we are not missing significant opportunities. Thus, we are
focusing our efforts on increasing the number of applicants who better represent our student population. We
are doing this by partnering with universities to offer multiple pathway programs for teaching positions. We are
also continuing to partner with community agencies to support job fairs and meet-and-greet sessions with
communication and invitations going to prospective applicants of color. We have also increased the number of
opportunities for prospective applicants to meet current staff and hiring managers to help create personal
connections and further increase diversity in our applicant pools.
2. Will CBOC review their allocated funds for schools in the boundary?
The Community Bond Oversight Committee (CBOC) is charged with overseeing implementation of the bond
projects. The design team at each school site is charged with moving from the pre-bond conceptual design to
providing input into the final plan. During these meetings, issues may surface regarding the needs at the school.
If additional scope and dollars are needed, it goes through an approval process to the superintendent and, if
needed, through CBOC and the school board. There has already been an approved increase to scope as a result
of the boundary changes process for Miller, Houck, Eyre, Grant, and Kennedy.
3. If we receive fewer funds than anticipated in the governor's budget, how can we improve our outcomes for
our underserved populations?
We need to remain focused on equitable outcomes for our students. We can consider reallocation of resources
into higher leverage practices that improve outcomes for underserved populations. With declining resources,
this becomes a matter of prioritizing strategies and programs. It is especially difficult when base funding is
inadequate.
4. If we do receive the governor's funds for the school improvement fund, what would we target for our
underserved populations?
School improvement funds are targeted for expenditures in four areas: reduced class size, extended learning
time, student health and safety, and well-rounded learning. These areas align well with the needs of our
underserved populations, particularly in the areas of social-emotional learning and need for extended-day or
school-year opportunities (summer school, etc.). The superintendent continues to work to get input on the
prioritized needs from staff within the district in hopes of securing additional dollars through a School
Improvement Fund.

5. Outline of when changes were made? Why made?
The equity lens was adopted by the board on March 21, 2017. Initially it was to be included in the board Results
policies (May 2017); however, upon further review, the board took action to place the equity lens in Board
Governance policies as BG-2, putting it clearly in board policy (June 2017). At the September 12, 2017 board
meeting, the board approved a language change to state: “Ensure that the communities of our students who are
not achieving equitable desirable outcomes are included in deliberations as decisions are being considered.” The
word equitable was changed to desirable.
6. What have we done equity-wise compared to last year? Why?
Please provide more information on this question.
7. Answer some of the questions in "Equity Questions in Budgeting" slide (for proposed reductions or even
additions).
We are committed to using these questions both as we consider adds or reductions.
8. How will past inequity situations be corrected? Who will be responsible/accountable for making/correcting
the past inequity situations? How will inequities be prioritized if there are divergent opinions about the
problems and what needs to be corrected?
These are great questions and push us to examine our practices, which is the heart of equity work. It is typically
messy, uncomfortable, and complicated. As inequities are exposed, the district is working to collect input from
impacted groups to remedy issues. This is still a learning process and requires district leaders to continue to be
willing to interact with stakeholders in authentic dialogue around needs and barriers across the system. It is also
important to keep focused on equitable outcomes. While the process of equity work is messy and
uncomfortable, divergent viewpoints can come together and look closely at the data.
9. Who has the authority to call "foul" if a decision is not equitable?
It depends on when in the budgeting process this would occur. As the district is making budget decisions, cabinetlevel and executive team members have the authority to raise issues of equity. Once the budget is produced and
presented (in April/May), the budget committee meets regularly to analyze and provide feedback. In addition,
budget committee meetings are open to the public and typically have time for public comment.
10. How will data on inequity be determined? Collected? Shared?
We track disaggregated student achievement data regularly and share with the public and district leadership.
We also track data on hiring practices for licensed teachers, classified staff, and administrators. Behind the SKPS
Key Performance Indicators document, we disaggregate the data in order to ensure we are paying close attention
to each subgroup.
11. How do we address emerging issues such as suicide?
The Office of Behavioral Learning (OBL) is an excellent example of how the district can flexibly respond to
emerging needs. This is particularly evident in the areas of social-emotional learning, and specifically suicide. As
a response, the district prioritized restructuring programs and funds to move resources in 2017-18 in order to
mobilize supports to schools for students in need.

12. How is outside funding such as business support and fundraising by PTC/PTA groups accounted for when we
look at overall funding for each of our schools? How do we ensure those funds are shared equitably across the
district? How are we balancing these types of funds between schools that have little to no outside funding or
support with those that bring in significant funds/support?
The budget committee does not carry any responsibility or authority for funds earned or expended by parent
clubs or external agencies partnering with schools. Our business department provides guidance and
accountability for the kinds of expenditures made by those types of groups. Because those funds are raised
within one school community, they are expended within that same community; the district does not reallocate
or transfer funds between schools with these types of dollars. We do have many nonprofit organizations that
target our title schools specifically. This comes in the form of school supplies, food, and enrichment programs.
One example of both the district and the community partnering is with the music programs in the McKay feeder
area. A private nonprofit is focused on raising funds for private music lessons for students that will attend North
and McKay. Our music department has worked to provide additional district resources specifically to McKay. As
a result, we see a growing music program at McKay High School.
13. When it comes to our social and emotional growth programs, I understand and fully support the funding we've
set aside for our students who are struggling, but I'm wondering what part of the budget is set aside to monitor,
research, and intervene with supports for students who are exposed to violent, aggressive behaviors in the
classroom. What information do we have on the impact to students?
We have a multitude of universal behavioral and emotional supports for all students. These are the "green zone"
or Tier 1 supports. Some of these include school-wide Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports (PBIS)
programs, social-emotional curriculum for all students, and access to school counselors. We actually have little
empirical research on impact for students exposed to extreme behaviors, but anecdotally we do believe that it
can have a negative impact to the learning environment.
14. Title I elementary students going to non-title school - Title I balance; federal funds: I understand how a school
gains the Title 1 label and funding but I'm wondering how those funds move with that group of kids. I'll give an
example that was talked about in the boundaries conversation: South is not Title 1, but two of the middle
schools that feed into it are. So, upon entering high school, those kids lose out on those funds/supports simply
because of the way the boundaries are set. The 70% overall idea works in the elementary setting because it is
a much smaller group/area. Once you get to the high school level, the areas the students are coming from is
broad and you run the risk of losing funding. It would make more sense to have the federal funding follow the
student at the high school level instead of the school-wide method. Is there any way we can address this with
our federal grants?
Title I funding does not follow individual students; rather, the funds are allocated to support schools with more
dense populations of students in poverty. Title I responds to the system and school needs rather than responding
to the needs of an individual student. For example, a school with more students in poverty will likely have more
students coming to school less prepared academically. In response, Title I funds may be used to fund a literacy
specialist to provide additional, intensive support to groups of students who need additional instruction and
intervention to learn to read. In addition, in order to prioritize allocating as many funds out to schools as possible,
the percentages for schools qualifying for Title I varies by level (elementary, middle, and high). While the
boundary adjustments will increase the number of students in poverty at a few of our high schools, their total
percentages will remain significantly lower than the two comprehensive high schools in the district already
identified as Title I.
15. What do you perceive as the biggest equity obstacles this year?
Funding is always the big obstacle. It is hard to add equitable budgeting if the base or equal funding is not enough.
Our priorities need to be to continue culturally responsive teaching in every classroom (through professional
development), hiring diverse educators, and improving equitable outcomes across all of our subgroups.
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PERS – Oregon’s Public Employees Retirement System
OVERVIEW
PERS costs are of significance to the budget because they are the largest benefit cost, even surpassing health insurance.
PERS rates are set by the PERS board and based on the December valuation of odd years for the next biennium. The
rate increases are due to rising Unfunded Actuarial Liability (UAL), which is the shortfall in funds to cover what is
needed to pay current and future benefits. The PERS rates are stated as a percent, which is applied to all wages paid
to PERS employees.
Basics on Unfunded Liability:
• All school districts are aggregated in a single pool for purposes of actuarial modeling and rate calculations.
• PERS’ actuary completes a valuation on an annual basis, even-year valuations are advisory and odd-year
valuations set the rate for the next biennium.
• Unfunded Actuarial Liability (UAL) is the shortfall in funds to cover what is needed to pay current and future
benefits.
PERS UAL
• Statewide = ~$26.6 billion as of December 31, 2018
• District = $363.5 million as of December 31, 2017 valuation
PERS maintains three separate retirement programs:
The district pays either the Tier 1 and Tier 2 rate or the OPSRP rate for each PERS employee.
• Tier 1: employees hired prior to 1996
• Tier 2: employees hired between 1996 and August 29, 2003
• OPSRP: employees hired after August 29, 2003
PERS Rates
Tier 1 and Tier 2
OPSRP
Employee Pick-up
Debt Service (PERS Bonds)
PERS Rate Totals

2018-19
16.38%
11.05%
6.00%
9.03%
26.08% or 31.41%

2019-20
20.96%
15.51%
6.00%
9.03%
30.54% or 35.99%

The rate increase represents approximately $12 million in PERS costs for the SKPS General Fund in 2019-20. For every
dollar in wages, an additional 36 cents is needed to cover the PERS costs for a Tier 1 or Tier 2 employee.
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Transportation Infrastructure
Buses and Other Vehicles
The district fleet consists of two components: school buses and support vehicles (vans are included in both categories,
depending on use). Our bus fleet is one of the largest in the region, with 274 buses of various sizes (big and small) that
provide over 22,000 student rides daily. We operate a very large support fleet as well, with 208 support vehicles
including 36 trailers and one fire truck to support the CTE program at West Salem High School.
In 2017-18, our combined fleet traveled over 3.5 million miles and consumed over 540,000 gallons of fuel. Our big
buses average 11,140 miles per year and our small buses average 14,060 miles per year. Based on industry practices,
the target for replacement is 200,000 miles, with an additional threshold of 12 years of age for small buses and 15 years
of age for large buses. The Oregon Department of Education depreciation schedule is 70% over ten years.
There are 44 big buses and 93 small buses that currently exceed our targeted replacement schedule, with more added
each year. The average cost of a school bus ranges from $100,000 for small buses to $135,000 for big buses. The table
below shows the number and type of buses arranged by age with anticipated replacement costs:
School Bus Fleet:
Age Total # of Buses Big Small Replacement Costs
0-5
89
62
27
6-10
48
17
31
11-15
123
44
79
Big = $5.9 million Small = $7.9 million
15+
14
0
14
Small = $1.4 million
Total
274
123 151 $15.2 million
Support Fleet
Our experience over the last twenty-plus years confirms that, depending on the type of vehicle and its intended use,
20 years or 150,000 miles is an appropriate replacement target. There are 31 vehicles that exceed our targeted
replacement. The cost to replace a support vehicle varies between $30,000 and $120,000 depending on the type and
use. The table below shows the number and type of vehicle arranged by age with anticipated replacement costs:
Support Vehicles, Including Trailers:
Age # of Vehicles # of Trailers Replacement Costs
0-5
40
20
6-10
23
2
11-15
23
7
16-20
6
6
21-40
31
2
$1.5 million
Total
123
37
$1.5 million
Due to insufficient resources, the fleet replacement cycle has not been maintained. This has required us to replace
several buses due to mechanical reasons, such as transmission and/or engine failure. The failure rate is increasing each
year due to the increasing age of the fleet. We anticipate that approximately ten to twelve buses will fail in 2019-20.
The table below shows the number of buses that have failed and required replacement from 2016-17 to the current
year:
School Year
Buses failed

2016-17
6

2017-18
7

2018-19
8
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Career and Technical Education
OVERVIEW
SKPS has focused on the following strategic approaches to career and technical education:
• Provide Modern & Innovative Programs
• Clearly Communicate Career Paths
• Connect Students, Educators, & Industry
• Provide Current & Relevant Instruction
Career and Technical Education (CTE) programs, classes, and pathways are in all our six comprehensive high schools
plus Roberts HS and our Career Technical Education Center (CTEC). For more information, go to:
https://salkeiz.k12.or.us/blog/wp-content/uploads/2017/06/CTE_in_Salem-Keizer_2018-19.pdf
HIGH SCHOOL SUCCESS FUND (MEASURE 98)
In November of 2016, Oregon voters approved Measure 98, aimed at providing additional support for school districts
to increase graduation rates and help high school students improve readiness for college or career. In 2017, the High
School Success fund was established, and funds were provided to school districts for the start of the 2017-2018
school year. SKPS received $5.86 million for 2017-2018 and $6.1 million for 2018-2019. The High School Success fund
focuses increasing graduation rates by expanding efforts in three major areas: career and technical education,
dropout prevention, and college-level coursework.
SKPS created a plan to use this supplemental resource in the following ways:
Expand CTE programs in 8 locations (six comprehensive high schools, Roberts High School, and CTEC) affecting 13
programs, including three new programs:
•
•

CTEC program Expansion
o Phase 3: $1.005 million
o Phase 4: $1.525 million
Expansion at comprehensive high schools and Roberts HS: $1,297,112

Dropout prevention $833,619
Expanding credit recovery opportunities, summer transition programs for incoming ninth graders exhibiting at-risk
factors, and providing targeted community resource specialists. These include Connections Academy at Roberts High
School, Summer Transition Program support for all high schools, Community Resource Specialist in the Office of
Equity, and online curricula for credit recovery and drug and alcohol intervention. Establish ninth grade success
teams at all high schools. During 2018-2019, we were able to expand these opportunities with carryover dollars
through Data Teams, content-focused credit recovery prep buy-outs, Attendance SOS, extended tutoring, Senior
Blitz, Link Crew, counseling, and security staff.

Engagement of Eighth Graders: $912,182
• Legislature amended the original measure allowing districts to utilize these resources for eighth graders; we
have begun alignment work with eighth grade CTE programs/courses to high school programs and are
developing and implementing summer programs for eighth grade students (defined as all seventh graders
the day after school is out and during summer programs), similar to Summer Transition Program.
• Paxton Patterson Lab – Implemented at Walker in 2018; purchase and install of four or five more in spring
of 2019.
• Woods program at Parrish .67FTE, equipment and supplies, and facilities upgrades
Student Access to Accelerated Credit and College Level Courses: $114,455
Collaboration with Equal Opportunity Schools partners, and continued expansion of core content area teachers
offering college-level credit through Willamette Promise.
Data Analysis: $107,428
Some funds were used to support technology integration in all CTE programs being assigned specifically to the CTE
department.
PERKINS GRANT AND SECONDARY PATHWAY FUNDS
CTE Programs receive supplemental resources from two main sources: Carl Perkins Grant (federal grant ranging
$400,000 to $470,000 annually) and Secondary Pathway funds (state grants directly to programs totaling about
$275,640). Perkins funds have been a consistent resource for decades and are predicted to be relatively stable.
Meanwhile the Secondary Pathway funds have only been available for the past biennium and are unknown for the
future.
Highlights from this Work
Recent efforts to increase students’ readiness for careers have yielded some important results:
•

The number of students in CTE classes increased from 5,969 in 2015-2016, to 6,796 in 2016-2017, to 7,209
in 2017-2018.

•

Four-year Graduation Rates 2016-17:
o SKPS = 74%
o CTE Concentrators = 94% (took at least two semesters of CTE, at least one of which was required in
the program, during high school)

•

Four-year Graduation Rates 2017-18:
o SKPS = 79 %
o CTE Concentrators = 94% (took at least two semesters of CTE, at least one of which was required in
the program, during high school)
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Office of Behavioral Learning
OVERVIEW
The Office of Behavioral Learning (OBL) was created in 2017-18 in response to emergent student needs. This office has
developed a comprehensive district-wide framework to provide appropriate supports to students along a continuum
of social and behavioral needs. The framework is built upon the district’s commitment to Positive Behavioral
Interventions & Supports (PBIS) implementation. PBIS provides tools and strategies to all employees in a school setting
to manage student behavior through common vocabulary, consistent expectations, positive reinforcement, and
establishing strong relationships with students. Additional strategies in the behavioral framework provide increasing
levels of support and/or treatment to students (see below).
FINANCIAL HISTORY
The Superintendent’s 2018-19 Budget Message (April 2018) included 6.5 FTE in new positions for additional behavior
cadre support, as well as $47,000 in wages to adjust compensation packages for highly trained classified employees.
This was in addition to the approximately $2.4 million included in the 2017-18 general fund budget and supplemental
budget to create the Office of Behavioral Learning.
OBL Strategies
Preventative Strategies
School-wide PBIS implementation
Parent support groups
Social-emotional learning curriculum
Functional behavior assessments
Trauma-informed care

Reactive Strategies
Highly trained behavior cadre
De-escalation spaces in each school
Mental health therapists
De-escalation training and safety restraint
Self-contained classroom supports

Program Definitions:
Social-Emotional Learning Curriculum & PBIS: Core instruction, common vocabulary, and meaningful relationships to
develop schoolwide expectations and interventions for all students and all staff across all settings.
Behavior Specialists: School-based staff lead implementation of PBIS initiatives, provide small group support to
students, and lead prevention efforts through professional development and coaching.
STAT / SIRC / Social Workers / Mental Health Specialists: Collaborative teams to analyze student behavior and
provide recommendations for response, or direct services to students, as determined by the team.
Behavior Cadre: Classified staff who support students with significant behavioral needs in the regular classroom.
Self-Contained Classrooms (EGC or LifeSkills): Instructional settings designed for students with disabilities as
identified for placement on the individual IEP.
School Psychologists / SCIT: Multi-disciplinary group of district and community agencies working together to identify
appropriate school, district, and community-based supports for students/families.
Behavior Intervention Center: Program for students whose complex needs often result in serious health and safety
risks for staff/students. Once stable, students return to their home schools.

Office of Behavioral Learning Team Data
Social Worker - Total Number of Referrals
2017-2018
4.0 FTE

453

2018-2019 (through March 1)
7.0 FTE

615

Behavior Cadre Referrals
Cadre 2016-17 (Total)
Cadre 2017-18 (Total)
Cadre 2018-19 (through March 1)

187
276
225

Behavior Consultation Team Referrals
BCT 2016-17 (Total)
BCT 2017-18 (Total)

183
183

BCT 2018-19 (through March 1)

208

Intake Support Team Placement
Emotional Growth Center (EGC) 2017-18
EGC 2018-19 (through March 1)
Life Skills Center (LSC) 2017-18

61
50
48

LSC 2018-19 (through March 1)

21

Student Consultation Intervention Team (SCIT)
2017-18

38

2018-19 (through March 1)

20

Social Workers
Liaisons between students and families and external agencies
coordinate wrap-around supports and services. They assist
families with mental health referrals and other resources and
gather information regarding student histories and
social/emotional/behavioral needs for consultation with
school staff.

Behavior Cadre
33 classified staff are trained to provide supports for students
with behavioral needs in both general and self-contained
classrooms.

Behavior Consultation Team
Two school psychologists consult and coach school staff,
students, and families. They follow cases for an extended
period of time and often develop relationships with
students/families to develop comprehensive supports for
school teams and the family.
Intake Support Team
The team supports the move-in process for students
transitioning from residential, day treatment, or coming from
a more restrictive setting in another school district. They
facilitate the move-in process and identify the appropriate
program/school site for all of these students.
Student Consultation Intervention Team (SCIT)
This multi-disciplinary group of district and community
agencies works together to identify appropriate school,
district, and community-based supports for students/families.
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Class Size Report
OVERVIEW
This information reflects class size data as of second semester in the 2018-19 school year. As a point of reference, to
reduce the average class size by one student in K-3 classrooms, the cost is $2.3 million. Staff are allocated to Title
elementary schools at a lower student to teacher ratio than non-Title elementary schools.
Elementary Schools:
This data reflects general education homeroom classes only and does not include self-contained classrooms for special
education, or pullout classes such as music or PE.
Grades K-1
Grades 2-3
Grades 4-5
2018
2019
2018
2019
2018
2019
Total # of Elementary Classrooms
251
244
249
245.5
247
239.5
28–11%
62 – 25%
17–7%
13-5%
26-11%
48-20%
Classrooms with 30 or more students
130–52% 123.5-50% 129 – 52%
119–47%
105.5-43%
128-53%
Classrooms with 25-29 students
91–37%
56 – 23%
115–46%
125.5-51%
96-39%
63.5-26%
Classrooms with 24 or fewer students
Middle Schools:
This summary data reflects enrollment for semester 1 of the 2018-19 school year.
Average class size in grades 6-8
2017-18
2018-19
Language Arts
28
29
Mathematics
28
29
Social Studies
28
30
Science
29
30
Electives
33
33
Reading Support
19
20
Math Support
21
20
High Schools:
This summary data reflects enrollment for semester 1 of the 2018-19 school year.
Average class size in grades 9-12
2017-18
2018-19
Language Arts
29.74
28.06
Mathematics
28.37
27.43
Social Studies
35.52
29.67
Science
31.78
28.96
Electives
32.36
28.31
Reading Support
28.12
17
Math Support
25.5
17.55

