Economic Adjustment Committee 23 October 2007
Education Growth Site Visit to Fort Riley, KS




BACKGROUND

PURPOSE: This effort will seek to better understand the impacts of growth at selected
Army installations on local educational agencies (LEAs, more commonly referred to as
school districts). The purpose of this trip is to provide program stakeholders with on-the-
ground knowledge of issues surrounding mission growth, improve communications
among all partners, and identify any gaps/lags in capacities. The stakeholders include the
U.S. Department of Education (ED), the Department of the Army (Army), the Office of
the Secretary of Defense, states, local communities, and LEAs.

During this site visit, you will meet with representatives from each of these stakeholders;
discuss issues with the installation commander or their representative; discuss issues with
the affected LEAs and community leaders; and tour a local school.

BACKGROUND: The Office of Economic Adjustment (OEA), part of the Department
of Defense, is sponsoring this trip through its role as staff for the Economic Adjustment
Committee, which consists of 22 Federal agencies with roles in economic adjustment.

LEAs near growing installations may face challenges, particularly in accurately
projecting and funding requirements for new school construction or expansion. Congress
has expressed concerns, in hearings and in recently published reports, about community
plans and capacities to build new infrastructure, including new classrooms, to
accommodate growing installations.

Representatives from ED, Army, DoD Education Partnership Directorate, and OEA
conducted a technical visit to the Fort Riley community on September 20, 2007 to
establish the foundation for your visit. This Senior Leadership trip to Fort Riley is the
second of four initial trips. The first Senior Leadership trip to Fort Drum was completed
on October 16, 2007. The next two Senior Leadership trips are planned for:

e Fort Bliss, Texas; October 29, 2007
e Fort Benning, Georgia; the week of November 26-30 (exact date pending)



Site Visit Schedule for Fort Riley

Monday, 22 October 2007
Time Event Location

2:.00 PM Depart Fort Belvoir

6:00 PM Arrive Manhattan, Kansas

6:30 PM Arrive Courtyard by Marriott Junction City

7:00 PM Informal Dinner and Senior Leadership
Discussion

Tuesday, 23 October 2007
Time Event Location

6:30 AM- 6:45 AM Light Breakfast Hotel

6:45 AM- 7:00 AM Prep Briefing from Senior Leadership support | Hotel Lobby
Team

7:00 AM- 7:15 AM Depart hotel for Fort Riley

7:15 AM-7:45 AM Informal discussion with installation, Riley’'s
community, and LEA leaders

7:45 AM- 8:00 AM Senior Leaders meet with Commanding Riley’s
General

8:00 AM- 8:15 AM Welcoming statements from installation and Riley’s
community leaders; Brief Introductions

8:15 AM- 8:30 AM Statement(s) from Senior Leadership Team Riley’s
about site visit purpose, method and goals

8:30 AM- 9:45 AM LEA Briefing to Senior Leadership; Discussion | Riley’s
session

9:45 AM- 10:00 AM Morning Break Riley’s

10:00 AM- 10:15 PM | In transit to School

10:15 PM- 11:30 PM | School tour and roundtable discussion with Custer Hill
LEA leader, principal, teacher, military parents | Elementary

11:30 PM- 11:45 PM | In transit to Fort Riley; break Riley’s

11:45 PM-12:15 PM | Lunch Riley’s

12:15 PM- 1:15 PM Installation briefing on planned growth; Riley’'s
community and LEAs invited; Discussion
session

1:15 PM- 1:30 PM Afternoon Break Riley’s

1:30 PM- 2:15 PM Tour of installation, Senior Leadership and
Staff (by bus)

2:15 PM- 2:45 PM Adjourn and prepare to depart Riley’'s

2:45 PM- 3:00 PM

Depart Manhattan, Kansas for Fort Belvoir

9:00 PM- 10:00 PM

Arrive Fort Belvoir ~ 10:00 p.m. EDT




Economic Adjustment Committee
Education Growth Senior Leadership Visit
to
Fort Riley, Kansas

October 23, 2007

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Representatives of the Economic Adjustment Committee (EAC) met with leaders
from Fort Riley and the surrounding communities on October 23, 2007, to increase
understanding about the impacts of growth at Fort Riley on local schools. The EAC
operates under the authority of Executive Order 12788, January 15, 1992, as amended,
and coordinates federal interagency and intergovernmental assistance to help
communities respond to economic impacts caused by significant Defense program
changes.

The Senior Leaders represented the Department of Education, Army
Headquarters, Office of the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Military Community
and Family Policy, and the Office of Economic Adjustment. Local participants
represented Geary and Manhattan-Ogden Unified School Districts, and the cities of
Junction City and Manhattan, Kansas. A complete list of participants is provided at
Attachment 1.

Key discussion points that emerged from the Senior Leadership visit are as
follows:

e The Lieutenant Governor formed a Task Force on Fort Riley in 2003. A sub-Task
Force was formed of the superintendents of 16 nearby school districts. The
superintendents meet monthly to discuss education issues related to growth at Fort
Riley, with a focus on quality education for military students.

e There is strong cooperation between Fort Riley, the communities, and the nearby
school districts. They collaborate on a wide variety of issues, including
projections for future enrollment.

e Projections of school-aged children from the Army are a starting point for
enrollment projections used by the local school districts. However, the local
districts adjust the Army projections on the basis of their own experience. For
example, local school districts assume that 30 percent of the children of deployed
parents will not attend local schools, and that 5 percent of the gross number of
projected school aged children will not attend local schools due to unforeseen
circumstances, such as family emergencies.



e Even in light of efforts to maximize the number of classrooms that could be
created in existing schools, recently completed new school construction, and
construction now underway, the school districts around Fort Riley will be
challenged to meet all anticipated school growth in permanent facilities.

e The local school districts and the State of Kansas have acted to address school
construction needs. They view requesting federal assistance as a last step that
they have now reached.

e The State of Kansas authorizes a second count of military students each February
to count those who arrive after the first count in September. This helps the nearby
school districts obtain additional funding based a more accurate count of their
enrollments.

e The mobility of military dependents and deployments create challenges that the
schools with large numbers of military dependents address on a routine basis.

e There is a shortage of child care spaces in the region. This shortage is being
addressed by a Fort Riley Accommodation Task Force in a manner similar to the
16 Superintendent coalition.

MEETING SUMMARY

Growth of the number of military personnel and Department of Defense (DoD)
civilian employees at many Army bases around the nation will present a variety of
growth-related challenges for local communities. The impact on local schools is part of
the challenge. Federal and state partners, communities, installations and local
educational agencies (LEAs) must develop and implement plans for the infrastructure and
operating resources that will be required due to the arrival of hundreds or thousands of
new military dependent school-aged children over the next several years.

The Economic Adjustment Committee, defined in Executive Order 12788, as
amended, conducted a Senior Leadership visit to the Fort Riley community on October
23, 2007. The purpose of the Senior Leadership visit was to provide program
stakeholders with on-the-ground knowledge of issues surrounding military mission
growth, improve communications among all partners, identify any gaps or lags in school
capacities, and to establish the foundation for a subsequent consideration of education
issues related to mission growth by the entire EAC.

The EAC participants represented the Department of Education, Army
Headquarters, Office of the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Military Community
and Family Policy, and the Office of Economic Adjustment. Local participants
represented Fort Riley, the Geary and Manhattan-Ogden Unified School Districts, and the
cities of Junction City and Manhattan, Kansas.



Meetings for the Senior Leadership visit were held at the Riley’s conference
complex on Fort Riley. The Senior Leadership also met with military parents, teachers,
and administrators at Custer Hill Elementary School, which is located on Fort Riley.

Welcoming Statements

MG Robert Durbin, Commanding General, 1 Infantry Division and Fort Riley,
convened the meeting and welcomed the participants. He discussed the importance of
providing quality education. He stated that the Army may need to provide the funding
needed to maintain quality education before growing student populations actually arrive,
rather than after their arrival. The Fort Riley Garrison Overview Brief is enclosed as
Attachment 2.

Mr. Patrick O’Brien, OEA Director, thanked the installation and the community.
He stated that the purpose of the Senior Leadership site visit was to observe how Fort
Riley and the surrounding community absorbed mission growth impacts on K-12
education, and to share the lessons learned with other installation communities, and with
the EAC member agencies in Washington. He highlighted the importance of identifying
innovative solutions to address gaps and lags in the resources required to manage growth.
He emphasized that the site visit was not connected to the Army’s pending decisions on
where to station additional units under its “Grow the Army” initiative.

The other members of the Senior Leadership also give brief introductory remarks.
The Senior Leadership team was comprised of the following individuals:

e Mr. Michell Clark (Assistant Secretary of Education for Management and Chief
Human Capital Officer)

e Ms. Elizabeth Dial (Special Assistant to the President for Intergovernmental
Affairs)

e Mr. Geoffrey Prosch (Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army for
Installations and Environment)

e Ms. Leslie Arsht (Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Military Community
and Family Policy)

e Ms. Barbara Sisson (Director, Installation Services, Office of the Assistant Chief
of Staff for Installation Management)

Catherine Schagh, Director of Impact Aid Programs at the U.S. Department of
Education, also gave brief opening remarks on behalf of the Office of Elementary and
Secondary Education.

Local Educational Agency Briefing To Senior Leadership and Discussion

Mr. Ronald Walker, Superintendent of the Geary County Unified School District,
delivered a presentation on behalf of the affected local educational agencies (LEAS) that
discussed the impact of planned growth at Fort Riley. The following key points were
discussed during the presentation:



Mr. Walker stated that the Lieutenant Governor of Kansas started a Task Force on
Fort Riley in December 2003 to help prepare the state and community for the
2005 round of base realignment and closure (BRAC 05). The Task Force
addresses education, transportation, work force, housing and childcare. The Fort
Riley Superintendent’s Task Force was formed as a sub-Task Force, with 16
LEAs represented.

Mr. Walker stated that the Fort Riley Area Superintendent’s Task Force addresses
issues of space, operations, teacher credentials, diversity, and family transitions.
It meets monthly and its primary agenda item is quality education for military
dependents.

Most LEASs in the area have been experiencing declining school enrollment;
increases due to growth at Fort Riley run counter to trends in the community.

Mr. Walker said that Geary County conducted a facilities study to maximize the
number of classrooms that could be created within its existing facilities — an
additional 450 spaces. Even with the resulting new classrooms, however, more
space was required. In response, voters passed a $33 million bond issue to build a
new elementary school and new middle school in response to growth at Fort
Riley. It was the first such bond passed in Geary County since 1955. The State
of Kansas has provided $6 million more to accommodate growth.

Mr. Walker said that even with these additions, adequate classroom space remains
a challenge, with the need to maintain appropriate class sizes a driving force.

Mr. Walker stated that some federal grant programs are one-time efforts that do
not allow recipients to re-apply. These one-time infusions of funding are helpful,
but not as much as sustained support.

Mr. Walker said that Abilene Schools added new classroom space to its schools to
accommodate about 100 new military dependent students. He also said that
Manhattan passed a special sales tax to support school operating costs, and that an
elementary school has been reopened. He said that Junction City opened a new
elementary school in August 2007 and plans to open a new middle school in
January 2008. He said that it takes about 4 years from inception to the opening of
a new school.

Mr. Walker stated that a recently passed law in the State of Kansas permits
schools to perform a second count of military students each February. The second
count allows the school districts to receive the appropriate level of reimbursement
for military students who arrive in school after the first count conducted in
September.



Mr. Walker said that block leave for returning military parents can conflict with
requirements under No Child Left Behind standards that require 90 to 95 percent
attendance.

Mr. Walker noted that the number of children with special education needs can
pose a challenge. He stated that while 25 to 30 may be enrolled any one time,
over the course of the year 60 to 75 different students with special education
needs may come and go as their military parents either transfer to different
installations or are deployed. This means that schools must prepare 60 to 75
individual special education plans per year, rather than 25 to 30, increasing the
workload on teachers and administrators compared to those without military
dependents.

Mr. Walker said that uncertainty in projecting enrollments for the next school
year presents challenges for recruiting new teachers. LEAs typically recruit
teachers many months in advance of the opening of the following school year, and
the uncertainty can create problems of hiring too many or too few teachers. Both
can cause management and budget problems for the LEAs. Fort Riley works
closely with the LEAS to derive the best estimates possible in light of the
uncertainty.

COL Piscal stated that when new infantry units reset, they typically bring in
soldiers in lower ranks with younger children.

In response to a question from Mr. O’Brien on projecting school enroliments
during deployments, Mr. Walker said that “like clockwork,” about 30 percent of
military families take their children out of local schools when the military parent
is deployed. He also said that another 5 percent are lost due to intangibles, such
as family emergencies. He highlighted the central importance of tracking housing
development, as children generally attend the local school. Mr. Walker stated that
the Geary County school projections are generally close to the actual when
realized, usually within 100 students across the county. (Last year the County
projection differed from the actual by only 1 student.)

He also said that a local shortage of child care providers is an important issue,
with an estimated unmet demand of 2,000 places in the region. Geary County is
in the process of adding a new day care facility (at a cost of $2 million) to meet
military needs.

Mr. Walker stated that the local LEAs have worked alone, with each other, and
with the State of Kansas. The last step would be requesting assistance from the
federal government, and they have reached that step.

Mr. Walker discussed the outreach that LEAs have conducted, such as traveling to
Germany, to meet with families that will be relocating to Fort Riley. The Fort



Riley LEA presentation is enclosed as Attachment 3.

In response to a question on Impact Aid distribution in Kansas, Ms. Schagh stated
that the State of Kansas may decrease its financial support to LEAS in recognition
of their receipt of federal Impact Aid.

In a response to a question from Mr. O’Brien on the availability of resources to
support local modeling and projections, Mr. Armbrust stated that resources that
could be applied to studies and analysis for the development of a regional
approach would be helpful.

The Senior Leaders thanked the group for their contributions for the meeting and

the morning session adjourned.

Custer Hill Elementary School

The Senior Leaders traveled by bus to Custer Hill Elementary School. After a

short tour of the school, a discussion was held with military parents, teachers, and
administrators. The following issues were discussed:

The principal of Fort Riley Middle School stated that the district is implementing
software called “Infinite Campus” for parents, whether deployed or at Fort Riley,
to check on students’ progress.

A parent stated that the school has been supportive as it worked with them and
their children when the military family member was deployed. A teacher noted
that half of the 3" grade class has a deployed parent.

Teachers commented on the challenges of having students gone for two or three
weeks when their parents return from deployment and take block leave. Some
resources are available on line to help students complete the work they are
missing, but this is not a complete solution.

Parents noted the helpful contributions made by Family Readiness Groups.

The group discussed the possibility of using modular buildings to alleviate
potential overcrowding in permanent facilities. It was noted that permanent
facilities are always preferred over modular buildings, but that additional space
may be needed to maintain adequate class sizes.

In response to a question from Ms. Arsht on program effectiveness, it was stated
that some aid programs support after school tutoring, but that it is sometimes hard
to keep children after school, and that flexibility to provide the tutoring during the
school day would be useful.



Fort Riley Installation and New Geary County Middle School Tour

The Senior Leaders saw a large amount of new construction, from operational
facilities to housing, on Fort Riley. Mr. Walker also provided a tour of the new middle
school under construction in Geary County.

Adjournment

After completing the installation tour, the Senior Leaders adjourned.

Information Requested by the Senior Leadership

Information Requested Description

Fees (Mr. O’Brien) 1. A one-page description of student user fees, the
collection encumbrances commonly associated
with new incoming families and how this impacts
school districts.

Projecting enrollment (Mr. 1. A one page description of the installation and
O’Brien) school districts’ formula projections process (e.g.
working the “magic” — the difference in ASIP

projections vs. installation/LEA actuals).
2. A one page description on the negotiations and
build process for the new elementary and middle

schools.
State of Kansas funding for 1. A one page description that depicts the state’s
school construction bond second count for Impact Aid.
payments (Mr. O’Brien) 2. A one page description of the state’s 55% equity

bond re-payment program.

Attachments
Attachment 1: List of Attendees

Additional Information Received after Senior Leadership Visit

Attachment 2: Fort Riley Garrison Overview Brief

Attachment 3: Fort Riley LEA Presentation

Attachment 4: Memorandum

Attachment 5: Memorandum on Second Count data

Attachment 6: Memorandum on intangible factors when predicting future student
enrollment for USD 475

Attachment 7: Memorandum on additional support to meet the addition of military
troops




Attachment 8: Description of fees charged to students

Attachment 9: Information on the negotiations and build process for the new elementary
and middle school

Attachment 10: A brief description of the equity bond repayment program



Name

Leslye Arsht

Geoff Prosch
Barbara Sisson
Elizabeth Dial
Michell Clark
Patrick O’Brien

MG Robert E. Durbin
COL Richard G. Piscal
Linda S. Hoeffner
COL Dawn Smith
Larry Dixon

Mary Stauffer

Bob Shannon

Bevin Landrum
Lana Oleen

Brian Beauregard
COL Valerie Ratliff
Christie P. Smith
Catherine Schagh
Susan Johnson
Chuck Clymer
COL David Jones
Gary Willis

Garry E. Gontz
Paul Oskvarek
John Montgomery
John Armbrust
Michael Berger
Roberto Ramos

Attachment 1: Senior Leadership Site Visit to Fort Riley, Kansas

Office

Deputy Undersecretary of Defense for Military Communities & Family Policy

Phone

Assistant Secretary of the Army (Installations and Environment)

Director, Installation Services, OACSIM
White House Intergovernmental Affairs

Assistant Secretary, Department of Education

Director, OEA

CG, 1™ Infantry Division and Fort Riley
Garrison Commander, Fort Riley
Deputy to the Garrison Commander
CO, Irwin Army Community Hospital
Supt., USD 475

USD 475

Manhattan Odgen USD 383
Manhattan Area Chamber of Commerce
Governor’s Military Council

Picerne Military Housing

Office of Mil. Comm.; Family Policy
OACSIM

Director, Impact Aid Program

DoD Education Activity

Family and Morale Welfare Command
OEA

OEA

OEA

OEA

CASA Emeritus

Governor’s Military Council

Booz Allen Hamilton

Booz Allen Hamilton

(703) 601-7490
(202) 482-8017
(202) 260-7337
(703) 604-5114
(785) 239-3516
(785) 239-2092
(785) 239-2092
(785) 239-7101
(785) 717-4714
(785) 717-4020
(785) 587-2000
(785) 776-8829 ext. 228
(785) 341-3623
(785) 717-2213
(703) 697-7220
(703) 604-2450
(202) 260-3858
(703) 588-3216
(703) 681-7231
(703) 604-5159
(703) 604-5164
(703) 604-5142
(703) 604-5152
(785) 762-5100
(785) 776-8829
(703) 902-6801
(410) 297-4838

E-mail

leslye.arsht@osd.mil
geoffrey.prosch@us.army.mil
barb.sisson@us.army.mil
edial@doc.gov
michell.clark@ed.gov
patrick.obrien@wso.whs.mil
robert.durbin@us.army.mil
richard.piscal@us.army.mil
linda.s.hoeffner@us.army.mil
dawn.smith@us.army.mil
larrydixon@usd475.org
marycoystauffer@usd475.org
bobs@manhattan.k12.ks.us
bevin@manhattan.org
lanaoleen@hotmail.com
bbeauregard@picernemh.com
valerie.ratliff@osd.mil
christie.smith2@hgda.army.mil
catherine_schagh@ed.gov
susan.johnson@hg.dodea.edu
charles.clymer@us.army.mil
david.jones@wso.whs.mil
gary.willis@wso.whs.mil
garry.gontz@wso.whs.mil
paul.oskvarek@wso.whs.mil
j.montgomery@dailyu.com
john@manhattan.org

berger michael@bah.com
ramos_roberto@bah.com
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Attachment 2: Fort Riley Garrison Overview Brief (MG Robert Durbin)
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Purpose 3¢

$#

To provide the Office of Economic
Adjustment an overview of Fort Riley and
growth associated with BRAC, AMF,

GDPR, and GTF.
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FOUO

AGENDA

* Mission Statements
— 1 Infantry Division
— United States Army Garrison, Fort Riley
* Growth
— BRAC/ AMF Migration
— Managing Change
— MILCON Master Plan Overview
» Family Housing
— On Post Housing
— Population Shift & Future Housing
— Off Post Housing
* Child Care Services
» Conclusion

FOUO

12



Beautiful Historic Post

Founded in 1853

Supporting national military
strategy for over 150 years

Power projection platform for
our nation’s wars

Vari_ed maneuver terrain, oo
environmentally stable i s b
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FOUO
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FOUO

Location in the Heartland %
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$#

FOUO

MISSION STATEMENT

1ST INFANTRY DIVISION TRAINS AND DEPLOYS
TRANSITION TEAMS TO IRAQ AND AFGHANISTAN
AND PROVIDES COMBAT-READY FORCES IN
SUPPORT OF THE GLOBAL WAR ON TERROR WHILE
SIMULTANEOUSLY EXECUTING TRANSFORMATION
INITIATIVES AS DIRECTED BY THE ARMY CAMPAIGN
PLAN.

FOUO
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FOUO

Mission Statement

%,
=
w

Fort Riley Garrison Supports Warfighters and
their Families with well-being services,
infrastructure, environmental and fiscal
stewardship, and other installation services to
enhance the warfighter’s ability to accomplish
their mission and provide the best support
possible to Warfighters and their Families.

FOUO 7
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FOUO

BRAC/AMF MIGRATION CHART

Activations

v'4/1 Infantry Brigade Combat Team

Fort Riley

v'2-101 Aviation Bn

' Fort Campbell

Germany

v'1st Infantry Division
v'1st Sustainment
v'4/1 CAB (-) 1/6 CAV
v'101 MI Bn
v'1st 1D Band

Grow-the-Army

V84t EOD
v6301" EOD
763 EOD
287tth MP (FY08)
162" EOD (FY09)
126™" FIN CO (FY09)
A DET, 126" FIN CO
Const Bn x 6
Clearance Co
QM Supply Co
Signal Bn (ITSB)

White Sands

70" ENG (WSMR) — reflags
To 2" ENG

Inactivations

V24" 1D
v'331 SIG CO
v'596™ SIG CO
v'15 PSB
v'82nd MED
v'101 MI BN

Location???

1/6 CAV

FOUO
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BRAC

AMFIGDPR

Grow the Army (CS/CS3)

Other




FOUO

Managing Change
Fort Riley Today — A 5 Brigade Post %

Aug
2007
helY + 5,205

Family Members + 7,912
On Post 7,854
Off Post 12,209

Civilian Workers + 1,200

Retirees
Total 46,092 60,409 69,543

Housing
» Schools & Child Care

* Medical & Dental Facilities
* Roads

* PX/Commissary

* Gymnasiums / MWR Facilities
* Army Compatible Use Buffer
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Fort Riley Master Plan — A Planned Community

Custer Hilk
Div HQs
Air Support Opns Sqdn Facility
Bde and Bn HQs
Company Ops Facilities
Maintenance Facilities
Barracks
Unmanned Aerial System Facility
Health & Dental Clinic
Child Development Center
Access Control Building
Retail Fuel Point
Camp Funston
Deployment Support Facility
DOC
TSB/LSB
Site Prep
ORTC Enlisted Barracks
Railhead Facilities
Military Working Dog Facility
Wh|ts(‘|]d
Barracks
Child Development Center
Hospital Addition / Alteration
Physical Fitness Facility
Dining Facility
Warrior Transition Unit
N | Marshall Army Airfield
Camp Fo I‘S)[th \ Aircraft Crash & Rescue
i i . . . . . Avn Unit Base Ops
Fire Station Family Housing Historic Main Post Be and B HO®
Chapel Areas Bldg Renovation Company Operations Facilities
CDC x 2 AFH — Custer Hill ACP Improvements Maintenance Hangars & Aprons
PX Camp Forsyth Runway Improvements

Commissary Addition RCI Dining Facility
FOUO Unmanned Aerial System

Fune%o’n

?t] FolF:;yth

HF

Main

10
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FOUO

ON-POST FAMILY HOUSING

$#

» Married soldiers housed on post — 51% Today
33% FY11

1063 Soldiers on waiting list

— Senior NCO wait — 6 months

253 units on historical register

Residential Communities Initiative

— Transfer 1 July 06
— 3,114 sets of quarters
End state — 3,514

FOUO
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FOUO

Family Housing Development &
Construction Program

Homes Transferred 7/1/2006 3,052
MILCON Homes Under Construction 2007 62
Demolition 2010-2016 |(1,717)
New Construction (3 and 4 Bedrooms ONLY) 2007-2016 | 2,117
End State Inventory 3,514

FOUO
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FOUO

POPULATION SHIFT

Current

Custer Hill | 2,364

Forsyth

22
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FOUO

FUTURE HOUSING

Proposed Elementary School Location

. ~=--_ Colyer
TR g

Current 465
Future 1,313

FOUO 14
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FOUO

FUTURE HOUSING %
L 4

=
v

Warner Heights (all new) Peterson Heights (new and renovated

e

(’%?/ 2

MILCON 2004

5‘!
Fort Riley
Middie School

\
L

Current 1113
Future 1016

FOUO 15
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FOUO

FUTURE HOUSING

The Loops (primarily renovated)

Ellis Heights
(renovated)

Current 1528
Future 1185

FOUO 16
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FOUO

Off-Post Housing

Required Available
FY11 Projections 6,766 6,502
e Local Communities = just in time housing

$#

FOUO
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FOUO

Child Care

Total Space | On Post | Off Post | Total
Requirement | Capacity | Capacity | Shortfall

FYO7 1194 494 150 550
FY08 1310 890 300 120

* 494 Spaces Future Req. List - 148
» 273 spaces - Current CDC - Full
* 39 spaces - Family Child Care (Home based)
134 spaces - Two interim CDCs
» 48 spaces — CDC, Kindergarten
» 150 spaces - Off Post Army Child Care in Your

Neighborhood (ACCYN)

e

» Endstate :
» 1088 Spaces
* 494 Current Spaces
* 594 New Spaces - 3 CDCs Completed FY08-09

» 300 spaces - ACCYN Fouo

18
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Attachment 3: Fort Riley LEA Presentation (Ron Walker)

Fort Riley Area Superintendents

Report to the
Office of Economic Adjustment
Senior Leadership

29



Fort Riley Area Superintendent’s

e Report to the Senior Leadership Team at
Riley’s Conference Center

October 23, 2007

8:00a.m.

30




Preparation for Growth

e Preparation began in December of 2003
with the Lieutenant Governor’'s Task Force
on Fort Riley.

e The task force was formed to address the
communities and state response to BRAC.

e Transportation, workforce, housing, and
education, were areas addressed with
childcare added in subsequent meetings.
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Preparation for Growth

* The first unit of action was announced
during the early meetings and spurred
subsequent meetings to address possible
growth related issues.

e The Fort Riley Area Superintendent’s Task
Force was formed as a sub-task force to
address education issues.
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Action Plan

* The Fort Riley Area Superintendents Task
Force addressed issues of space,
operations, teacher licensure, and family

transitions.

e Most school districts in the area was
experiencing declining enroliments at that

fime.
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Action Plan

* Many school districts addressed issues
related to diversity, anticipated student
growth, operations costs and the need to
collaborate.

* The superintendents task force agreed to
meet monthly and have done so since that
time. The quality education of military
dependents was the primary agenda item.
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Action Plan

e Geary County Schools conducted a facility
study to determine available space.

e Abilene Schools begin reviewing space at
the middle school level.

 Manhattan passed a special sales tax to
support operation costs.
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Action Plan

e Geary County Schools passed a school
bond for $33 million to build a new
elementary and a new middle school and
added $6 million to complete the process

* Abilene added new classroom space to its
middle school

* Manhattan re-opened an elementary
school.
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3. The third area where support is needed is in the Quality of Life for soldier families. In
this area childcare is at the top of the list. This will include childcare for pre-school age
children, after school care for school age students and childcare for school age children on
non-school days.

» The district through their sponsorship of the Boys & Girls Club is participating in the
ASPYN program for qualified military families living in the community. It has been
brought to the district attention that there is a waiting list for such service on Fort
Riley. We already offer an after school program at every post school, but the real
need is during non-school days. If the district is willing to collaborate with the
School Age Program on Fort Riley with financial assistance. The estimated cost for
the school district to provide non-school student care which would include the
summer would be depended on the number of students served.

> Day care for non-school age children, particularly infants is a high need area. Again,
the district is interested in assisting with fulfilling this void. We are currently looking
into the Army Child Care in Your Neighborhood to once again collaborate with post
programs. Again, the estimated cost for the school district to provide a quality day
care for military families will be depended on the number of students served.

> Intramurals are another quality of life program for military families. The district is
placing a high value on getting all students involved in physical activities. The
challenge is gym space. The City of Junction City and the school district are
exploring the possibility of building a Sports Complex that would provide all the
necessary indoor facilities to expand the intramural programs. The estimated cost has
range from $3,000,000 for a 48,000 square ft. complex to $6,000,000 for a 60,000
square ft. with a lot more options, including a suspended jogging track. The school
district would be the number one leaser at an estimated cost of $200,000 a year. We
would need assistance to make this happen.

» Surfacing of the FRMS track is listed as a high priority quality of life issue by
command.

> Full time School Liaison Officer to serve Manhattan and USD 475 due to the size of
each school.

> Assistance in quantifying numbers of children and specifying grade levels for
incoming soldiers so planning for teaching staff will be more accurate.

» Advance notice of activities and moves (deployments, returning units) that may

impact student numbers on post. It is understand these are many times on close hold
but are needed to assist us.
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Attachment 8: Description of Student Fees
(Information received from Ron Walker)

Geary County Unified Schools is consistent with all other schools in Kansas with regards
in charging student fees for certain goods and services. The fees charged by the district
include the following:

School Lunch Fees:

$1.05 for breakfast

$1.70 for elementary lunch
$1.80 for middle school lunch
$1.85 for high school lunch

Enrollment Fees (includes all Textbook rental for all classes):

$32 for K-5
$40 for middle school
$45 for high school

Supply Fees (includes basic materials for special classes and all elementary schools):

Fees vary from $15 to $60 depending on the class. For instance an Art class will
require a higher fee than a Forensics Class. (no fees are charged for Math, English,
Science or Social Studies classes).

The district generally bears the costs of unpaid fees each year of a minimum of
$250,000. This is largely because parents state those fees should be paid from Impact
Aid. Kansas is an Equalized State, therefore districts in Kansas only retain $30% of
funds generated by Impact Aid. New Mexico and Alaska may have different
formulas in which they may not retain any of their Impact Aid.
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Attachment 9: Information on the Negotiations and Build Process for the
New Elementary and Middle School
(Information received from Ron Walker)

Both new schools were built with funds generated through a successful school bond
election. The district needed approximately $45 million dollars to complete both projects
but realized that the threshold of the citizens in Geary County would be between $30 and
$35 million dollars.

There had not been a successful school bond passed in Geary County since 1955.
Passage of this bond was based on projected increases in troop strength at Fort Riley and
the information that more soldiers would be required to “live on the economy.”

Because | had experience building facilities in a different position, 1 utilized that
knowledge to reduce the construction time to 60% of what it normally takes to build
schools. The elementary school took 17 months to build and the middle school took 22
months to complete.

The process to pass the bond included holding many town hall meetings, media
advertising, organizing a committee to assist with the passage of the bond and involving
high profile civic and political leaders to assist in providing information to the citizens.

The district had to save $6 million dollars in our capital outlay budget to complete the

project. The negotiations also involved architects and contractors in the selection of
quality materials at reduced prices.
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Attachment 10: Brief Description of the Equity Bond Repayment Program
(Information received from Ron Walker)

The state of Kansas has a formula to assist schools in construction of new buildings. It is
based on a sliding scale of districts ability to raise revenue based on the economic well
being of districts.

Geary County is one of the most economically disadvantaged districts in Kansas. As a
result, the state pays 55% of all bond indebtedness incurred. The formula is based on the
total assess valuation of the school district in comparison to the number of students. This
is called the “per pupil assessed valuation.”

Geary County has a very low assessed valuation with relatively a high number of
students. Each year percentage the state will pay for bond indebtedness is reassessed.
The higher per pupil assessed valuation is causes the state to pay less of the overall
percentage of the bond.
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President’s Economic Adjustment Committee
Technical Visit to
Fort Riley, Kansas

September 20, 2007

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Representatives from the U.S. Department of Education, Army Assistant Chief of
Staff for Installation Management (ACSIM), Department of Defense Education Activity
(DoDEA), Fort Riley, Fort Riley School Services, Geary County Unified School District
(USD 475), Manhattan-Ogden Unified School District (USD 383) Kansas State
Legislature, Kansas State Department of Education, the Governor’s Military Council, the
Junction City Area Chamber of Commerce and the Office of Economic Adjustment
(OEA) met on September 20, 2007, to increase understanding about the education growth
impacts at Fort Riley on local schools. This meeting was a prelude to a subsequent visit
by Senior Leadership from the Department of Education, the Army, OEA and perhaps
other federal organizations, planned for October 23, 2007.

Key discussion points that emerged from the meeting are as follows:

e Since Kansas is an equal distribution state, it redistributes federal impact aid it
receives to all schools in the state. School districts are allowed to keep 30% of
total Impact Aid beginning with the 2005 school year, thanks to a special two year
sunset law in Kansas. It was renewed for an additional two years in the 2007
legislative session.

e It would be helpful to communities and regions experiencing mission growth if
the Federal government allowed additional flexibility within existing programs of
assistance, and provided priority consideration to school districts impacted by
defense program changes. This could ease some of the strain on the school
districts general and Capital Outlay budgets they may face when responding to
mission growth.

e The state currently funds up to 57 percent of school bonds (payments and
interest), with the exact percentage based on equity assessed valuation.

e Fort Riley has 5 elementary schools and a middle school on the post; some of
these schools may require expansion to accommodate growing student
populations. It is also projected that USD 475 will need an elementary school to
be built on post in the Forsyth area to accommodate the growth in addition to
remodeling of some schools on post.

e There also exists the need for additional operational costs to assist with staffing.
These costs are directly related to growth. USD 475 grew by an additional 600



students during the current school year.

e A group of 16 school districts near Fort Riley has met monthly since 2004 to
address growth and other issues.

e Hiring qualified teachers can be a challenge in the area, especially in math,
science, and special education. This is due to the recruitment of Kansas State
University trained teachers by other states across the U.S. Many military spouses
with teaching experience cannot teach immediately upon arrival in Kansas due to
state licensing requirements. There is currently a proposal by the Kansas State
Department of Education to assist in relaxing some of the more stringent
requirements for licensure. These proposals will not assist in the financial cost to
military spouses or soldiers who may want to go into the educational field.

e Some DoD students who transfer from OCONUS DoDEA systems into the
Kansas school system tend to test at lower grade levels upon arrival. It is believed
this is due to the type of assessment used in Kansas and not necessarily the ability
of OCONUS DoDEA students.

A more detailed meeting summary follows.

MEETING SUMMARY

Background and Purpose

Growth of the number of military personnel and Department of Defense (DoD)
civilian employees at many Army bases around the nation will present a variety of
growth-related challenges for local communities. The impact on local schools is among
the challenge. Working with federal and state partners, communities, installations and
local educational agencies (LEAs) must develop and implement plans for the
infrastructure and operating resources that will be required due to the arrival of hundreds
or thousands of new military connected school-aged children over the next several years.

Through the Economic Adjustment Committee, Executive Order 12788, as
amended, the U.S. Department of Army (Army) and the U.S. Department of Education
(ED), in partnership with the Office of Economic Adjustment (OEA), organized a
technical visit to the Fort Riley community on September 20, 2007. The purpose of the
technical visit was to provide program stakeholders with on-the-ground knowledge of
issues surrounding military mission growth, improve communications among all partners,
identify any gaps or lags in school capacities, and to establish the foundation for a
subsequent Senior Leadership visit.

The technical visit brought together representatives from the U.S. Department of
Education, Army Assistant Chief of Staff for Installation Management (ACSIM),
Department of Defense Education Activity, Fort Riley, Fort Riley School Services, Geary



County Unified School District (USD 475), (Wamego, Abeline and Riley County
demographics were presented by USD 475), Manhattan-Ogden Unified School District
(USD 383) Kansas State Legislature, Kansas State Department of Education, the
Governor’s Military Council, the Junction City Area Chamber of Commerce, and OEA.
A list of meeting participants is included at Attachment 1. The group met at the Mary E.
Devin Center for Education Support, Junction City, Kansas.

Meeting Summary

The meeting agenda is provided as Attachment 2. The following summary
describes some of the key issues raised during the meeting.

Purpose of the Site Visits

Mr. Gary Willis of OEA spoke with reference to the presentation at Attachment 3.
He discussed the purpose of the trip, the Army base communities to be visited
initially, partners, technical and Senior Leadership visits, and the fact that the
findings will be presented for consideration by the Economic Adjustment
Committee.

Fort Riley Growth Plans to 2010 and Beyond

Ms. Kate Martin from Fort Riley discussed issues related to growth. She
provided a chart detailing Fort Riley’s BRAC, Army Modular Force/Global
Defense Posture Realignment, and Army “Grow the Force” realignments. Fort
Riley is receiving more units than losing due to realignment or inactivation. Units
are transferring to Fort Riley from Fort Campbell, Kentucky and Germany, while
some units are transferring to White Sands Missile Range, New Mexico. She
stated that issues facing Fort Riley include housing, school and child care support,
and Army Compatible Use Buffers. See BRAC Army Modular Force Chart as
Attachment 4.

Local Educational Agency (LEAS) Perspectives

USD 475 (Geary County Schools) and USD 383 (Manhattan-Ogden USD)
represent the largest LEASs in terms of DoD-dependent enrollments. Mr. Ronald
Walker, superintendent of USD 475, led the discussion. The LEAs form part of a
16-school district coalition that has met monthly since 2004. Kansas is an
equalized state — Impact Aid received is redistributed statewide with school
districts able to retain 30% of their Impact Aid. In order to maximize services to
active duty military dependents, a second student count (counts conducted on
September 21 and February 20 each year) is conducted by LEAs. The State
Legislature authorizes this second count. This is a true second count with
students receiving full weighting.

USD 475 conducted a facilities study in 2004 to assess the districts ability to
respond to growth. This study revealed over $150 million dollars in possible
renovations would be needed in the next five years. However, the district decided
to take a more conservative approach and planned a more modest renovation



course. The first phase was to ask the citizens of Geary County to approve the
first school related bond in over 50 years.

USD 475 has passed a school bond in 2005 for $33 million dollars to build a new
elementary school and middle school. The elementary school opened in August
of 2007. It has a population of 70% military dependents. The middle school is
scheduled to open in January of 2008. It is expected to have 62% military
dependents. The district also added $5 million dollars to assist in the construction
and furnishing of both buildings. Both buildings are equipped with the latest
technology and are completely wireless.

USD 475 is committed to adding a daycare to assist with the child care in the
Junction City area. The have conducted several needs surveys and have
concluded that there is an immediate need for over 200 positions with an
expressed need for at least twice that many students.

USD 475 also implemented all day Kindergarten one year ago to further enhance
their early childhood program. The orchestra program was revived after a 50 year
absence last year also.

Additionally, USD 475 has partnered with school districts near installations that
are expecting an increase in soldiers to adequately prepare for new students
through an extensive collaborative network. USD 475 also works with several
national military related groups including the Military Child Education Coalition,
National Association of Federally Impacted Schools Association and Military
Impacted Schools Association. Ronald Walker, Superintendent, serves on the
national board of the National Association of Federally Impacted Schools
Association. This allows additional networking ability.

The Fort Riley local area is a designated special-needs area, and the LEAS have a
higher number of special-needs students than other education agencies in Kansas.
This presents the LEAs with another challenge, as the costs for providing
instruction and services for some special-needs students is high, particularly those
needing residential care and instruction.

Dr. Karen Roberts, Superintendent of USD 383, Manhattan-Odgen, stated that
their enrollment was 6,000 students 10 or 11 years ago, and declined to 5,000
students. This necessitated the closing of two schools. One school was later
converted to a Head Start school, and the other one remained vacant.

She said that current enrollment in USD 383 is approximately 5,400 students, and
the district architect estimates enrollment at 7,000 by 2015-2020. According to
the February 2007 student count, USD 383 gained 138 students. The District
orders school materials ahead of time so that additional or new students are not
lacking books when they start. A Ys-cent cooperative sales tax was passed a few
years ago to cover school expansion expenses, and recently expired.



A facilities growth study conducted by the district architect is currently before the
Board for review. A three-phase growth of schools is being performed to include
elementary and middle schools, and administrative facilities. This proposed
construction does not include any new facilities, but rather the rehabilitation of
existing facilities. One idea being considered is the construction of special-
education suites. An older school (previously closed) has reopened with 230
students. This required the hiring of 25 additional teachers. USD 383 has always
had a 4-year old At Risk program and received a Kansas Pre-K Pilot Grant to
fund 70 students.

State Perspective

Mr. Dale Dennis, Kansas State Department of Education, stated that the state
legislature does not pro-rate the Impact Aid received. The Impact Aid received is
used to hire additional teachers and train new staff. Also, the state currently funds
up to 57 percent of school bonds (payments and interest), with the exact
percentage based on equity assessed valuation. USD 475 was able to pass a bond
with 60 percent support to build two new schools recently.

Additionally, Mr. Dennis stated that hiring qualified teachers can be a challenge
in the area, especially in math, science, and special education. This is because
Kansas State University teacher candidates, which is located in Manhattan,
Kansas, being recognized as a leader in teacher education, and School of
Education graduates from Kansas State are being heavily recruited by other states.
Many military spouses with teaching experience cannot teach immediately upon
arrival in Kansas due to state licensing requirements.

John Armbrust, Governor’s Military Council, stated that if it is possible for the
Federal government to allow more flexibility within existing programs of
assistance, some of the strain school districts face when responding to mission
growth may be eased. He provided an example by asking about the possibility of
changing the existing enhanced use lease program (EUL) to allow school districts
to use the program to build on base facilities.

Additionally, Mr. Armbrust indicated he felt it would be helpful if existing
Federal programs provided priority consideration to school districts impacted by
defense program changes.

Growth Management Organization Agency Perspective

Prior to the technical visit, representatives from ED, Army, DoDEA and OEA
attended a public meeting on the draft Flint Hills Regional Growth Plan. The
meeting discussed the draft plan that the Flint Hills developed to respond to the
expected significant increase in population and economic activity over the next
five years from mission growth at Fort Riley. The region received a Planning
Assistance Management Grant from OEA to examine the impacts of expected
growth in a wide range of areas. Specifically, the Growth Plan will address
anticipated future impacts and needs for housing, education, public utilities,




transportation, urban and regional planning, public safety and emergency services,
health and social services, and quality of life issues. A summary of the draft
growth plan’s section on education was provided.

Questions, Issues, Gaps, and Plans for Senior Leadership Visit

One concern voiced by LEAs is that some DoD-dependent students who transfer
into LEA schools from out of state are not performing to the standards required by
Kansas for the grade level they are in. Another challenge is in trying to gather
data on DoD family members. DoD-dependents are not used to paying some of
the student fees assessed in Kansas, such as textbook rental; some refuse to do so,
creating a significant budget impact. Block leave is yet another challenge; the No
Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) has attendance standards that must be met, which
are inconsistent with the 30-day leave blocks that many military members take,
along with their families, upon returning from deployment. USD 475 works with
family members who take block leave. Most family members are understanding
but the absence requirements present a large disconnect with the federal
legislation.

One challenge facing schools is the lack of adequate child-care services and the
difficulties recruiting qualified teaching and support staff due to Kansas licensing
requirements. Many incoming military spouses with teaching experience cannot
obtain a Kansas license through reciprocal licensing relationships, and must
perform a lengthy certification process.

At Keith Ware Elementary, the Principal and Vice-Principal met with the
technical visit team. Some questions facing the schools on Post include child care
and Pre-K needs, as well as social and psychological services and special
education. Challenges facing schools include dealing with capacity. Schools on
post are “fairly overcrowded” and a new elementary school was needed two years
ago. The middle school is crowded as well and needs expansion.

The Impact Aid student counts would be more effective if the dates that the most
soldiers would be on Post could be leveraged into determining the count dates.
2009 is believed to be a critical date for student counts.

Tour of Schools and Housing

A bus tour of Fort Riley and visit to two elementary schools were conducted. The
schools are both NCLB Blue Ribbon schools, in spite of several challenges.
Parking infrastructure was an issue at Keith Ware Elementary. Parking is an issue
at all Fort Riley Schools. Also quality of life issues such as a track, playground
equipment all present areas of concern.



Attachment 1: Meeting Participants

Name Office/Title E-Mail Phone

Ronald Walker Superintendent, ronwalker@usd475.0rg (785) 717-4007
Geary County USD 475

Lisa Osborn USD 475 lisaosborn@usd475.0rg (785) 717-4050

Pat Anderson Associate Superintendent — patanderson@usd475.0g (785) 717-4000

Curriculum and Instruction,
Geary County USD 475

Debra Bengston

Administrative Assistant to the
Superintendent, USD 475

debrabengston@usd475.org

(785) 717-4008

COL Ty Smith

Deputy Director, IMCOM West
Region

thomas.tyree.smith@us.army.mil

(210) 295-2082

Steven K. Howe

District Representative to
Congressman Jerry Moran

steve.howe@mail.house.gov

(785) 309-0572

Karen Roberts

USD 383

karenr@manhattan.k12.ks.us

(785) 587-2000

Jon M. Hummell

State Aide for Veterans and
Military Affairs for Senator Sam
Brownback

jon_hummell@brownback.senate.gov

(785) 233-2503

John Armbrust

Governor’s Military Council

john@manhattan.org

(785) 776-8829

Sydney Carlin

State Rep. 66™ KS District

sydcar20@cox.net

(785) 539-6612

Lana Oleen

Convener Supt. Coalition,
Governors Military Council

lanaoleen@hotmail.com

(785) 537-3300

Wendy Luttman

Junction City Area Chamber

wking@kansasstatebank.com

(785) 762-2632

Dale Dennis Kansas State Dept. of Education ddennis@ksde.org (785) 296-3871
Kate Martin USAG, Fort Riley kate.martin@us.army.mil (785) 239-2241
Cathy Schagh Department of Education catherine.schagh@ed.gov (202) 260-3858
Ann Gordon Fort Riley School Services Liaison | etta.ann.gordon@us.army.mil (785) 239-9587

Kristen Rivas

Department of Education

Kristen.rivas@ed.gov

(202) 260-1357

Christie Smith ACSIM christie.smith@hqgda.army.mil (703) 604-2450
Sheridan Pearce DoDEA sheridan.pearce@whs.wso.mil (703) 588-3170
Gary Willis OEA gary.willis@wso.whs.mil (703) 604-5164
COL David Jones OEA david.jones@wso.whs.mil (703) 604-5159
Garry E. Gontz OEA garry.gontz@wso.whs.mil (703) 604-5142

Dave Wilson

Booz Allen Hamilton

wilson_david@bah.com

(703) 377-1433

Roberto I. Ramos

Booz Allen Hamilton

ramos_roberto@bah.com

(410) 297-4838
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Attachment 2: Technical Site Visit to Fort Riley Community Agenda

Time Item Leader
8:45 a.m. Continental Breakfast All
9:00 a.m. to 9:15 a.m. Introductions All
9:15 a.m. to 9:30 a.m. Purpose of Site Visits Gary Willis, OEA
9:30 a.m. to 10:00 a.m. Growth Plans to 2010 and Fort Riley Representative
Beyond
10:00 a.m. to 10:30 a.m. Growth Management TBD
Organization Perspective
10:30 a.m. to 10:45 a.m. Break All
10:45 a.m. to 12:00 p.m. | Local Education Agency LEA Representatives
Perspectives
12:00 p.m. to 12:15 p.m. | Transport to Washington Street | All
Grille & Pub
12:15 p.m. to 1:30 p.m. Discussion of questions, issues, | All
gaps, data, and plans for Senior
Leadership Visit
1:30 p.m. to 1:45 p.m. Wrap-up All
1:45 p.m. to 5:30 PM Adjourn and Site Visit to Local | All

Schools




Attachment 3: Fort Riley Presentation

FT Riley Education Site Visits

For Growth Impacted Locations
September 20, 2007
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Education Site Visits @%

» Purpose

v' Provide program stakeholders with on-the-ground knowledge of
issues surrounding mission growth, improve communications
among all partners and identify any gaps/lags in capacities

» Locations (Initial visits to 4 installations)
v FT Drum
v' FT Bliss
v' FT Riley
v FT Benning

» Partners
v' WHIGA, Army, Education, OEA, MC&FP

v' LEAs, installations and State and local governments
v' Others

WWWw.0o€ea.gov
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Description of Effort

> 2 Phases

v" Technical Pre-Visits

* Program staff participation - potential 2-3 day trip depending on
location

* Introduction of stakeholders, fact finding for background for
leadership visit
v' “Senior Leadership” Visits

* Assistant Secretary-level 1-day

* Administration focus to assess local and state educational
capacities to absorb projected/actual Army growth and identify
any needs for assistance

» Findings presented for consideration by
the Economic Adjustment Committee

WWWw.o€ea.gov
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Attachment 4: BRAC Army Modular Force Chart

FOUO

BRAC/AMF MIGRATION CHART
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U.S. Senators:

U.S. Representatives:

Governor:

Lieutenant Governor:

State Senators:

State Assembly:

Federal and State Officials

Hon.

Sam Brownback

(will be represented by Jon Hummell)

Hon.

Hon.

Pat Roberts

Nancy Boyda, 2" District

(will be represented by Jan Garton)

Hon.

Jerry Moran, 1% District

(will be represented by Steven K. Howe)

Hon.

Hon.

Hon.

Hon.

Hon.

Hon.

Hon.

Kathleen Sebelius

Mark Parkinson

Roger Reitz, 22" Senate District

Mark Taddiken, 21% Senate District

Tom Hawk, 67" District

Sharon Schwartz, 106" District

Vern Swanson, 64" District



Bureau of Economic Analysis Regional Facts 1995 — 2005
Geary , Kansas [20061]

Geary is one of 105 counties in Kansas. It is part of the Manhattan, KS Micropolitan SA.
Its 2005 population of 24,326 ranked 24th in the state.

PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME

In 2005 Geary had a per capita personal income (PCPI) of $34,784. This PCPI ranked
5th in the state and was 106 percent of the state average, $32,866, and 101 percent of
the national average, $34,471. The 2005 PCPI reflected an increase of 8.0 percent from
2004. The 2004-2005 state change was 5.2 percent and the national change was 4.2
percent. In 1995 the PCPI of Geary was $16,872 and ranked 83rd in the state. The
1995-2005 average annual growth rate of PCPI was 7.5 percent. The average annual
growth rate for the state was 4.3 percent and for the nation was 4.1 percent.

TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME

In 2005 Geary had a total personal income (TPI) of $846,146*. This TPI ranked 21st in
the state and accounted for 0.9 percent of the state total. In 1995 the TPI of Geary was
$536,468* and ranked 20" in the state. The 2005 TPI reflected an increase of 5.1
percent from 2004. The 2004-2005 state change was 5.6 percent and the national
change was 5.2 percent. The 1995-2005 average annual growth rate of TPI was 4.7
percent. The average annual growth rate for the state was 4.9 percent and for the nation
was 5.2 percent.

COMPONENTS OF TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME

Total personal income includes net earnings by place of residence; dividends, interest,
and rent; and personal current transfer receipts received by the residents of Geary. In
2005 net earnings accounted for 75.2 percent of TPI (compared with 70.7 in 1995);
dividends, interest, and rent were 12.1 percent (compared with 17.5 in 1995); and
personal current transfer receipts were 12.6 percent (compared with 11.8 in 1995). From
2004 to 2005 net earnings increased 4.3 percent; dividends, interest, and rent increased
7.9 percent; and personal current transfer receipts increased 6.7 percent. From 1995 to
2005 net earnings increased on average 5.3 percent each year; dividends, interest, and
rent increased on average 0.9 percent; and personal current transfer receipts increased
on average 5.4 percent.

EARNINGS BY PLACE OF WORK

Earnings of persons employed in Geary increased from $1,214,497* in 2004 to
$1,290,210* in 2005, an increase of 6.2 percent. The 2004-2005 state change was 5.4
percent and the national change was 5.6 percent. The average annual growth rate from
the 1995 estimate of $859,164* to the 2005 estimate was 4.1 percent. The average
annual growth rate for the state was 5.4 percent and for the nation was 5.5 percent.

*Note: All income estimates with the exception of PCPI are in thousands of dollars, not adjusted for inflation.

USDOC, Bureau of Economic Analysis, April 26, 2007



US Census Bureau State and County Quick Facts

People QuickFacts Geary County Kansas
Population, 2006 estimate 24,174 2,764,075
Population, percent change, April 1, 2000 to July 1, 2006 -13.5% 2.8%
Population, 2000 27,947 2,688,418
Persons under 5 years old, percent, 2005 11.4% 6.8%
Persons under 18 years old, percent, 2005 30.6% 24.6%
Persons 65 years old and over, percent, 2005 10.8% 13.0%
Female persons, percent, 2005 51.0% 50.3%
White persons, percent, 2005 (a) 72.5% 89.4%
Black persons, percent, 2005 (a) 17.5% 5.9%
American Indian and Alaska Native persons, percent, 2005 (a) 0.9% 0.9%
Asian persons, percent, 2005 (a) 3.7% 2.1%
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander, percent, 2005 (a) 0.6% 0.1%
Persons reporting two or more races, percent, 2005 4.8% 1.6%
Persons of Hispanic or Latino origin, percent, 2005 (b) 7.6% 8.3%
White persons not Hispanic, percent, 2005 67.4% 81.6%
Living in same house in 1995 and 2000, pct 5 yrs old & over 40.3% 52.4%
Foreign born persons, percent, 2000 7.3% 5.0%
Language other than English spoken at home, pct age 5+, 2000 13.4% 8.7%
High school graduates, percent of persons age 25+, 2000 86.0% 86.0%
Bachelor's degree or higher, pct of persons age 25+, 2000 17.1% 25.8%
Persons with a disability, age 5+, 2000 4,344 429,687
Mean travel time to work (minutes), workers age 16+, 2000 17 19
Housing units, 2005 12,125 1,196,211
Homeownership rate, 2000 50.5% 69.2%
Housing units in multi-unit structures, percent, 2000 23.9% 17.5%
Median value of owner-occupied housing units, 2000 $69,400 $83,500
Households, 2000 10,458 1,037,891
Persons per household, 2000 2.61 2.51
Median household income, 2004 $31,614 $41,664
Per capita money income, 1999 $16,199 $20,506
Persons below poverty, percent, 2004 13.0% 11.1%
Business QuickFacts Geary County Kansas
Private nonfarm establishments, 2005 524 76,173
Private nonfarm employment, 2005 6,611 1,116,216
Private nonfarm employment, percent change 2000-2005 -20.7% -1.1%
Nonemployer establishments, 2004 923 174,635
Total number of firms, 2002 1,380 219,378
Black-owned firms, percent, 2002 13.2% 2.0%
American Indian and Alaska Native owned firms, percent, 2002 F 0.8%
Asian-owned firms, percent, 2002 F 1.6%
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander owned firms, percent, 2002 F 0.0%
Hispanic-owned firms, percent, 2002 F 1.9%
Women-owned firms, percent, 2002 24.9% 27.2%
Manufacturers shipments, 2002 ($1000) 100,390 50,897,796
Wholesale trade sales, 2002 ($1000) 62,716 44,117,100
Retail sales, 2002 ($1000) 214,997 26,505,396
Retail sales per capita, 2002 $8,121 $9,770
Accommodation and foodservices sales, 2002 ($1000) 29,222 3,196,947
Building permits, 2006 1,686 14,619
Federal spending, 2004 ($1000) 701,952 19,130,677
Geography QuickFacts Geary County Kansas
Land area, 2000 (square miles) 384.69 81,814.88
Persons per square mile, 2000 72.6 32.9
FIPS Code 61 20

Metropolitan or Micropolitan Statistical Area-

Manhattan, KS Micro Area

(a) Includes persons reporting only one race.

(b) Hispanics may be of any race, so also are included in applicable race categories.

FN: Footnote on this item for this area in place of data

NA: Not available

D: Suppressed to avoid disclosure of confidential information

X: Not applicable

S: Suppressed; does not meet publication standards

Z: Value greater than zero but less than half unit of measure shown
F: Fewer than 100 firms

Source: US Census Bureau State and County Quick Facts




Bureau of Economic Analysis Regional Facts 1995 — 2005
Riley , Kansas [20161]

Riley is one of 105 counties in Kansas. It is part of the Manhattan, KS Micropolitan SA.
Its 2005 population of 61,846 ranked 9th in the state.

PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME

In 2005 Riley had a per capita personal income (PCPI) of $31,820. This PCPI ranked
19th in the state and was 97 percent of the state average, $32,866, and 92 percent of
the national average, $34,471. The 2005 PCPI reflected an increase of 8.5 percent from
2004. The 2004-2005 state change was 5.2 percent and the national change was 4.2
percent. In 1995 the PCPI of Riley was $17,073 and ranked 81st in the state. The 1995-
2005 average annual growth rate of PCPI was 6.4 percent. The average annual growth
rate for the state was 4.3 percent and for the nation was 4.1 percent.

TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME

In 2005 Riley had a total personal income (TPI) of $1,967,970*. This TPI ranked 7th in
the state and accounted for 2.2 percent of the state total. In 1995 the TPI of Riley was
$1,172,285* and ranked 8™ in the state. The 2005 TPI reflected an increase of 6.3
percent from 2004. The 2004-2005 state change was 5.6 percent and the national
change was 5.2 percent. The 1995-2005 average annual growth rate of TPl was 5.3
percent. The average annual growth rate for the state was 4.9 percent and for the nation
was 5.2 percent.

COMPONENTS OF TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME

Total personal income includes net earnings by place of residence; dividends, interest,
and rent; and personal current transfer receipts received by the residents of Riley. In
2005 net earnings accounted for 77.0 percent of TPI (compared with 74.9 in 1995);
dividends, interest, and rent were 13.3 percent (compared with 16.0 in 1995); and
personal current transfer receipts were 9.7 percent (compared with 9.1 in 1995). From
2004 to 2005 net earnings increased 6.7 percent; dividends, interest, and rent increased
4.2 percent; and personal current transfer receipts increased 6.2 percent. From 1995 to
2005 net earnings increased on average 5.6 percent each year; dividends, interest, and
rent increased on average 3.4 percent; and personal current transfer receipts increased
on average 6.0 percent.

EARNINGS BY PLACE OF WORK

Earnings of persons employed in Riley increased from $1,192,310* in 2004 to
$1,259,131* in 2005, an increase of 5.6 percent. The 2004-2005 state change was 5.4
percent and the national change was 5.6 percent. The average annual growth rate from
the 1995 estimate of $656,595* to the 2005 estimate was 6.7 percent. The average
annual growth rate for the state was 5.4 percent and for the nation was 5.5 percent.

*Note: All income estimates with the exception of PCPI are in thousands of dollars, not adjusted for inflation.

USDOC, Bureau of Economic Analysis, April 26, 2007



US Census Bureau State and County Quick Facts

People QuickFacts Riley County Kansas
Population, 2006 estimate 62,527 2,764,075
Population, percent change, April 1, 2000 to July 1, 2006 -0.5% 2.8%
Population, 2000 62,843 2,688,418
Persons under 5 years old, percent, 2005 6.5% 6.8%
Persons under 18 years old, percent, 2005 17.6% 24.6%
Persons 65 years old and over, percent, 2005 8.2% 13.0%
Female persons, percent, 2005 46.8% 50.3%
White persons, percent, 2005 (a) 86.7% 89.4%
Black persons, percent, 2005 (a) 6.9% 5.9%
American Indian and Alaska Native persons, percent, 2005 (a) 0.6% 0.9%
Asian persons, percent, 2005 (a) 3.5% 2.1%
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander, percent, 2005 (a) 0.2% 0.1%
Persons reporting two or more races, percent, 2005 2.1% 1.6%
Persons of Hispanic or Latino origin, percent, 2005 (b) 4.7% 8.3%
White persons not Hispanic, percent, 2005 82.6% 81.6%
Living in same house in 1995 and 2000, pct 5 yrs old & over 30.9% 52.4%
Foreign born persons, percent, 2000 6.1% 5.0%
Language other than English spoken at home, pct age 5+, 2000 9.7% 8.7%
High school graduates, percent of persons age 25+, 2000 93.8% 86.0%
Bachelor's degree or higher, pct of persons age 25+, 2000 40.5% 25.8%
Persons with a disability, age 5+, 2000 5,710 429,687
Mean travel time to work (minutes), workers age 16+, 2000 14.9 19
Housing units, 2005 24,854 1,196,211
Homeownership rate, 2000 47.2% 69.2%
Housing units in multi-unit structures, percent, 2000 37.1% 17.5%
Median value of owner-occupied housing units, 2000 $93,700 $83,500
Households, 2000 22,137 1,037,891
Persons per household, 2000 2.42 2.51
Median household income, 2004 $34,177 $41,664
Per capita money income, 1999 $16,349 $20,506
Persons below poverty, percent, 2004 15.6% 11.1%
Business QuickFacts Riley County Kansas
Private nonfarm establishments, 2005 1,571 76,173
Private nonfarm employment, 2005 21,725 1,116,216
Private nonfarm employment, percent change 2000-2005 10.5% -1.1%
Nonemployer establishments, 2004 2,630 174,635
Total number of firms, 2002 3,796 219,378
Black-owned firms, percent, 2002 F 2.0%
American Indian and Alaska Native owned firms, percent, 2002 F 0.8%
Asian-owned firms, percent, 2002 F 1.6%
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander owned firms, percent, 2002 F 0.0%
Hispanic-owned firms, percent, 2002 F 1.9%
Women-owned firms, percent, 2002 25.5% 27.2%
Manufacturers shipments, 2002 ($1000) NA 50,897,796
Wholesale trade sales, 2002 ($1000) 148,719 44,117,100
Retail sales, 2002 ($1000) 584,993 26,505,396
Retail sales per capita, 2002 $9,419 $9,770
Accommodation and foodservices sales, 2002 ($1000) 90,589 3,196,947
Building permits, 2006 856 14,619
Federal spending, 2004 ($1000) 377,409 19,130,677
Geography QuickFacts Riley County Kansas
Land area, 2000 (square miles) 609.55 81,814.88
Persons per square mile, 2000 103 32.9
FIPS Code 161 20

Metropolitan or Micropolitan Statistical Area-

Manhattan, KS Micro Area

(a) Includes persons reporting only one race.

(b) Hispanics may be of any race, so also are included in applicable race categories.

FN: Footnote on this item for this area in place of data

NA: Not available

D: Suppressed to avoid disclosure of confidential information

X: Not applicable

S: Suppressed; does not meet publication standards

Z: Value greater than zero but less than half unit of measure shown
F: Fewer than 100 firms

Source: US Census Bureau State & County Quick Facts
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DATA ON SCHOOL ENROLLMENT AND IMPACT AID FROM LOCAL
EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES AND THE ARMY

The spreadsheet that follows contains information on school enrollment and
federal and state impact aid for Fort Riley and five surrounding local educational
agencies (LEASs). The Fort Riley community expects these LEAS, Geary, Manhattan-
Ogden, Rural Vista, Riley County, and Abeline, to absorb most of Fort Riley’s growth.
This overview provides a brief explanation of the data and its sources as well as known
data strengths and limitations.

Data Collected Through LEA Surveys

The five LEASs responded to a request for information that was sent for this
project. The request asked the LEASs to provide actual enrollment and impact aid
received from 2000 to 2006, and projected enrollment and impact aid for 2007 to 2013.
The request asked the LEASs to provide detailed information on their total enrollment and
the enrollment of associated school age dependents for Military, DoD civilian employees,
and on-base contractors.

Overall, the LEAs collected and reported the requested data. The Manhattan-
Ogden LEA reported data only as a total for all DoD dependents, i.e., not disaggregated
by military, civilian and contractor, so the Total DoD Enrollment will be greater than the
sum of Military, Civilian, and Contractor lines above it.

Data Collected from Fort Riley (Installation)

Fort Riley also responded to a request for data for this project. The installation
provided actual K-12 enrollments for 2000 through 2006.

Data Collected from Army Headguarters

The Office of the Assistant Chief of Staff for Installation Management
(OACSIM) provided data on estimated school enrollment associated with Fort Riley.
These data come from the July 2007 version of the Army Stationing and Installation Plan
(ASIP). According to Army Regulation 5-18, the ASIP is “the official Department of
the Army database that reflects the authorized planning populations for Army
installations. As such, ASIP Installation Reports are intended for use by Army planners
and programmers as the basis for identifying installation support requirements.”

The ASIP derives the estimated number of military, civilian, and contractor
school age dependents by applying quantitative factors to the number of assigned
personnel in these three categories. ASIP data represents estimates derived through
application of the quantitative factors, not actual counts.



Data Strengths and Limitations

The data provided by the LEAs must be viewed with a key consideration in mind.
The summary in the spreadsheet represents a combination of these five LEAs only. The
installation, community and LEAS believe that the five LEAs will absorb most of the
school growth from Fort Riley’s expansion. Other LEAS, however, have Fort Riley
dependents in their schools, and may also absorb growth from Fort Riley. Students
generally attend school based on where they live, so the housing choices that new
soldiers, civilians, and contractors will make in the coming years will largely determine
which school districts will be affected by growth.

School enrollment actuals from the LEAs cannot be compared with the actuals
provided by Fort Riley on an “apples-to-apples” basis. Fort Riley’s numbers include all
school aged children (K-12), but some of these children will attend school outside of the
three surveyed LEAs, for example, in different public school districts, private schools, or
in home schools. For this reason, one may expect Fort Riley’s actual count to be higher
than the sum of the three surveyed LEAs, which, indeed, it is for the years Fort Riley
reported actual data.

School enrollment estimates from the ASIP tend to be higher than the actuals
reported by Fort Riley or the LEAs. Again, it is not possible to compare the ASIP
numbers with the LEA or Fort Riley numbers on an “apples-to-apples” basis. For
example, if the ASIP bases its calculations of school-aged dependents upon the number
of assigned military, civilian, and contractor personnel (complete end state) versus
current boots on the ground, then the projections may be inconsistent with current
conditions. For this reason, one would expect the ASIP estimates to be consistently
higher than the actuals from the LEAs and from Fort Riley, and indeed they are.



SCHOOL ENROLLMENT AND IMPACT AID FROM LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES, FORT RILEY, AND ARMY HQ

Actual Projected
Data Collected Through Surveys of 5 LEAs 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
(see Notes 1 & 2)
Total Enroliment All Years (K-12) 14,631 14,219 13,968 13,872 13,824 13,724 13,607 14,185 15,260 16,140 16,864 17,011 17,845 18,449
DoD-related Enrollment
Military 4,694 4,446 4,418 4,359 4,438 4,526 4,404 4,806 6,124 2,851 3,575 4,226 4,329 4,365
DoD-Civilian 339 264 289 109 183 163 161 249 269 276 285 303 314 324
DoD Contractor** - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Total DoD Enroliment 5,033 4,710 4,707 4,468 4,621 4,689 4,565 5,055 6,393 3,127 3,860 4,529 4,643 4,689
Other Federal Enroliment 9 6 6 6 8 8 11 8 900 900 900 900 900 900
Total Federal Enrollment 5,042 4,716 4,713 4,474 4,629 4,697 4,576 5,063 7,293 4,027 4,760 5,429 5,543 5,589
Fed as a fraction of total 34% 33% 34% 32% 33% 34% 34% 36% 48% 25% 28% 32% 31% 30%
Impact Aid
Federal Impact Aid Received ($M)
Dept. of Education $ 687 $ 825 $ 9.04 $ 1009 $ 1006 $ 11.17 $ 10.71 $ 1078 $ 1062 $ 1105 $ 1109 $ 1113 $ 1117 $ 1121
DOD Supplemental Impact Aid $ 066 $ 055 $ 064 $ 055 $ 054 $ 058 $ 061 $ 061 $ 065 $ 065 $ 065 $ 065 $ 065 $ 0.65
DoD Large Scale Rebasing $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Total Federal $ 753 $ 880 $ 968 $ 1064 $ 1060 $ 11.74 $ 11.32 $ 1140 $ 1127 $ 1170 $ 1174 $ 1178 $ 1182 $ 11.86
State Impact Aid Received ($M) $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Total Federal & State Impact Aid ($M) $ 753 $ 880 $ 968 $ 1064 $ 1060 $ 11.74 $ 11.32 $ 1140 $ 1127 $ 1170 $ 1174 $ 1178 $ 1182 $ 11.86
Impact Aid Per DoD Dependent Student $ 1496 $ 1868 $ 2056 $ 2,381 $ 2,294 $ 2505 $ 2,480 $ 2254 $ 1,763 $ 3,742 $ 3,041 $ 2601 $ 2546 $ 2,529
Data Collected from Fort Riley
Total Enroliment All Years (K-12) 5,614 5,703 5,824 6,531 6,462 5,824 7,031 n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a
Data Collected from Army HQ
Estimates Projected
From the July 07 Army Stationing and Installation Plan (ASIP) 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
All Years (K-12) DoD-related Enrollment
Military 4858 4802 4794 4764 4,825 4,612 6,748 8,398 8,588 8,520 8,759 8,911 8,919 8,980
DoD-Civilian 1205 1242 1216 1374 1,367 1,681 2,157 2,031 2,048 2,118 2,102 2,137 2,137 2,137
DoD Contractor** - - - - - 937 853 1,023 1,030 1,030 1,030 1,030 1,030 1,030
Total DoD Enroliment 6,063 6,044 6,009 6,138 6,192 7,230 9,758 11,452 11,666 11,668 11,891 12,078 12,086 12,147

Notes

1. See accompanying pages for detailed notes on data sources.

2. The five LEAs surveyed are Abeline, Geary, Manhattan, Rural Vista, and Riley School Districts.

3. n.a. = not available.



Abeline School Districts
Marlin Berry

Summary (K-12)

Actual Projected
Enrollment -- LEA Estimates 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 NOTES:
All Years (K-12)  Total Enrollment 1,463 1,412 1,433 1,454 1,447 1,510 1,591 1,636 1,679 1,724 1,769 1,816 1,864 1,914 ENROLLMENT—
DoD-related Enrollment -Major non-DoD govt sources of
Military 24 19 14 14 19 20 99 146 156 166 177 189 201 215 enrollment growth
DoD-Civilian 51 28 25 10 14 13 33 60 63 67 71 75 80 84
DoD Contractor* - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Total DoD Enrollment 75 47 39 24 33 33 132 206 219 233 248 264 281 299
Other Federal Enroliment 9 6 6 6 8 8 11 8 900 900 900 900 900 900 -Pre-K offerings & issues
Total Federal Enrollment 84 53 45 30 41 41 143 214 1,119 1,133 1,148 1,164 1,181 1,199
Fed as a fraction of total 6% 4% 3% 2% 3% 3% 9% 13% 67% 66% 65% 64% 63% 63%
-Other enroliment Notes
Enrollment -- Army Estimates
All Years (K-12)  DoD-related Enrollment
Military - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
DoD-Civilian - - - - - - - - - - - - - - CAPACITY—
DoD Contractor* - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Total DoD Enrollment - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -Significant new construction planned
-Crowding in particular school levels
Capacity (Measured in seats available)
All Years (K-12)  Total LEA Capacity 1,645 1,645 1,645 1,645 1,645 1,645 1,645 1,725 1,725 1,725 1,725 1,725 1,725 1,725 -Other Capacity notes
% in temporary buildings 3% 7% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Load Factor (LEA Enrollment/Capacity) 89% 86% 87% 88% 88% 92% 97% 95% 97% 100% 103% 105% 108% 111%
Financial Information
Total LEA Budget ($M) $ 95 $ 98 $ 105 $ 109 $ 118 $ 124 $ 128 $ 152 $ 153 $ 154 $ 155 $ 156 $ 157 $ 158 FINANCE—
Budget per enrolled pupil ($K) -Bonds issued to address
LEA $ 65 % 69 $ 73 $ 75 % 81 $ 82 $ 81 $ 93 $ 91 $ 89 $ 88 $ 86 $ 84 $ 83 school capacity expansion
State average $ 80 $ 80 $ 80 $ 80 $ 80 $ 80 $ 8O0 $ 80 $ 80 $ 80 $ 80 $ 80 $ 80 $ 8O0
Federal Impact Aid Received ($M) -Any bond ceiling or rating issues
Dept. of Education $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ 0.00 $ 000 $ 000 $ 000 $ 000 $ 0.00 $ 0.00 $ 0.00
DOD Supplemental Impact Aid ~ $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
DoD Large Scale Rebasing $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - -Other finance notes
Total Federal $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ 0.00 $ 000 $ 000 $ 000 $ 000 $ 0.00 $ 0.00 $ 0.00
State Impact Aid Received ($M) $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Total Federal & State Impact Aid ($M) $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ 0.00 $ 000 $ 000 $ 000 $ 000 $ 0.00 $ 0.00 $ 0.00
Impact Aid as a fraction of LEA Budget 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Tax base per pupil ($K)
LEA or county $100.0 $100.0 $100.0 $100.0 $100.0 $100.0 $100.0 $100.0 $100.0 $100.0 $100.0 $100.0 $100.0 $100.0
$125.0 $125.0 $125.0 $125.0 $125.0 $125.0 $125.0 $125.0 $125.0 $125.0 $125.0 $125.0 $125.0 $125.0

State average

Summary (K-12)



Abeline School Districts

Elementary (K-5)

Summary (K-12)

Actual Projected
Enrollment -- LEA Estimates 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 NOTES:
Elementary (K-5) Total Enroliment 608 592 596 613 606 655 729 744 759 775 791 807 824 841 ENROLLMENT—
DoD-related Enrollment -Major non-DoD govt sources of
Military 10 8 6 6 8 8 42 60 64 67 71 76 80 85 enrollment growth
DoD-Civilian 20 11 10 4 6 5 13 23 24 26 27 29 31 33
DoD Contractor
Total DoD Enrollment 30 19 16 10 14 13 55 83 88 93 99 105 111 118
Other Federal Enroliment 4 3 3 3 4 4 5 4 300 300 300 300 300 300 -Pre-K offerings & issues
Total Federal Enrollment 34 22 19 13 18 17 60 87 388 393 399 405 411 418
Fed as a fraction of total 6% 4% 3% 2% 3% 3% 8% 12% 51% 51% 50% 50% 50% 50%
-Other enroliment Notes
Enrollment -- Army Estimates
Elementary (K-5) DoD-related Enroliment
Military - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
DoD-Civilian - - - - - - - - - - - - - - CAPACITY—
DoD Contractor
Total DoD Enrollment - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -Significant new construction planned
-Crowding in particular school levels
Capacity (Measured in seats available)
Elementary (K-5) Total LEA Capacity 720 720 720 720 720 720 720 800 800 800 800 800 800 800 -Other Capacity notes
% in temporary buildings 5% 10% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Load Factor (LEA Enrollment/Capacity) 84% 82% 83% 85% 84% 91%  101% 93% 95% 97% 99%  101%  103%  105%

Elementary (K-5)

FINANCE—
-Bonds issued to address
school capacity expansion

-Any bond ceiling or rating issues

-Other finance notes




Abeline School Districts

Middle School (6-8)

Summary (K-12)

Actual Projected
Enrollment -- LEA Estimates 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 NOTES:
Middle (6-8) Total Enrollment 369 348 358 369 376 368 365 377 386 396 405 415 425 436 ENROLLMENT—
DoD-related Enrollment -Major non-DoD govt sources of
Military 7 6 4 4 6 6 29 42 45 49 53 57 62 67 enrollment growth
DoD-Civilian 22 12 11 4 6 6 14 25 27 29 31 34 37 40
DoD Contractor
Total DoD Enrollment 29 18 15 8 12 12 43 # 67 72 78 84 91 98 106
Other Federal Enroliment 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 2 300 300 300 300 300 300 -Pre-K offerings & issues
Total Federal Enrollment 31 20 17 10 14 14 46 69 372 378 384 391 398 406
Fed as a fraction of total 8% 6% 5% 3% 4% 4% 13% 18% 96% 96% 95% 94% 94% 93%
-Other enroliment Notes
Enrollment -- Army Estimates
Middle (6-8) DoD-related Enrollment
Military - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
DoD-Civilian - - - - - - - - - - - - - - CAPACITY—
DoD Contractor
Total DoD Enrollment - - - - - - - # - - - - - - - -Significant new construction planned
-Crowding in particular school levels
Capacity (Measured in seats available)
Middle (6-8) Total LEA Capacity 375 375 375 375 375 375 375 375 375 375 375 375 375 375 -Other Capacity notes
% in temporary buildings 5% 10% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Load Factor (LEA Enrollment/Capacity) 98% 93% 95% 98%  100% 98% 97% 101%  103%  106%  108%  111% 113% 116%

Middle (6-8)

FINANCE—
-Bonds issued to address
school capacity expansion

-Any bond ceiling or rating issues

-Other finance notes




Abeline School Districts

High School (9-12)

Summary (K-12)

Actual Projected
Enrollment -- LEA Estimates 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 NOTES:
High (9-12) Total Enrollment 486 472 479 472 465 487 497 515 534 553 573 594 615 638 ENROLLMENT—
DoD-related Enrollment -Major non-DoD govt sources of
Military 7 5 4 4 5 6 28 44 a7 50 53 56 59 63 enrollment growth
DoD-Civilian 9 5 4 2 2 2 6 12 12 12 12 12 12 12
DoD Contractor
Total DoD Enrollment 16 10 8 6 7 8 34 56 59 62 65 68 71 75
Other Federal Enroliment 3 1 1 1 2 2 3 2 300 300 300 300 300 300 -Pre-K offerings & issues
Total Federal Enrollment 19 11 9 7 9 10 37 58 359 362 365 368 371 375
Fed as a fraction of total 4% 2% 2% 1% 2% 2% 7% 11% 67% 65% 64% 62% 60% 59%
-Other enroliment Notes
Enrollment -- Army Estimates
High (9-12) DoD-related Enrollment
Military - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
DoD-Civilian - - - - - - - - - - - - - - CAPACITY—
DoD Contractor
Total DoD Enrollment - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -Significant new construction planned
-Crowding in particular school levels
Capacity (Measured in seats available)
High (9-12) Total LEA Capacity 550 550 550 550 550 550 550 550 550 550 550 550 550 550 -Other Capacity notes
% in temporary buildings 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Load Factor (LEA Enrollment/Capacity) 88% 86% 87% 86% 85% 89% 90% 94% 97%  101%  104%  108%  112%  116%

High (9-12)

FINANCE—
-Bonds issued to address
school capacity expansion

-Any bond ceiling or rating issues

-Other finance notes




Geary County Schools
Ronald P. Walker

Summary (K-12)

Actual Projected
Enrollment -- LEA Estimates 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 NOTES:
All Years (K-12)  Total Enrollment 6,424 6,398 6,319 6,344 6,288 6,354 6,161 # 6,378 6,985 7,750 8,250 8,750 9,300 9,650 ENROLLMENT—
DoD-related Enrollment 3,355 3,298 3,286 3,362 3,400 3,415 3,222 3,470 3,985 State funding per pupil
Beginning Balance 3,355 3,298 3,286 3,362 3,400 3,415 3,222 3,470 761 1,285 1,978 2,666 3,326 3,392
Additional Children 688 665 638 672 663 712 642 558 524 693 688 660 66 - 350 students were in head start, 4 year old
Total Children - - - - - - - 4,028 5,270 1,978 2,666 3,326 3,392 3,392 at risk program, infant toddler until 2007.
Total DoD Enrollment 4,043 3,963 3,924 4,034 4,063 4,127 3,864 4,028 5,270 1,978 2,666 3,326 3,392 3,392 The district added 52 students in the 4 yr.
Other Federal Enroliment program in 2007 due to special state
Total Federal Enrollment 4,043 3,963 3,924 4,034 4,063 4,127 3,864 4,028 5,270 1,978 2,666 3,326 3,392 3,392 funding.
Fed as a fraction of total 63% 62% 62% 64% 65% 65% 63% 63% 75% 26% 32% 38% 36% 35%
-Other enroliment Notes
Enrollment -- Army Estimates in 2007 68 students were added in the 4 yr.
All Years (K-12)  DoD-related Enrollment old program. An additional 52 students
Military - - - - - - - # - - - - - - - were added in 2008 due to state funding
DoD-Civilian - - - - - - - # - - - - - - - CAPACITY—
DoD Contractor* - - - - - - - # - - - - - - -
Total DoD Enrollment - - - - - - - # - - - - - - - -Significant new construction planned
-Crowding in particular school levels
Capacity (Measured in seats available)
All Years (K-12)  Total LEA Capacity 13,700 14,200 15,200 16,200 18,200 20,200 20,200 20,200 20,500 20,500 21,300 21,300 21,300 21,300 -Other Capacity notes
% in temporary buildings 4% 9% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Load Factor (LEA Enrollment/Capacity) 47% 45% 42% 39% 35% 31% 31% 32% 34% 38% 39% 41% 44% 45%
Financial Information
Total LEA Budget ($M) $ 262 $ 265 $ 303 $ 303 $ 305 $ 304 $ 305 $405.0 $420.0 $435.0 $450.0 $465.0 $480.0 $495.0 FINANCE—
Budget per enrolled pupil ($K) a $33M bond was passed in 2006. 5M in
LEA $ 37 $ 38 % 39 % 39 % 39 % 39 % 38 $ 40 $ 41 $ 41 $ 42 $ 42 $ 43 $ 43 district funds were added to complete
State average $ 80 $ 80 $ 80 $ 80 $ 80 $ 80 $ 8O0 $ 80 $ 80 $ 80 $ 80 $ 80 $ 80 $ 8O projects.
an additional $42M is projected to complete
Federal Impact Aid Received ($M) building projects affecting on post
Dept. of Education $ 685 $ 820 $ 9.00 $10.00 $10.00 $11.00 $10.60 $ 980 $ 9.60 $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 schools
DOD Supplemental Impact Aid $ 066 $ 055 $ 064 $ 055 $ 054 $ 058 $ 0.61 $ 061 $ 065 $ 065 $ 065 $ 065 $ 0.65 $ 0.65 The bonding capacity is $19M. The state
DoD Large Scale Rebasing $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - allowed the district to exceed its bonding
Total Federal $ 751 $ 875 $ 9.64 $1055 $10.54 $11.58 $11.21 $10.41 $10.25 $10.65 $10.65 $10.65 $10.65 $10.65 capacity. The bond rating is AAA
State Impact Aid Received ($M) $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - Other funding issues
Total Federal & State Impact Aid ($M) $ 751 $ 875 $ 9.64 $1055 $10.54 $11.58 $11.21 $10.41 $10.25 $10.65 $10.65 $10.65 $10.65 $10.65 The district needs to build an elementary
Impact Aid as a fraction of LEA Budget 29% 33% 32% 35% 35% 38% 37% 3% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% schools on post, renovate 4
schools and add to one middle school
Tax base per pupil ($K) on post. A central kitchen is also needed.
LEA or county $ 145 $ 149 $ 156 $ 163 $ 17.0 $ 178 $ 20.2 $ 236 $ 253 $ 233 $ 243 $ 253 $ 263 $ 273 Estimated cost is $42M.
State average $125.0 $125.0 $125.0 $125.0 $125.0 $125.0 $125.0 $125.0 $125.0 $125.0 $125.0 $125.0 $125.0 $125.0

Summary (K-12)




Geary County Schools

Elementary (K-5)

Summary (K-12)

Actual Projected
Enrollment -- LEA Estimates 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 NOTES:
Elementary (K-5) Total Enrollment 3,473 3,392 3,374 3,273 3,342 3,175 3,266 3,709 4,000 4,300 4,500 4,700 5,000 5,200 ENROLLMENT—
DoD-related Enroliment Non-DoD funding includes State funding, |
Beginning Balance 207 412 695 1,070 1,441 1,791 1,826 local funding and federal grants, such as
Additional Children 205 283 375 371 350 35 - the Title programs and an early reading
Total Children 412 695 1,070 1,441 1,791 1,826 1,826 first grant.
Total DoD Enrollment - - - - - - - 412 695 1,070 1,441 1,791 1,826 1,826
Other Federal Enroliment Pre-K programs are explained on the first
Total Federal Enrollment - - - - - - - 412 695 1,070 1,441 1,791 1,826 1,826 page.
Fed as a fraction of total 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 11% 17% 25% 32% 38% 37% 35%
-Other enroliment Notes
Enrollment -- Army Estimates Post schools are expected to fill
Elementary (K-5) DoD-related Enroliment first. There is a tremendous demand
Military - - - - - - - - - - - - - - for these schools.
DoD-Civilian - - - - - - - - - - - - - - CAPACITY—
DoD Contractor One elementary school needs to
Total DoD Enrollment - - - - - - - - - - - - - - be built on post, 4 needs renovation,
-Crowding in particular school levels
Capacity (Measured in seats available)
Elementary (K-5) Total LEA Capacity 10,500 11,000 12,000 13,000 15,000 17,000 17,000 17,000 17,000 17,000 17,000 17,000 17,000 17,000 -Other Capacity notes
% in temporary buildings 5% 10% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% As it stand now, the post schools are
at near capacity. Non-post schools are at 90% capacity.
Load Factor (LEA Enrollment/Capacity) 33% 31% 28% 25% 22% 19% 19% 22% 24% 25% 26% 28% 29% 31%

Elementary (K-5)

FINANCE—
-Bonds issued to address
school capacity expansion

-Any bond ceiling or rating issues

-Other finance notes




Geary County Schools

Middle School (6-8)

Summary (K-12)

Actual Projected
Enrollment -- LEA Estimates 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 NOTES:
Middle (6-8) Total Enrollment 1,410 1,380 1,439 1,419 1,411 1,370 1,360 1,479 1,600 1,650 1,800 1,950 2,000 2,100 ENROLLMENT—
DoD-related Enroliment -Major non-DoD govt sources of
Beginning Balance 84 168 285 438 590 739 755 enroliment growth
Additional Children 84 117 153 152 149 16 - RKG- REMI Model does not differentiate
Total Children 168 285 438 590 739 755 755 between Military, Civilian, and Contractor Children.
Total DoD Enrollment - - - - - - - 168 285 438 590 739 755 755
Other Federal Enrollment
Total Federal Enroliment - - - - - - - 168 285 438 590 739 755 755
Fed as a fraction of total 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 11% 18% 27% 33% 38% 38% 36%
-Other enroliment Notes
Enrollment -- Army Estimates
Middle (6-8) DoD-related Enroliment
Military - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
DoD-Civilian - - - - - - - - - - - - - - CAPACITY—
DoD Contractor
Total DoD Enroliment - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -Significant new construction planned
-Crowding in particular school levels
Capacity (Measured in seats available)
Middle (6-8) Total LEA Capacity 1,500 1,500 1,500 1,500 1,500 1,500 1,500 1,500 1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800 -Other Capacity notes
% in temporary buildings 5% 10% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Load Factor (LEA Enrollment/Capacity) 94% 92% 96% 95% 94% 91% 91% 99% 89% 92% 100% 108% 111% 117%

Middle (6-8)

FINANCE—
-Bonds issued to address
school capacity expansion

-Any bond ceiling or rating issues

-Other finance notes




Geary County Schools

Enroliment -- LEA Estimates
High (9-12) Total Enrollment
DoD-related Enrollment
Beginning Balance
Additional Children
Total Children
Total DoD Enroliment
Other Federal Enrollment

High School (9-12)

Projected

Summary (K-12)

2008
1,700

181
124
305
305

2009

1,800

305
165
470
470

2012
2,300

796

15
811
811

2013
2,350

811

811
811

NOTES:

Total Federal Enroliment
Fed as a fraction of total

Enrollment -- Army Estimates

High (9-12) DoD-related Enroliment
Military
DoD-Civilian
DoD Contractor

305
18%

470
26%

811
35%

811
35%

ENROLLMENT—

-Major non-DoD govt sources of

enroliment growth

RKG- REMI Model does not differentiate .
between Military, Civilian, and Contractor Children

-Other enroliment Notes

Total DoD Enroliment

Capacity (Measured in seats available)
High (9-12) Total LEA Capacity
% in temporary buildings

Load Factor (LEA Enrollment/Capacity)

1,700
0%

100%

1,700

0%

106%

2,500
0%

92%

2,500
0%

94%

CAPACITY—

-Significant new construction planned

-Crowding in particular school levels

-Other Capacity notes

FINANCE—
-Bonds issued to address
school capacity expansion

-Any bond ceiling or rating issues

-Other finance notes




Manhattan-Ogden USD
Dr. Bob Shannon

Summary (K-12)

Actual Projected
Enrollment -- LEA Estimates 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 NOTES:
All Years (K-12)  Total Enroliment 5,697 5,377 5,142 5,000 4,991 4,821 4,748 5,062 5,515 5,571 5,752 6,005 6,241 6,445 ENROLLMENT—
DoD-related Enrollment -Major non-DoD govt sources of
Military 627 446 468 295 340 362 380 522 583 589 609 636 661 683 enroliment growth
DoD-Civilian 288 202 212 53 123 99 84 138 155 157 162 170 176 182
DoD Contractor* - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Total DoD Enroliment 915 648 680 348 463 461 464 660 738 746 771 806 837 865
Other Federal Enrollment - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -Pre-K offerings & issues
Total Federal Enroliment 915 648 680 348 463 461 464 660 738 746 771 806 837 865
Fed as a fraction of total 16% 12% 13% 7% 9% 10% 10% 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 13%
-Other enrollment Notes
Enrollment -- Army Estimates
All Years (K-12)  DoD-related Enroliment
Military - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
DoD-Civilian - - - - - - - - - - - - - - CAPACITY—
DoD Contractor* - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Total DoD Enroliment - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -Significant new construction planned
-Crowding in particular school levels
Capacity (Measured in seats available)
All Years (K-12)  Total LEA Capacity - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -Other Capacity notes
% in temporary buildings
Financial Information
Total LEA Budget ($M) $ 46.0 $ 470 $ 56.0 $ 57.0 $ 570 $ 54.0 $ 62.0 $ 680 $ 750 $ 776 $ 803 $ 832 $ 861 $ 89.1
Current operating expenditures per enrolled student ($K)
LEA $ 100 $ 100 $ 100 $ 100 $ 100 $ 100 $ 100 $ 100 $ 100 $ 100 $ 100 $ 100 $ 10.0 $ 100 FINANCE—
State average $ 80 $ 80 $ 80 $ 80 $ 80 $ 80 $ 80 $ 80 $ 80 $ 80 $ 80 $ 80 $ 80 $ 80 -Bonds issued to address
school capacity expansion
Federal Impact Aid Received ($M)
Dept. of Education $ 002 $ 005 $ 004 $ 009 $ 006 $ 017 $ 0.11 $ 098 $ 101 $ 105 $ 109 $ 112 $ 116 $ 1.20
DOD Supplemental Impact Aid ~ $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - -Any bond ceiling or rating issues
DoD Large Scale Rebasing $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Total Federal $ 002 $ 005 $ 004 $ 009 $ 006 $ 017 $ 0.11 $ 098 $ 101 $ 105 $ 109 $ 112 $ 116 $ 1.20
State Impact Aid Received ($M) $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - -Other finance notes
Total Federal & State Impact Aid ($M) $ 002 $ 005 $ 004 $ 009 $ 006 $ 017 $ 0.11 $ 098 $ 101 $ 105 $ 109 $ 112 $ 116 $ 1.20
Impact Aid as a fraction of LEA Budget 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%
Assessed tax base per pupil ($K)
LEA or county $ 427 $ 485 $ 547 $ 593 $ 632 $ 709 $ 783 $ 825 $ 907 $ 97.0 $103.8 $111.1 $1189 $127.2
State average $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0

Summary (K-12)




Manhattan-Ogden USD

Elementary (K-5)

Summary (K-12)

Actual Projected
Enroliment -- LEA Estimates 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 NOTES:
Elementary (K-5) Total Enrollment 2,336 2,167 2,047 1972 1,982 1,981 2,001 2,233 2526 2551 2634 2,750 2,858 2,952 ENROLLMENT—
DoD-related Enroliment -Major non-DoD govt sources of
Military 397 300 313 221 223 255 248 403 455 460 475 496 515 532 enrollment growth
DoD-Civilian 132 95 100 32 92 74 60 115 130 132 136 142 147 152
DoD Contractor
Total DoD Enrollment 529 395 413 253 315 329 308 518 585 592 611 638 662 684
Other Federal Enrollment - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -Pre-K offerings & issues
Total Federal Enroliment 529 395 413 253 315 329 308 518 585 592 611 638 662 684
Fed as a fraction of total 23% 18% 20% 13% 16% 17% 15% 23% 23% 23% 23% 23% 23% 23%
-Other enroliment Notes
Enrollment -- Army Estimates Our elementary schools are acutally K-6.
Elementary (K-5) DoD-related Enrollment We have moved the 6th grade numbers to
Military - - - - - - - - - - - - - - middle school for this report.
DoD-Civilian - - - - - - - - - - - - - - CAPACITY—
DoD Contractor
Total DoD Enroliment - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -Significant new construction planned
Delta between Army and LEA
Delta as a % of LEA -Crowding in particular school levels
Capacity (Measured in seats available)
Elementary (K-5) Total LEA Capacity - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -Other Capacity notes
% in temporary buildings 5% 10% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Elementary (K-5)

FINANCE—
-Bonds issued to address
school capacity expansion

-Any bond ceiling or rating issues

-Other finance notes




Manhattan-Ogden USD

Middle School (6-8)

Summary (K-12)

Actual Projected
Enrollment -- LEA Estimates 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 NOTES:
Middle (6-8) Total Enrollment 1,432 1,358 1,264 1,214 1,194 1,096 1,078 1,097 1,223 1,236 1,276 1,332 1,385 1,429 ENROLLMENT—
DoD-related Enrollment -Major non-DoD govt sources of
Military 102 76 80 58 53 53 64 72 80 81 84 88 92 95 enrollment growth
DoD-Civilian 46 47 49 18 16 7 10 15 17 17 18 19 20 21
DoD Contractor
Total DoD Enrollment 148 123 129 76 69 60 74 87 97 98 102 107 112 116
Other Federal Enrollment - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -Pre-K offerings & issues
Total Federal Enroliment 148 123 129 76 69 60 74 87 97 98 102 107 112 116
Fed as a fraction of total 10% 9% 10% 6% 6% 5% 7% 8% 8% 8% 8% 8% 8% 8%
-Other enrollment Notes
Enrollment -- Army Estimates Grade 6 is actually located in the
Middle (6-8) DoD-related Enrollment elementary schools. Grade 6 enrollment
Military - - - - - - - - - - - - - - has been added to these numbers.
DoD-Civilian - - - - - - - - - - - - - - CAPACITY—
DoD Contractor
Total DoD Enroliment - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -Significant new construction planned
Delta between Army and LEA
Delta as a % of LEA -Crowding in particular school levels
Capacity (Measured in seats available)
Middle (6-8) Total LEA Capacity - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -Other Capacity notes
% in temporary buildings 5% 10% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Load Factor (LEA Enrollment/Capacity)

Middle (6-8)

FINANCE—
-Bonds issued to address
school capacity expansion

-Any bond ceiling or rating issues

-Other finance notes




Manhattan-Ogden USD

High School (9-12)

Summary (K-12)

Actual Projected
Enrollment -- LEA Estimates 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 NOTES:
High (9-12) Total Enrollment 1,929 1,852 1,831 1,814 1,815 1,744 1,669 1,732 1,766 1,784 1,842 1,923 1,998 2,064 ENROLLMENT—
DoD-related Enrollment -Major non-DoD govt sources of
Military 128 70 75 16 64 54 68 a7 48 48 50 52 54 56 enrollment growth
DoD-Civilian 110 60 63 3 15 18 14 8 8 8 8 9 9 9
DoD Contractor
Total DoD Enrollment 238 130 138 19 79 72 82 55 56 56 58 61 63 65
Other Federal Enrollment - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -Pre-K offerings & issues
Total Federal Enroliment 238 130 138 19 79 72 82 55 56 56 58 61 63 65
Fed as a fraction of total 12% 7% 8% 1% 4% 4% 5% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3%
-Other enrollment Notes
Enrollment -- Army Estimates
High (9-12) DoD-related Enrollment
Military - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
DoD-Civilian - - - - - - - - - - - - - - CAPACITY—
DoD Contractor
Total DoD Enroliment - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -Significant new construction planned
-Crowding in particular school levels
Capacity (Measured in seats available)
High (9-12) Total LEA Capacity - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -Other Capacity notes
% in temporary buildings 5% 10% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

High (9-12)

FINANCE—
-Bonds issued to address
school capacity expansion

-Any bond ceiling or rating issues

-Other finance notes




Riley County Schools Summary (K-12)
Brad Starnes

Actual Projected
Enrollment -- LEA Estimates 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 NOTES:
All Years (K-12 Total Enrollment 586 615 643 650 660 635 656 673 645 650 648 - - - ENROLLMENT—
DoD-related Enrollment -Major non-DoD govt sources of
Military - - - - - - 34 48 48 50 51 - - - enrollment growth
DoD-Civilian - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
DoD Contractor* - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Total DoD Enrollment - - - - - - 34 48 48 50 51 - - -
Other Federal Enroliment - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -Pre-K offerings & issues
Total Federal Enroliment - - - - - - 34 48 48 50 51 - - -
Fed as a fraction of total 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 5% 7% 7% 8% 8%
-Other enrollment Notes
Enrollment -- Army Estimates
All Years (K-12 DoD-related Enroliment
Military - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
DoD-Civilian - - - - - - - - - - - - - - CAPACITY—
DoD Contractor* - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Total DoD Enroliment - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -Significant new construction planned
-Crowding in particular school levels
Capacity (Measured in seats available)
All Years (K-12 Total LEA Capacity 947 947 947 947 947 947 947 947 947 947 947 613 613 613 -Other Capacity notes
% in temporary buildings 5% 10% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Load Factor (LEA Enrollment/Capacity) 62% 65% 68% 69% 70% 67% 69% 71% 68% 69% 68% 0% 0% 0%
Financial Information
Total LEA Budget ($M) $ 53 $ 50 % 56 $ 56 $ 65 % 69 & 77 $ 79 FINANCE—
Budget per enrolled pupil ($K) -Bonds issued to address
LEA $ 100 $ 100 $ 100 $ 100 $ 100 $ 100 $ 10.0 $ 100 $ 100 $ 100 $ 100 $ 100 $ 100 $ 10.0 school capacity expansion
State average $ 80 $ 80 $ 80 $ 80 $ 80 $ 80 $ 80 $ 80 $ 80 $ 80 $ 80 $ 80 $ 80 $ 80
Federal Impact Aid Received ($M) -Any bond ceiling or rating issues
Dept. of Education $ 1840 $ 27.00 $ 3580 $ 18,50 $ 58.80 $ 30.20 $ 10.50
DOD Supplemental Impact Aid
DoD Large Scale Rebasing -Other finance notes
Total Federal $ 1840 $ 27.00 $ 3580 $ 18,50 $ 58.80 $ 30.20 $ 10.50
State Impact Aid Received ($M)
Total Federal & State Impact Aid ($M) $ 18.40 $ 27.00 $ 35.80 $ 18.50 $ 58.80 $ 30.20 $ 10.50
Impact Aid as a fraction of LEA Budget 347% 540% 639% 330% 905% 438% 136%
Tax base per pupil ($K)
LEA or county $ 100.0 $ 100.0 $ 100.0 $ 100.0 $ 100.0 $ 100.0 $ 100.0 $ 100.0 $ 100.0 $ 100.0 $ 100.0 $ 100.0 $ 100.0 $ 100.0
State average $125.0 $125.0 $125.0 $125.0 $125.0 $125.0 $125.0 $125.0 $125.0 $125.0 $125.0 $125.0 $125.0 $125.0

* Mission Support Contractors: Non-government employees who perform one or more of the military missions on the base,
and whose work tasks are virtually identical to government civilian employees or military personnel, expressed in full time equivalents.

Summary (K-12)



Riley County Schools

Elementary (K-5)

Summary (K-12)

Actual Projected
Enrollment -- LEA Estimates 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 NOTES:
Elementary (K-5) Total Enroliment 221 239 250 244 270 249 280 295 276 257 250 ENROLLMENT—
DoD-related Enrollment -Major non-DoD govt sources of
Military 18 22 22 23 23 enrollment growth
DoD-Civilian
DoD Contractor
Total DoD Enrollment - - - - - - 18 # 22 22 23 23 - - -
Other Federal Enroliment -Pre-K offerings & issues
Total Federal Enrollment - - - - - - 18 22 22 23 23 - - -
Fed as a fraction of total 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 6% 7% 8% 9% 9%
-Other enroliment Notes
Enrollment -- Army Estimates
Elementary (K-5) DoD-related Enroliment
Military - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
DoD-Civilian - - - - - - - - - - - - - - CAPACITY—
DoD Contractor
Total DoD Enrollment - - - - - - - # - - - - - - - -Significant new construction planned
-Crowding in particular school levels
Capacity (Measured in seats available)
Elementary (K-5) Total LEA Capacity 406 406 406 406 406 406 406 406 406 406 406 406 406 406 -Other Capacity notes
% in temporary buildings 5% 10% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Load Factor (LEA Enrollment/Capacity) 54% 59% 62% 60% 67% 61% 69% 73% 68% 63% 62% 0% 0% 0%

Elementary (K-5)

FINANCE—
-Bonds issued to address
school capacity expansion

-Any bond ceiling or rating issues

-Other finance notes




Riley County Schools

Middle School (6-8)

Summary (K-12)

Actual Projected
Enrollment -- LEA Estimates 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 NOTES:
Middle (6-8) Total Enrollment 148 151 155 166 151 149 145 157 141 167 186 ENROLLMENT—
DoD-related Enrollment -Major non-DoD govt sources of
Military 10 12 12 12 13 enrollment growth
DoD-Civilian
DoD Contractor
Total DoD Enrollment - - - - - - 10 # 12 12 12 13 - - -
Other Federal Enroliment -Pre-K offerings & issues
Total Federal Enrollment - - - - - - 10 12 12 12 13
Fed as a fraction of total 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 7% 8% 9% 7% 7%
-Other enroliment Notes
Enrollment -- Army Estimates
Middle (6-8) DoD-related Enrollment
Military - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
DoD-Civilian - - - - - - - - - - - - - - CAPACITY—
DoD Contractor
Total DoD Enrollment - - - - - - - # - - - - - - - -Significant new construction planned
-Crowding in particular school levels
Capacity (Measured in seats available)
Middle (6-8) Total LEA Capacity 207 207 207 207 207 207 207 207 207 207 207 207 207 207 -Other Capacity notes
% in temporary buildings 5% 10% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Load Factor (LEA Enrollment/Capacity) 71% 73% 75% 80% 73% 72% 70% 76% 68% 81% 90% 0% 0% 0%

Middle (6-8)

FINANCE—
-Bonds issued to address
school capacity expansion

-Any bond ceiling or rating issues

-Other finance notes




Riley County Schools

High School (9-12)

Summary (K-12)

Actual Projected
Enrollment -- LEA Estimates 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 NOTES:
High (9-12) Total Enrollment 217 225 238 240 239 237 231 221 228 226 212 ENROLLMENT—
DoD-related Enrollment -Major non-DoD govt sources of
Military 6 14 14 15 15 enrollment growth
DoD-Civilian
DoD Contractor
Total DoD Enrollment - - - - - - 6 # 14 14 15 15 - - -
Other Federal Enroliment -Pre-K offerings & issues
Total Federal Enrollment - - - - - - 6 14 14 15 15 - - -
Fed as a fraction of total 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 3% 6% 6% 7% 7%
-Other enroliment Notes
Enrollment -- Army Estimates
High (9-12) DoD-related Enrollment
Military - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
DoD-Civilian - - - - - - - - - - - - - - CAPACITY—
DoD Contractor
Total DoD Enrollment - - - - - - - # - - - - - - - -Significant new construction planned
-Crowding in particular school levels
Capacity (Measured in seats available)
High (9-12) Total LEA Capacity 334 334 334 334 334 334 334 334 334 334 334 -Other Capacity notes
% in temporary buildings 5% 10% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Load Factor (LEA Enroliment/Capacity) 65% 67% 71% 72% 72% 71% 69% 66% 68% 68% 63%

High (9-12)

FINANCE—
-Bonds issued to address
school capacity expansion

-Any bond ceiling or rating issues

-Other finance notes






