
 

 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Attendees  

 

From: Sal Bagley | SB 

 

Date: September 22, 2016 

 

Comm. No: 162135 

 

 

Subject: Independent School District #861 

 2016 WAPS Facilities Task Force 

 September 20, 2016 Meeting #2 Meeting Minutes 

 

Attendees: 

 Cindy Amberg cindy.amberg@winona.k12.mn.us 

 Jordan Buerck jordanbuerck@gmail.com 

 Leslie Foote leslie.foote@gmail.com 

 Vanessa Fernandez Greene vfernandezgreen@winona.edu 

 Allison Gruber allisonfgruber@gmail.com 

 Julie Heinrichs heinrichs.je@gmail.com 

 Amanda Indra amanda.indra@winona.k12.mn.us 

 Christian Kauphusman silverwire@gmail.com 

 Jay Kohner jay.kohner@winona.k12.mn.us  

 Kendall Larson larson3021@yahoo.com 

 Rachel Larson gaffron1978@gmail.com 

 Teagan Lecheler   

 Michael Lehnertz lehnertz@hughes.net 

 Kris Lynch mickandkris@hotmail.com 

 Angel Majera  Najean17@students.winona.k12.mn.us 

 Katie Maschka maschka3boys@hotmail.com 

 Lucy McMartin lmcmartin@ci.winona.mn.us 

 Dennis Meyer dennismeyer@acegroup.cc 

 Gretchen Michlitsch gmichlitsch@yahoo.com 

 Brian Neil brineil52@gmail.com 

 Jeanne Nelson jeanne.nelson@winona.k12.mn.us  

 Lindsy O'Shea loshea@smumn.edu 

 Nathan Pollock nathan.pollock@winona.k12.mn.us 

 Ann Riebel ann.riebel@winona.k12.mn.us 

 Steve Schild steve.schild@winona.k12.mn.us  

 John Schollmeier jschollm@smumn.edu 

 Nicole Schossow nicoco72@hotmail.com  

 Ben Schwab ben.schwab@vdcpartners.com 
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Attendees Continued: 

 Amy Whillock whillockamy@gmail.com 

 David Wickstrom  david.wickstrom@nm.com 

 Joshua van Tol jvantol@gmail.com 

 Paul Aplikowski, Wold Architects and Engineers paplikowski@woldae.com 

 Jake Wollensak, Wold Architects and Engineers jwollensak@woldae.com 

 Sal Bagley, Wold Architects and Engineers sbagley@woldae.com 

 

Discussion Topics: 

A. Thoughts Since Last Meeting: 

1. A Task Force member commented that the toilets at Madison are difficult to maneuver for 

students with special needs, especially if they need assistance from staff. 

2. Question: What would any turnover in the School Board after the election mean to the Task 

Force’s work? 

a. Answer: It is not known at this time. The Task Force charge was approved by the 

current Board and the schedule for the Task Force was set up specifically to ideally 

reach a recommendation by the end of the year. 

3. Question: How would a proposed facilities plan affect the technology levy? 

a. Answer: While there could be some changes to what technology infrastructure is 

needed and where, these projects are phased. Any changes to facilities (remodeling, 

new construction, etc.) would also require time. Number of students (and as such, 

device numbers) will not change as a result of the Task Force’s work, so no change to 

those elements of the levy. 

4. There was a Task Force member question at the last meeting to compare WAPS Free and 

Reduced Lunch statistic with their peer/Big 9 School Districts. 

a. A document was handed out showing the percentage of students eligible in each 

District. 

b. The statewide percentage is 38.23%; WAPS is 36.92%. 

B. Facility Information: 

1. The group reviewed site plans, building sizes, and building ages for the facilities owned by 

WAPS. 

2. The group discussed MDE guidelines for site sizes in acreages based on student enrollment. 

a. These are guidelines, not rules. Acquiring land is a complicated topic and many 

Districts are not able to acquire the recommended size land plots. 

b. Several of WAPS’s school sites are very small (two acres) without much green space, 

parking, or other amenities. 

3. The District noted that part of the site at the Middle School is actually leased from the 

vocational school. 

a. The 18-acre figure includes this leased land. 

C. Enrollment History and Projections: 

1. Sarah Slaby from the District presented historical, current, and projected student 

enrollment to the Task Force. 
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2. Summary: 

a. Current enrollment: 2016-17 school year is 3,016 as of September 19, 2016. 

1) The District reports October 1 figures to the MDE. 

b. Sarah explained the difference between ADM and head count. 

1) The District receives funding based on ADM (Average Daily Membership). 

c. Historical enrollment: 

1) WAPS enrollment has fallen by 38% since 1980 (loss of 1,874 students). 

2) A bar graph chart showing District-wide enrollment was distributed to Task Force 

members for years 1980-present. 

3) The group discussed potential causes for drop in enrollment, including people 

having fewer kids now than in the past, the opening of other schools 

(charter/private), etc. 

a) The District does not formally track why students leave the District, but will try 

to find some information for the Task Force. 

4) A slide showing percent change per year by 5-year time slots was reviewed. 

a) Of note were 2001-2006 (loss of 3.15% of students per year) and 2006-2011 (loss 

of 2.86% of students per year). 

b) These losses have stabilized/slowed some in recent years. 

d. Enrollment projections: 

1) The District uses a 5-year average cohort retention method for projecting 

enrollment. 

a) This tracks the number of students who stay in the system as their class moves 

through the grade levels and applies those historical averages to the future. 

b) Kindergarten class sizes are based on birthrates. 

2) Enrollment projections are not an exact science, but the District has historically 

been quite accurate. 

3) The District projects stagnant/flat enrollment through 2021-22, with student 

enrollment hovering around 2,930 students. 

e. Enrollment information is available both on the District’s website as well as on the 

MDE website. 

1) Information older than 1998 requires a special request of the MDE. 

f. Task Force members were given a copy of the District’s 2016-16 demographic 

information. 

1) Question: What do the colors on the front page mean? 

a) These are elementary attendance boundaries. 

g. Question: Is information available showing enrollment per school history (i.e. 

Rollingstone enrollment by year)? 

1) This could be compiled via the demographic reports available on the website. 

h. Question: Do some students return to or enter the District at the secondary level? 

1) Answer: Yes, as some charter or private schools do not offer secondary education. 

i. Note: Districts often financially plan for lower enrollment projections (as Districts are 

funded per ADM) but from a facilities perspective it is safer to plan for a higher 

projection so as to not run out of space. 
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D. Capacity vs. Enrollment: 

1. Wold explained the process of determining a building’s capacity to the Task Force. 

a. Capacity is not fixed and changes as the use of the building changes. 

b. Capacity relates to “head count” of students, not ADM. 

c. Special education, small group spaces, counselor/Title program space, etc. are all 

necessary functions that do not count toward capacity. 

2. The group reviewed an example capacity exercise looking at a “four-room schoolhouse” 

and how the capacity of the building differs if it is an elementary school, middle school or 

high school. 

a. “Homerooms” are counted at the Elementary level. 

b. “Teaching Stations” are counted at the Middle/High School levels and an efficiency 

factor that represents how the building is scheduled is applied to the equation. 

3. The group reviewed the District-Wide capacity summary. 

a. The Task Force would prefer that the PreK numbers are made more clear in the 

capacity analysis. 

4. The group reviewed the capacity diagrams. 

5. The capacity drawings will be updated to clarify the PreK numbers. 

E. Facility Analysis: 

1. Wold have been analyzing the District’s facilities to help determine deferred maintenance 

projects to be done and their associated costs. 

a. The District stays current with ongoing maintenance projects but does not have the 

funding to take on larger projects, like roof replacements or mechanical systems 

replacement. 

b. A few items are still outstanding in the report, including final roof information, 

hazardous materials (asbestos, etc.), etc. so some of the figures may change. A final 

report will be issued once these issues are addressed. 

2. The group reviewed the deferred maintenance study parameters including the subtopics 

and prioritization. 

a. The study does not take aesthetics related to historical value into consideration. 

1) Not all members agree on the value of the aesthetics of a building and the 

importance of aesthetics in education. 

3. The group reviewed the Overview slide showing project costs (including all costs to be 

incurred by District, i.e. engineering costs, contingency, etc). 

4. The group reviewed example deferred maintenance projects form each building including a 

more in-depth discussion about the systems changes needed at the 1930’s-era elementary 

schools. 

a. All four of these buildings have inadequate ventilation (with some spaces lacking fresh 

air entirely), unreliable and inefficient steam heating systems, and old galvanized steel 

domestic water piping that is leaking. 

1) The group discussed how the projects were budgeted, with Wold considering what 

most of their school clients would typically chose to do to provide adequate 

ventilation, heat/cooling and water piping while not being the “top of the line” or 

most expensive solution. 
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b. The group discussed how bringing a building up to code and providing adequate 

ventilation/heating/cooling usually raises the utility bills. 

c. Many buildings have single-pane windows, brick facades that need tuckpointing, major 

accessibility challenges, and worn out finishes. 

5. Question: Do the costs include any allowance for relocating students to do renovation 

during school? 

a. Answer: No, lease costs of other facilities, etc. are not included in these costs. The 

projects are budgeted with the understanding that there are always unknown during 

construction. The final solutions or schedules are not proposed at this time. 

6. A finalized version of the report will be brought for the Task Force’s review ideally at the 

next meeting. 

F. Next Steps: 

1. Requests for the future: 

a. Transportation information (with operational cost information). 

b. Provide SF/student information at the building level. 

2. All information is posted on the website and shared with the School Board. 

3. Next Meeting: October 4, 2016 from 6-8 p.m. in the High School Media Center. 

 

cc: Attendees 

 Absentees 

 Stephen West, ISD #861   stephen.west@winona.k12.mn.us 

 Bill O’Laughlin, ISD #861  william.olaughlin@winona.k12.mn.us 

 Kelly Halvorsen, ISD #861  kelly.halvorsen@winona.k12.mn.us 

 Kevin Flies, ISD #861   kevin.flies@winona.k12.mn.us 

 Sarah Slaby, ISD #861   sarah.slaby@winona.k12.mn.us 

 Margaret Schild, ISD #861  margaret.schild@winona.k12.mn.us 

 Amy Adams, ISD #861   amy.adams@winona.k12.mn.us 

 Patricia Blaisdell, ISD #861  patricia.blaisdell@winona.k12.mn.us 

 Pam Kristiansen, ISD #861  pamela.kristiansen@winona.k12.mn.us 

 Mike Klass, Wold 
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